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CENTRAL AOniNISTRATrJE TRIBUNAL PRIIPICIPAL BENCH
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Ney Dslhi : this the day of ',2D0 0»i

HON'BLE P1R',sVr'.A0IGE,V/ICE CHAIRriAN(A)

HDN'BLE nR^KULDIP SINGHVpIEPIBER (d)

Dr^^(Mrs), plLV'Singh^
U/o Shri C.P.Singh',-'
R/o C-17,'' Rashmi Apartments^'
Pfersh.,'^ t/ihar^^ Pi tamp ura'^
Del hi- 34 .'V.'.^Appli can tv'

(By AdvADcata: Shri Anil Agarual)

The Employees State Insurance Corporation','
through its Director General'I'
panchdeep BhauanV

Kotla Road^
Nea Delhi 7'i''.''.'Rsspond8ntsi:]

(By Adyocate; Shri GiR.^Nayyar)

W>1R';^S^RVADIGE '\/C(A^ '

Applicant impugns the charge sheet dated

15.^2^94 and the order dated 21'35.''^ (Annexure- A <)

appointing the Inquiry Officer? the order dated 2.lJ5.i^

(AnnBxure-[}B) appointing the Presenting Officer, the

order dated 12^6.198 (Annexure-C) ordering common

proceedings and the order dated; 3an'y1999 informing

her that her final pensionary benefits uill be settled

only after conclusion of the D;Ev against her'ij] She

prays for release of all pecuniary benefits along uith

compension'i' interest and costs^

2^ Applicant is being proceeded against

departm en tally vide charge sheet dated I5,^2'j94

for a tndjor penalty in regard to serious irregularities

in the purchase and supply of medicines by the
n

central Medical S&4ie at Basaidarap ur^ Applicant uas
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assigned duties as Stores anager of the aforesaid

fledical Store during the period 3lo1'''j92 to 17.-f 9.193.1

Proceedings for major or mihor penalties uere

initiated against Aether officers also in regard to

the abo\/a irregularities', and common proceedings era

being conducted.^ Proceedings against one of the fifficers

namely Or.'l Haitnohinder'j>'' Director(Hedica]^ Delhi were

subsequently dropped7 but proceedings against the

remaining 3 officers are still continuing^

3  grounds taken by applicant , she has

urgffld that

i) that the impugned order dated 21'?5."^98

initiating disciplinary proceedings

against applicant by appointment of an

E.O is v/iolative of Rule 9 CCS(Pension)
I

Rules because the allegations pertain

to a period raimr® than 4 years prior to

applicant's date of retirement on 30*^4^1^!

ii') She is being discriminated against

because while the DC against Dr^F&rmbhinder

^  has been dropp ed7.'the DE against her is
still continuing

iii) the joint inquiry being conducted against

her along with other employees is illegal

and arbitrary^

i\/) the denial of release of retiral benefits

to her is violatiye of the principles of

natu ral j usti ce^i}

4^.^ Ue haya considered these grounds carefully^

As regards ground (i) aboveV the DE can be

said to haye been instituted with the issue of the

charge sheet dated I5.''2'^i94. The rrreguiarities pertain
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to applicant's tenure from 31'31»^92 to 17;19,^93,! Clearly

the proceedings are not hit by Rule 9(1) CCsCPension)
Rules'il Hence this ground fails';^

6,4 As regards ground (ii)t' applicant cannot

complain of being discriminated against merely because

respondents have subsequently decxded not to proceed

against one of its employeesil,

7,- As regards (iii) above^ a joint inquiry is

permitted under rule s f!

As regards (iv) above, retiral benefits cannot

be released during the pendency of the disciplinary

p ro ceedings^

Under the circunstance", no interference is

uarranted in the at tins stage'ol The authorities

concerned are called upon to complete the OE as

exp edi tiously as possible in accordance uith rules

and instructions'^' in uhich applicant should fully

coop era te^H

Subject to uhat has been stated in para 9

abo ve9 the OA is dismissed-^ No costs'?]

( KULOIP SINGH ) ( SVR.AOIGE )■
MEfl^Rb) CHAIRnAN(A)^.'-
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