CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, WEW DELHI

0.A.N0.124672001
Wew Delhi, this the 28Y% day of June, 2004

Hon'ble 8hri 8.K, Naik, Member {A}

Rajendra Prasad Pandey aged about 76 yrs
s/o Suraj Rhan Pandey, retired Assistant
Central Tnfelllgence Officer (G)

NDffice of the Director Intelligence Bureau
Ministry of Home Affairs ‘

Govt. of India, R.K.Puram, New Delhi
presently rpqwdlng at 302-B Lia-Place
Shahnazaf Road, Hazratgan]

Tucknow
(Ry Advocate: Shri R.X.3hukla)
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Versus
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Principal Secretary,
Homes, Govi. of India
Sansad Bhawan, New Delhi
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ctor Intelligence Bureau
istry of Home Affairs

{ .. of India

R.K.Puram, New Delhi
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.Respondents

(Rv Advocate: Shri 8.M.Arif)

Applicant - Shri Rajendra Prasad Pandey - retired
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pension should have DbDeen fixed at Rs.1407 PM
w.e,f, 1.1.1986 whereas the respondents have

fixed the same at Rs.1076 PM.
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based on the recommendations of

earlier
1ii) that an amount of Rs.1165 out of his entitlement
At ) for oratuity had been illegally withheld by the
\.—«fr .
respondents from 1.7.1983 to 31.12.19399 for
which he is entitled to interest @ 18% p.a, and
civy that the respondents have denied him the medical
allowances @ 100 PM w.e.f, 1.1.199¢ as
recommended by the 5th CPC.
2. Counsel for applicant has contended that
LA consequent to the recommendations of the 4th CPC, the
. I
N~ pension of the applicant should bheen fixed after adding
the following components ©to his original pension of

a) Rs.653 on account of dearness relief upto
consumer price index of 603 points.

b) Rs.80 ~ first instalment of interim relief.
c) Es.52 - second instalment of interim relief,




a) ks.129% - additional relief,
3 The revised pension of the applicant thus should

have been fixed at Rs.1407 w.e.f. 1.1.1986 whereas the
respondents hnave afbitrarily fixed the same at Rs.1Q76
PM. Despite repeated representations, the respondents
have not rectified the mistake which has further resulted

in  injustice being compounded as a result of the

based on ithe earlier incorrect fixation of pension If
the ension of the applicant had been fixed at Rs.1407
w.e.f, 1.1.1986, the counsel c ds that the applicant

4, On the point of withholding of a part of the
DCRG, the counsel has drawn my attention to the countexr

affidavit filed byv the respondenits and has stated that

5. Similar is the argument with regard to the
non-payment of the fixed medical allowance which the

applicant 1is entitled to as he is residing in a non-CGH3
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of the appliéant; in particular the claim on fixation of
revised pension. They have also filed an additional
affidavit in support of their contention to defend that

the pension has been correctly fixed. He has submitted

pension should have been revised by adding dearness

relief upto consumer price index of 608 points and

contends that the pension of pre 1.1.1986 pensioners was
to be revised vide Govi. of India, Deptt. of Pension &
Pensioners’' Welfare OM dated 16.4.1987. Para 6.1 of the
said OM states that the pension of existing pensioners
was to he consolidated w.e.f. 1.1.1986 by adding the

following componentsg:-
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7. Vide paragraph 5 of the OM, t
to bhe given to existing pensioners haq been divided into
four different categories. The applicant having retired

after 1.1.198Z but before 3

(=

.3.1985, hhe was entitled
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dearness allowance upto C 20 and the additional relief

dmissible to him had to be regul

U

"In case of pensioners drawing pension
above Rs.500/- additional relief shall be
egqual to the difference between Lhe
existing fixed dearness relief of Rs.463
and the notional relief calculated at 70%
of existing pension as defined in para
3.1 (b)) subject to the condition. that
where the said difference shows negative
amount or 1is less than Rs.100, the
additional relief shall be Rs.100."
8. The counsel further argues that paragraph 5 of
the OM p ides re-calculation of pension at 50% of

been rightly fixed at Rs.1076/- and after taking into
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10, With

H

egard to the withholdi

the counsel contends that an amount of Rs.11858/- was

’

withheld because of the non-receipt of no dues

unauthorizedly bheyond the

1. Insofar a:

is concerned,; the counsel for respondents has contended

)

that in aAaccordance with the recommendations of the 5th

Rs.100 PM 23 per the procedure 1laid down by the
Ministry of Persoanel, Public Grievances & Pension vide

approach his Dbank from where he is drawing his pension



the CGHS and the pension disbursing authority
bank would automatically release the same for which no

special sanction or authority is required to be issued by

relief of CPI of 608 points subject to a maximum of

13. insofar as the release of a part of +the DCRG

amount 18 concerned

same, The plea advanced by the counsel for respondenis
that a part of the blame for the delay has to be shared

by the applicant as he did not approach the respondenis
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succeeds and is allowed with the directions given

No costs,
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