
IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
MUMBAI  

 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.951 OF 2021 
 

  DISTRICT : MUMBAI 
  SUB :  Retiral benefits  
 

Shri Sopan Y. Pawar, Age 63 years,    ) 

Occ : Retired,  R/at  A/16, Tribhuvan Co-op. Hos. Soc. ) 

Ltd., Near Jalaram Mandir, Nehru Road, Dombivali (E),) 

Dist. Thane 421201.      )… Applicant 
 

Versus 
 
1) The State of Maharashtra,    ) 

 Through Addl. Chief Secretary,   ) 

 Home Department, Having Office at   ) 

 Mantralaya, Mumbai-400 032.   ) 
 

2) The Director General of Police, D.G. Office,  ) 

 Shahid Bhagatsingh Road, Mumbai 400 023. ) 

 

3) The Police Commissioner, Government Railway ) 

 Police, P.D' Mellow Marg, Wadi Bunder, Signal ) 

 Building, 4th floor, Mumbai 400 009.   ) 

 

4) The Commissioner of Police, O/at Crawford Mkt. ) 

 Mumbai-I,, Shahid Bhagat Singh Road,   ) 

 Mumbai 400 001.      )….Respondents  
 

Shri G. B. Pawar, learned Advocate for the Applicant.  

Smt.Kranti Gaikwad, learned Presenting Officer for the 

Respondents.  

 

CORAM  :  A.P. Kurhekar, Member (J) 
 

DATE  :       30.06.2023 
 

ORDER  
 

 

1. The Applicant has challenged communication dated 12.02.2020 

issued by the Respondent No.1 - Government about recovery of licence 

fees of Rs.46,360/- for retention of quarter and claim interest on the 

delayed payment of retiral benefits inter-alia contending that interest 
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calculated by communication dated 12.02.2020 is incorrect invoking 

jurisdiction of this Tribunal under Section 19 of the Administrative 

Tribunal Act, 1985.  

 

2. Shortly stated facts giving rise to O.A. are as under :- 

  The Applicant is retired Police Inspector.  He retired on 31.05.2015 

from the establishment of Respondent No.4 - Police Commissioner, 

Mumbai. While he was serving as Police Sub-Inspector on the 

establishment of Respondent No.3 - Police Commissioner, Railway 

Police, he was allotted government accommodation by Railway Police. He 

was transferred from Railway Police to C.P. Mumbai establishment on 

25.06.1999. He sought permission from C. P. Railway Police to retain the 

quarter.  The Respondent No.3 - C.P. Railway Police permitted to retain 

government accommodation. Later, the period of retention was extended 

from time to time. He got quarter on the establishment of C.P. Mumbai 

on 10.08.2014 and vacated Railway Police Quarter on 18.08.2014. After 

retirement, he was not paid retirement benefits on the ground of 

recovery of licence fee of Rs.46,360/- for retention of Railway Police 

quarter. The Applicant then filed O.A. No.123/2019 in this Tribunal for 

directions to Respondents to refund the amount of Rs.46,360/- which 

was recovered from his gratuity and also claimed interest on delayed 

payment of retirement benefits. In O.A. the Applicant had challenged 

recovery of licence fees of Rs.46,360/- inter-alia contending that he was 

not liable to pay any such licence fee.   

 

3. The Tribunal had disposed of the O.A.No.123/2019, issuing 

following directions :- 

" (i) The respondent no.1 (Home Department) is directed to take a 

conscious decision whether their communication dated 24.11.2016 

directing respondent no.3 to recover an amount of Rs.46,360/- as 

license fee is as per the provisions and whether the same are 

applicable to the applicant? 

 

(ii) The respondent no.1 should also fix the responsibility for 

delayed payment, in the payment of terminal benefits to the 

applicant as mentioned in Rule 129-B(4) of MCS (Pension) Rules, 

1982. 
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(iii) The interest calculated as per the appropriate rules be paid to 

the applicant for delayed payment. 

 

(iv) The above directions should be implemented within a period 

of three months from today and communicated to the applicant 

within two weeks thereafter. 

  

4. Accordingly, the Respondent No.1- Government took decision and 

communicated the same to the Applicant on 12.02.2020 confirming its 

stand about liability of the Applicant to pay license fees of Rs.46,360/- 

for retention of Railway Police quarter. Insofar as interest is concerned, 

the Respondents calculated interest on belated payment of gratuity and 

other benefits from 25.11.2016 only and it was directed to be paid by the 

Secretariate, Maharashtra State Legislative Assembly.  

