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CE3MTRi\L ACniNlSTRATIUE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL

^  O.A.No. 48 4/1997
Nbu Delhi: this the day ,1998,

RON '0LE nR. S. R. ADIGE, l/ICE CH aI FTIaNCa) .

HON'BLE DR. Ao i'EDAVALLI, PlEnBER(3)

3o dha Tekchandani,

f/o GG- 1 156, Vikaspuri,
Neu Delhi -18 ....Applicant#*

(By Advocate: Hrsi^Rani .Chhabra)

\]q rsua

1. Union of India, through
its Secretary,
(Ministry of Hame Affairs,
No rth Bio ck,
N eu Del hi.

29 Director General 9

'  Central Reserve Police Force,
COO QJtnplex, Lo dhi Fbad,
N eu Del hi »'

3. Inspector Gaaerol of Police,
Central Reserve Police Force,'

4. Commandant, 37 3n.
CFPF,

Narsingarh-AD artala ( U. Tripura ),

5. Assistant Director (Accounts),
Adnn.CGO ttimplex,
LtSdbiRDad, . „ i. <
Neu Delhi Respondents#

(By Advocate: shri K. C. 0. Ganguani)

3 U pen m T .

HDN'BLE n R. 5. R. ADIGE, WI CE . C^ AI FTI aN ( fl)

^plicant imp ugns respon dents • orders

dated 16.10.96 (Apn exure-a|3 ), in so far as it ctoes

not treat applicant to have been in service during

the period 1 4.6.9.4 to 18.12.9 4 .

2* The facts of the case are available

in the CAT PB judgment dated23.2.96 in O a •

No . 2072/9 Sfil ed by applicant , At page 3 of

that judgment uhich uas delivered in open court

in the presence of applicant's counsel Plrs. Rani
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Chhabra, uhom ue have also heard in the ̂ jterBent

0 A» the Tribunal held that applicant is deemed

to hav/8 retired from service on the expiry of the

notice period under Rule 48(h)(2) CCS(Pension)

Rules, and the notice period expired on 14e6»9 4*

3. Applicant contends houaver that

despite . having put in notice for retirement, he

actually put in duty till l9,l2o'94 and then uas

alloued to proceed on leave from 19on2o9 4 to

1o'2»95« He therefore claims that he should be

treated as having been in service till l8,l2o94 •

4» Respondents houever contend that as per

the Tribunal's judgment dated 23^^-2.96 (,Sup ra)

applicant has been treated as having retired from

Service on 14o''6»94 and necessary reti ral benefits

have been calculated on that basis®' They state

that applicant should not have waited for the

permission of waluntary retirement on expiry

of the date of notice periodo His request was not

r®^'-'sed either and hence the question of treating

him as in service for the aforesaid period

does not arise.^ They however do not deny that

applicant actually did put in service for the

period 14.6.94 to 18.12.94,

5. In view of the fact that the Tribunal

in its judgment dated 23.2.'96 has held that

applicant's date of retirement would be deened to

be the date the notice period expired i.eo'

14.'6o-^94and this judgment hgs attained finality, we
as a coordinate. Bench are not empowered to direct

\

any alteration in that date."^ Under the circumstanc

applicant's date of retirement for the purpose of

all retire benofits shall csntinua to ba 14.6.94,

ce
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Houev/er, respondents do not deny that

applicant actually did put in service till l8,l2o94

and it is uell. settled that applicant cannot be

denied pay and aHouances for the period he actually

did put in service. Qovt. is also supposed to

act as a model employer and not deny to the

employee the pay and allowances for the period

he actually worked.

f'acts and circumStan CBS of this

3  particular case the refore^ whi ch should not be t reated
as a precedent^ respondents should calculate

the pay and allowances for the period 14o6«!94 |
uptil I9.l2.94adnissible to applicant for the

aforesaid period during which he worked with them
s  ̂

and after deducting the monthly pension payable for
the said period^pay the balance to him within 3 month?

from the. date of receipt of a copy of this order

and in case any portion of the aforesaid slto

g  alreacV been paid to applicant the same shall- ^
not be reco va red X ' O

OA is disposed of in terms of

paras 5 and 7 above. No costs.

(  dr.A.VEOAVaLLI ) ' ( s R fl nirr / ■

/ug/


