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CENTRI\L AMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL P RIN CIP AL BENCH

0, a.No.484/1997 o
New Delhi: this the 26 day of MA) 1998,

HON *8LE MR, S. Re ADIGE, VICE CHAI A" AN (A)
HON *BLE DR, A, VEDAVALLI, MEMBER(3)

Jodha Tekchandani,
Ro GG- 1 156, Vikaspuri, - _
New Delhi -18 esesfpplicant,
(By adwecate: MrsiRani Chhabra)

Versus

1. Union of India, through
its secretary, :
Ministry of Home Af"f‘alrs,
No I’th BlOCkp
Neu Delhi.

2, Director General,
Central Reserve Police Force,
C Oomplex, Lodhi R ad,
New Delhi.

3. Inspector General of Polica,
Central Reserve Police forcey

4, Oom'nandant, 37 8n.

CRPF, ,
Narsingarh~agartala ( W Tripura ),

5. assistant Director (Accounts),
Adnn. COO  (Mmplex,

Ldehl R ad, '
New Dslhi

(By adwcate: shri K,C.D. ;anguanl)

evses RQSpondents,

JUDGHEN T

HON 3L E MR. S Ry ADIGE, VICE CHAIL A aN ()

plicant impugns respondents® orders

dated 16410,96 (mnexure=g), in so far as it do es

not treat spplicant to have been in service during
the period 1 4.6.94 to 18,12.94 ,
2, vThe facts of the case are available

in the CAT PB judgment dated23.2.96 in OA

' No.2072/95filed by applicant . at page 3 of

that judgment which was delivered in open court

in the presence of applicant's counsel Mrs, Rani
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Ch;'nabra, whom we have alsc heard in the sent

- 0f, the Tribunal held that applicant is deemed

t'o have retired from service on the eXpiry of the

notice period under Rile 48(n)(2) ccs(pension)

Rules, and the notice period expired on 14.6,94,

3. poplicant contends houwsver that
despite . having put in notice for retirement, he
actually put im duty till 19.12s94 and then uas
allowed to proceed on leave from 190512.'94 to
142495, He therefore claims that he should be

treated as having been in service till 18.12.94 °

4; Respondents howswer i:onﬁend that as per
the Tribunal's judgment dated 2352.96 (Supra)
applicantl has been treéted as.having retired f rom
service on 146,94 and necessary retiral benefits
have been calculated on that basisg They state
that applicant should not have waited for the
permission of uoluntary. retirement on expiry

of the date.of notice perior.;. His fevquést was n'o*;'.
refused either and hence the question 6f treating
him as in sérvice for the aforesaid period

does not arises They howsver 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 thes Tribunal

in its judgment dated'23.2{5l96 has held that
«applicaht's date of retirement would bs deemed to
be the date the notice peridd expired i‘a'eﬁ .
14.6494and this judgment hgas attained Final;.ty, we
as a coordinate Bench are-not empouered to diret.:;t\

any .alteration in that dates Under the circumstance

applicant's date of retirement for the pdrp.ose of

.all retiral benefits shall continue to be: 14,6 94
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f _ 6. Howsver, respondents do not deny that
appl\icant actually did put in serviee till 18.12.94
and it is uell settled that spplicant cannot be

' denled pay and allowances for the period he actually
d1d put in service. Govt. is also suppo sed to
act as a model amployer ~and not deny to the
employee the pay and allouances for t.he period o

he actually wo r&ed.

7. In the facts and circunstances of this ) |

q particular case theref‘ore which should not be t reated

@3 a precedsnt, respondents should calcul ate

the pay and allowan cas f‘or the period 14,694 |
uptil 18, 12 94adn1531ble to applicant for the
aforesaid period during which he wo rked with them,

~and after deductlng the monthly pensmn payable for:
the said period ,pay the balance to " him within 3 month*
from the date of receipt of a copy of this ordesp

and in case any portion of the aforasaid sum

has alrsady been ‘p'aid to Aapplicant the samg shall.
not be 200 Vo red ‘from 4o | |

8, _ The O A is'disposed of in tems of

paras 5 and 7 above. No osts,

A \/JNV\L“ ) %Wt 9.

( DR. a. VEDAVALLI ; ' ( S.RADIGE )
M3 ER(D : VICE CHAI A AN (a)
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