 

5. It is on the above background, the Applicant has challenged 

communication dated 12.02.2020 rejecting his claim for refund of 

Rs.46,360/- and also challenged the calculation of interest done by the 

Respondents in communication dated 12.02.2020. In the said 

communication, the Respondent No.1 has calculated the interest from 

25.11.2016 till the date of actual payment of retirement benefits.  

However, admittedly the interest so calculated from 24.11.2016 is not 

paid even till date. Indeed, the Applicant is challenging calculation of 

interest from 25.11.2016 inter-alia contending that the amount due fall 

on the date of retirement on 31.05.2015 and he is entitled to interest 

after three months period i.e. from 01.09.2015. Notably, 25.11.2016 date 

determined for calculation of interest is the date on which his 

representations were rejected by the Respondents. As such, in effect by 

impugned communication claim of interest from 01.09.2015 to 

24.11.2016 has been denied.  

 

6. In view of above, the issue posed for consideration is whether the 

Applicant is entitled to refund of Rs.46,360/- which are already 

recovered as a licence fee from his gratuity and interest on delayed 

payment of retirement benefits from 01.09.2015.   
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7. Heard Shri G.B. Pawar, learned Counsel for the Applicant and 

Smt. Kranti Gaikwad, learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.  

 

8. As to refund of license fees of Rs.46,360/- 
 

  By impugned order dated 12.02.2020, the respondents have 

charged license fees of Rs.46,360/- and rejected the claim of the 

Applicant to refund the same which has been already recovered from his 

gratuity.  

 

9. Shri G. B. Pawar, learned Counsel for the Applicant submits that 

as per rules and notifications, the Applicant was entitled to rent free 

accommodation and there was no such liability to pay license fees. He 

has pointed out that C.P. Railway Police permitted the Applicant to 

retain quarter in view of Circular dated 22.05.1992.  After his transfer to 

C.P. Mumbai, he applied for quarter and it was allotted on 10.08.2014.  

The Applicant, therefore, vacated railway quarter on 18.08.2014.  He, 

therefore, submits that there was no such liability to pay even license 

fees for retention of railway police quarter.   

 

10. Per contra, Smt. Kranti Gaikwad, learned Presenting Officer 

sought to contend that there is no such specific or special order of the 

Government allotting rent free quarter to the Applicant and in absence of 

it, the claim of the Applicant that railway police quarter was rent free 

quarter is unsustainable.  She further submits that licence fee is distinct 

issue then HRA and license is always charged on quarters in terms of 

G.R. dated 30.12.1991 at stipulated rate depending upon the type of 

quarter. She, therefore, submits that recovery of licence fees of 

Rs.46,360/- from gratuity is legal and valid.   

 

11. At the very outset, the perusal of Circular dated 22.05.1992 issued 

by office of C.P. Mumbai reveals that in view of difficulties faced by police 

officials, the following decision was taken :- 
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  " iksfyl vk;qDr c`gUeqacbZ ¼10 ½ iksfyl vf/kdkjh vkiY;k ftYg;kr cnyqu xsysys vkgsr o rs 
vf/kdkjh iksfyl vk;qDrkaP;k vf/kiR;k[kkyhy 'kkldh; fuoklLFkkukr jkgkr vkgsr-  rlsp vkiY;k 
ftYg;krqu c`gUeqacbZr ¼12½ iksfyl vf/kdkjh cnyqu vkysys vkgsr o rs vkiY;k ftYg;kP;k 
vf/kiR;k[kkyhy 'kkldh; fuoklLFkkukr jkgr vkgsr- 
  yksgekxZ eqacbZ ftYgk o eqacbZ 'kgj ;kaps eq[;ky;] eqacbZ gs toG toG ,dp vkgs- iksfyl 
vf/kdk&;kaP;k cnY;k g;k usgehp gksr vlrkr- cnyheqGs R;kaph Rojhr fjDr d:u ?ksryh tkrkr- R;keqGs 
R;kps dkSaVqfcd thou vfLFkj gksrs o 'kkldh; fuoklLFkkukph VapkbZ vlY;kus yxspp R;kauk fuoklLFkkus 
iqjo.ks 'kD; gksr ukgh- iksfyl vf/kdk&;kaP;k yksgekxZ] eqacbZ ;sFks gks.kk&;k cnykaeqGs gk iz'u iq<sgh 
dk;eLo:ih mn~Hko.kkjk vkgs- R;keqGs iksfyl vk;qDr] c`gUeqacbZ ;sFks cnyh gksoqu vkysY;k fdaok xsysY;k 
iksfyl vf/kdk&;kaph 'kkldh; fuoklLFkkus fjDr d:u ns.;kr ;sÅ u;sr fdaok R;kauk 'kkldh; fuoklLFkkus 
vkivkilkar cnyh d:u ns.;kr ;kohr-** 

