
CENTRf^L ADPIIM I strati'JE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL B EJ^J Oi

R. A,No.4f7/99 : :

IN

0. A.No. 170/97 ^

Neu Delhi t this the day of 0ctober, 1 999«'

HON'BLE MR. 3. R.-A DICE, \nCE CHaI RM AN ( a) .•

HON'BLEMRS. Lakshmi suamin ath.an,member(3)

Ma dan (iipal Go el,
s/o Late Shri Osbi Ram,
Retd.' Superintendent
from Directorate of Education,
Delhi (GradG~I, Dass Cadre ),

R/o E-80j East of Kail ash,

Neu Delhi «»1100 55 ....Revieu Applicants

( By Adviocates Shri \&jay Pandit®)

Me rsu s

Go vt,/of, NCI of Delhi,
throOgh Ltl Governor of Delhi,
6, Raj Niuas Marg,
Ctelhi-1100 54 (Appellate Authority Head
of Delhi Police).

2. Chief Secretary,
Go vt. of N CT of Delhi,
5, Sham Nath Marg,
Del hi-1 100 54.
(Disciplinary Authority)

3. M.rectorof Education of NCI
of Delhi,
Old 5ectt.'D0lhi-.11OO54 .

(Head of Dqaartment)

4. Director of Ijlgilance,
Qs vt.' of M CT of Delhi,
69, Old Sectt^'
0alhi-.1 10054
(lfi.gilancB Authority of NCTof Delhi) ••• ̂ ^spon dents

(By fldv/ocatei Shri S.K. Gupta)

0 ROER

HON'BLE MR.S.R. ADIGE, MICE CHaIRMaNCa).

Heard both sides on Ra No. 47/99 seeking review

of the Tribunal's order dated 8,1,99 in Ca No.17o/S7,.

ny
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2. In the Oa applicant had impugned his suspension

on 28,10«'94 and for payment of residual retiral benefits

uith interest ©18?gp.a. thereon and also for

expeditious in v/a stigat ion of the-case against him® A

prayer had also be^ mads to in vestigateZ-^guire into
applicant's report dated 8.9^'94to the Hea d 0 f f i ce-cum-

Drawing & Disbursing Office regarding certain,

discrepancies in the schools current account in 3BI

Madangir ^

3. After hearing both parties that Oft along

with flA No® 2 3 92 / 97 was dispo.sed of by us by order

da te d 8 ® 1 « 99,

4. Shri Uijay Pandita contended during hearing

on the .=?Q that only nA No »2 3 92/ 9? had been heard and

not Oq No »170/ 97. This was not denied by Shri S» K,

Gup ta®

5» Thereupon we s.d<ed Shri \iijay Pandita uhat

grounds he was advancing which ijo ul d warrant any

change in the conclusions to our order dated 8,1® 99

in 0 A No,17o/97. He urged firstly that .^pli cants'

name did not feature in FIR bearing No* 673/94 lodged

in flmbedkar Nagar P,5. and as regards the other FIR

bearing FIR No, 5/95, the Dy» ODmmi ssion e r in his letter

dated 3,11.97 addressed to the Chief Secretary, Del hi,

had stated that they were closing the case,

Lhder Rule 69(1) (a) CCsCPension) Rul es only

provi-sional pension is adrissible uhen departmental

or judicial proceedings are pending and admittedly

applicant is being p ai d p ro vision al pension. It is

settled law that the term 'judicial proceedings' includes

a case mder police investigation within the meaning
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of Rjle 21 CCS( Pension) Rules, and till such gs

time as Final Form is submitted in regard to FIR

No«5/95 it cannot be said that the criminal case

arising out of that FIR is do sed^ a©.4i s therefore

no longer pending#'

7, In the light of the abouBj ue see no

reason to rev/ieu our order dated 8.1.99 in OA

No,170/97.

8. RA No,47/99 is dismissed#

t

(M rSe'Lakshmi Suaminathan )

fibber (3)

(s.'R.Adigb )

\Ji CQ Chai man (a)

/uq/