 

12. Thus, having regard to the difficulties faced by police personnel, 

the decision was taken to allow police personnel serving on the 

establishment of Railway Police to continue the quarter even after their 

transfer to C.P. Mumbai. It further provides for mutual exchange of 

quarter. It is in view of the said circular, the Applicant was permitted to 

retain railway police quarter after his transfer to Mumbai Police.  Thus, 

this is not a case, where Applicant retained quarter unauthorizedly.  

 

13. In present case, the issue pertains to legality of recovery of license 

fees. In this behalf, it is necessary to see instructions issued by the 

Government in official gazette about occupation of Government quarters.  

Rule 850 from Bombay Government Gazette dated 09.07.1959 is as 

under :- 

    

  850. In special circumstances, for reasons which should be recorded 

  Government -  

  (a) may, by general or special order, grant rent-free accommodation to 

   any Government servants, or class of Government servants, or 

  (b) may, by special order, waive or reduce the amount of rent to be 

  recovered from any Government servant.  

  Note 1- Government servants, or any classes of Government servants, who 

  have been granted rent-free accommodation shall not be liable to pay rent 

  for subsidiary services, mentioned in Rule 844 above.   

 

 Note 3  :  A list of Government servants who have been granted rent-free 

 accommodation or house rent allowance in lieu thereof or who are allowed 

to pay reduced rent is given in Appendix LV. No rent shall be recovered 

from Ministers, Deputy Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries when 

accommodation is made available to them by Government." 
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14. Whereas Appendix LV which is referred in note no.3 of Rule 850 is 

the list of Government servants who have been granted rent free 

quarters. Material to note, as per Sr.No.122 of Appendix LV all 

subordinates police officers below the rank of Inspector in the mofussil 

and below the rank of Superintendent in Greater Bombay are declared 

entitled to rent free quarter. Thus, by this general order published in 

Government gazette on 09.07.1959, the Applicant is declared entitled to 

rent free quarter.  Pertinent to note, as per Note No.1, below rule 850 as 

reproduced above, the Government servants who have been granted rent 

free accommodation shall not be liable to pay rent for subsidiary services 

mentioned in Rule 844.  Whereas as per Rule 844 for the purposes of 

assessment of rent, the capital cost of a residence owned by Government 

shall include the cost or value of subsidiary services viz., sanitary 

services, water supplier, electrical inspection. Thus, in case of rent-free 

quarter, there is no liability to pay for subsidiary services.   

 

15. The Respondents have not produced on record any material to 

establish that while Applicant was allotted railway police quarter, license 

fees was recovered from him.  That apart, in order issued by C.P. 

Railway permitting the Applicant to retain quarter of railway police, there 

is no such whisper that he was to pay license fees. Therefore, the 

Respondents contention that Applicant was liable to pay license fees is 

totally unacceptable.   

 

16. Indeed, G.R. dated 24.05.2001 issued by Government, Finance 

Department itself makes it clear that where employees entitled to rent 

free quarter but not allotted in that situation, the Government servant is 

entitled to rent free accommodation as per permissible rates as well as 

license fees together as HRA.  The contents of G.R. dated 24.05.2001 are 

as under:- 
 

 " 'kklukP;k fofo/k iz'kkldh; foHkkxka[kkyhy dkgh fof'k"V inkauk R;kaP;k lsok'krhZuqlkj eqacbZ ukxjh lsok 
fu;e] 1951 e/khy fu;e 850 [kkyhy rjrwnhvUo;s HkkMsekQ fuoklLFkkukph loyr eatwj dj.;kr vkyh 
vkgs- ts deZpkjh R;kaP;k lsok'krhZuqlkj] HkkMsekQ fuoklLFkku feG.;kl ik= vkgsr] ek= T;kauk v'kh 
fuoklLFkkus iqjfo.;kr vkysyh ukghr] vls deZpkjh [kkyhy vVhaph iqrZrk dj.;kP;k v/khu jkgwu ojhy ¼5½ 
;sFkhy vkns'kkUo;s fnukad 1 lIVsacj] 1990 iklwu] R;kauk R;kaP;k osruxVkuqlkj loZlk/kkj.ki.ks ns; gksÅ 
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'kd.kkjk ?kjHkkMsHkRrk vf/kd osrukP;k vk/kkjs T;k izdkps fuoklLFkku feG.;kl lacaf/kr deZpkjh ik= vlsy 
R;k izdkjP;k fuoklLFkkuklkBh vkdkj.;kr ;s.kkjs vuqKfIr 'kqYd brdh jDde ] HkkMsekQ fuokl LFkkukP;k 
cnY;kr ?kjHkkMs HkRrk Eg.kwu feG.;kl ik= vlrhy-  
  1½  'kkldh; fuoklLFkkus okViklkBh miyC/k ulkohr- 
  2½  'kkldh; deZpk&;kaP;k dqVaqckP;k lnL;kaO;frfjDr brj lnL; R;kP;klkscr jkgr ulkok- 
  3½   'kkldh; deZpkjh R;kP;k eq[;ky;kP;k ukxjh gn~nhr jkgkr vlkok- eqacbZ gs eq[;ky; 
vl.kk&;k deZpk&;kaP;k ckcrhr eqacbZ ukxjh lsok fu;ekarhy fu;e 446 [kkyh fofgr dsysyh ukxjh gn~n 
xzkg; ekuyh tkbZy- 
Vhi %  tj 'kkldh; deZpkjh jkgkr vlysY;k fuoklLFkkukis{kk R;kP;k drZO;LFkkukyk toG vlsy vls 
dks.krsgh fuoklLFkku oktoh vVhaoj] Eg.kts R;kyk ?kjHkkMsekQ fuoklLFkkuk,soth feG.kk&;k ?kjHkkMsHkR;kP;k 
jdesP;k e;kZnsr HkkMs vlysys] feGfo.ks 'kD; uOgrs] vkf.k R;kps fuoklLFkku ukxjh gn~nhP;k iyhdMs vlwugh] 
R;k ink'kh layXu vl.kk&;k drZO;kaoj foijhr ifj.kke gksr ukgh ;kcn~y fu;a=d vf/kdk&;kph [kk=h iVwu 
R;kus rls izek.ki= tksMY;kl ojhy vV f'kfFky djrk ;sbZy- fu;a=d vf/kdk&;kaP;k izdj.kh R;kaP;k yxrP;k 
ojh"B vf/kdk&;kauh vls izek.ki= n;ko;kph vkgs- 
 ¼oj ueqn dsysY;k frugh vVh ojhy ¼1½ ;sFkhy vkns'kkUo;s fn-1 ,fizy 1972 iklwu ykxw vkgsr- vV dz-
¼3½ [kkyhy Vhi ojhy ¼3½ ;sFkhy vkns'kkUo;s fn-1 uksOgsacj] 1981 iklwu ykxw vkgs-½ 
3- eqacbZ ukxjh lsok fu;ekaP;k ifjf'k"V 55] foHkkx&2 e/khy oS|dh; foHkkxk[kkyhy rGfVi jn~n 
dj.;kr ;sr vlwu ojhy foHkkxkP;k 'ksoVh vlysY;k fVise/khy vV dz-1 rs 4 ,soth ojhy vVh lekfo"V 
dj.;kr ;kO;kr- 
4- R;k deZp;k&;kauk lsok'krZ Eg.kwu uOgs rj brj dks.kR;kgh mi;ksxklkBh vko';d ukgh v'kh 
fuoklLFkkus okViklkBh HkkMsekQ fjrhus miyC/k d:u fnyh vlrhy] R;k deZpk&;kauk HkkMsekQ 
fuoklLFkkuk,soth feG.kk&;k ?kjHkkMsHkR;kckcrps vkns'k ykxw gks.kkj ukghr- 
5- ;k ifji=dkUo;s fuxZfer dj.;kr ;sr vlysY;k lwpuk Eg.kts ;k fo"k;h iwohZp ns.;kr vkysY;k 
vkns'kkarhy rjrwnhaiSdh l/;k vaeykr vl.kk&;k rjrwnhaps dsoG ekfgrhlkBh dsysys ,df=dj.k vkgs- ;k 
ifji=dkUo;s dks.krsgh uos vkns'k ns.;kr vkysys ukghr- ek=] izdj.ks lknj djrkauk ;k ifji=dkpk lanHkZ 
ns.;kl gjdr ukgh- HkkMsekQ fuoklLFkkuk,soth ?kjHkkMsHkR;kckcrph ;kiwohZph izdj.ks] lacaf/kr dkyko/khr 
vaeykr vl.kk&;k vkns'kkarhy rjrwnhvUo;s fofu;fer dj.;kr ;kohr-  
6- eqacbZ ukxjh lsok fu;e] 1959 e/khy ;klaca/kkrhy l/;kP;k rjrwnh ojhy e;kZnsr lq/kkj.;kr 
vkY;k vkgsr vls letys tkos-  ;k fu;ekauk vkSipkjhd lq/kkj.kk ;Fkkodk'k dj.;kr ;srhy-** 

 

17. Thus, the harmonious construction of aforesaid rules and G.R.s 

clearly established that Applicant was not liable to pay license fees.  It is 

precisely for this reason, no license fee was recovered from the Applicant 

while he was in service with Railway Police. He was allotted to continue 

the quarter without there being any stipulation of liability to pay license 

fees.  Suffice to say recovery of Rs.46,360/- from the Applicant is totally 

arbitrary and unsustainable in law.  

 

18. The aforesaid view is fortified by the decision rendered by the 

Tribunal in Aurangabad Bench in O.A.No.584/2017 (Mohammad 

Abdul Sami V/s State of Maharashtra & Ors.), decided on 20.08.2019 

wherein the petitioner was found entitled to HRA and license fees till 
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government quarter was provided to him but it was not paid.  The 

Tribunal allowed the O.A. directing Respondents to pay license fees in 

addition to rent. The Tribunal referred the same G.R. dated 24.05.2001 

and concluded that Government servant to whom quarters are not 

provided as per their entitlement are entitled to rent and license fees in 

lieu of government quarter.  

 

19. Claim about interest : 

  At the very outset, it needs to be clarified that by communication 

dated 12.02.2020 the Respondent No.1 had calculated liability to pay 

interest of Rs.56,657/- calculated from 25.11.2016 and directions were 

issued to the Secretariate Maharashtra State Legislative Assembly but 

till date the said amount of Rs.56,657/- is not paid.  This position is 

fairly conceded by learned P.O.   

 

20. As stated above, the reason for withholding retiral benefits was the 

issue of recovery of license fees of Rs.46,360/- for retention of quarter 

which could not have been the ground to withhold retiral benefits. 

Indeed, as concluded above there was no such liability of the Applicant 

to pay license fees of Rs.46,360/-. The Respondents, therefore, cannot 

disowned the liability to pay interest on retirement benefits as discussed 

above. There are administrative lapses on the part of Respondents for 

not releasing retirement benefits within stipulated period of three 

months and one month as provided in Rules and G.R.s.  

 

21. Admittedly, the Applicant stands retired on 31.05.2015 and there 

was no such hurdle in the form of D.E. or judicial proceeding for 

withholding of retirement benefits.  However, his retirement benefits 

were withheld because of issue of recovery of license fees about quarter 

he retained was not settled.  That issue was not at all relevant or 

justifiable for withholding retirement benefits. If there was any such 

liability to pay license fees, it ought to have been resolved independently 

but at any rate it could not have been the reason to withhold all retiral 

benefits.   
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22. The Applicant is claiming interest on gratuity, leave encashment 

and GIS. As per Rule 129-A of Maharashtra Civil Services (Pension) 

Rules where the payment of gratuity has been delayed and delay in 

payment was attributable to administrative lapses, an interest at the 

rate applicable to GPF deposits shall be paid on the amount of gratuity 

in respect of period beyond three months. He further provides that no 

interest shall be payable in case provisional gratuity is paid.  In present 

case, admittedly, no provisional gratuity was paid. This being the 

position, the payment of gratuity has been delayed due to sheer 

administrative lapses attributable to the department and Applicant 

cannot be deprived of the interest. The gratuity of Rs.3,84,280/- was 

paid on 27.07.2017 though it was payable on 01.09.2015. This being so, 

the Respondents are liable to pay interest on gratuity amount from 

01.09.2015 till 27.07.2017 at the rate appliable to GPF.   

 

23. As regard leave encashment, admittedly, the leave encashment of 

Rs.5,84,220/- was paid on 27.07.2017. In terms of G.R. dated 

20.06.1996 in normal course (except where D.E. is initiated), the 

Government servant is entitled to interest on leave encashment if 

amount of leave encashment is not paid after the period of one month 

from the date of retirement. In present case, the Applicant retired on 

31.05.2015 and, therefore, leave encashment was due and payable on 

01.07.2015. However, it was paid on 27.07.2017. In impugned 

communication, the Respondent No.1 calculated interest on leave 

encashment from 25.11.2016 but still not paid. Indeed, liability to pay 

interest is from 01.07.2015. The Respondents are, therefore, liable to 

pay interest on leave encashment at the rate applicable to GPF from 

01.07.2015 to 27.07.2017.   

 

24. Insofar as GIS is concerned, the Applicant was paid GIS amount of 

Rs.1,17,744/- on 08/08.2017.  In impugned order, the Respondent No.1 

calculated interest on GIS also from 25.11.2016 which is totally 

incorrect. The Respondents ought to have granted interest on GIS after 
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three months in terms of G.R. issued by the Finance Department on 

17.05.1992 which inter-alia provides even in case of departmental 

proceeding is pending against a government servant, the amount of GIS 

should not be withheld and it requires to be paid within three months 

from the date of retirement.  Thus, GIS was due and payable on 

01.09.1995 but paid on 08.08.2017.  There was no such legal hurdle to 

withhold GIS.   

 

25. The totality of the aforesaid discussion leads me to sum up that 

impugned communication dated 12.02.2020 denying refund of 

Rs.46,360/- recovered as a licence fee is totally arbitrary and 

unsustainable in law. At the time of retirement, there was no such legal 

hurdle in the shape of D.E. or criminal prosecution so as to withhold 

retirement benefits. The reason that the issue of licence fees or penal 

charges for retaining railway police quarter was pending could not have 

been the ground to withhold retiral benefits. If there was any such 

liability for retention of quarter, it could have been ascertained 

independently and for that matter withholding of retiral benefits was 

totally arbitrary.  As such, withholding of retiral benefits for no such 

justifiable reasons amounts to denial and depravation of utilizing retiral 

benefits which certainly comes under administrative lapses. The 

Applicant is, therefore, entitled to refund of license fees of Rs.46,360/- 

and he is also entitled to interest on delayed payment of gratuity, leave 

encashment and GIS for the period by which it is delayed. Hence, the 

following order :- 

ORDER 
 

(A) Original Application is allowed.  

(B) Impugned communication dated 12.02.2020 is quashed and set 

  aside.  

(C) The Respondents are directed to refund of Rs. 46,360/- recovered 

  as licence fees from gratuity within a month from today failing to 

  which amount shall be paid with interest at the rate applicable to 

  GPF from the date of default till the date of actual payment.  
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(D) The Respondents are also directed to pay interest on amount of 

  gratuity and GIS to be calculated from 01.09.2015 till the date of 

  payment i.e 27.07.2017 and 08.08.2017 respectively within a 

  month from today.  

(E) The Respondents are also directed to pay interest on the amount 

  of leave encashment at the rate applicable to GPF from 01.07.2015 

  to 27.07.2017. It be calculated and paid accordingly within a 

  month from today.  

(F) The Respondents are jointly and severally responsible for the 

  compliance of the order within a month from today.  

(G) No order as to costs.  

 

          Sd/- 
    

                       (A.P. Kurhekar)            
                                      Member (J)  
 
 
Place: Mumbai  
Date : 30.06.2023 
Dictation taken by: Vaishali S. Mane 
D:\VSM\VSO\2023\ORder &  Judgment\June\Retirement benefits\O.A.951 of 2021.doc 

 

 


