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ORDER BY CIRCULATION

The appI icant in the Review AppI icat ion seeks to

have the order dated 6.2.1998 reviewed on the ground that

only one of the- three issues raised by the appl icant was

decided in the aforesaid order and his other rel iefs were

not considered. The appl icant raised the issue of is

enti t lement to monthly pension. It was directed in the

aforesaid order that the appl icant would be enti tled to

received monthly pro-rata pension with effect from 10.7.57

t i l l the date of ce rt ificat ion by the med ical authori ty on

the date of the medical examinat ion was held, i .e.

15.12.1987. The appl icant had also claimed the benefi t of

revised pension under revised Pension Rules w.e.f.

1 . 1 .1986 and interest of the balance amounts to be paid to



. 2 .

hi rn. Under Explanat ion V of Rule 11 of . the CPC. any rel ief

claimed -i .n the appl icat ion which is not expressly granted
by the order, shal l be deemed to have been refused.

However, even' on merit, there is no case for review. The
appl icant having got absorbed in the ESIC w.e.f. 21 .4.1983

cannot be treated as a pensioner ent i tled to rel ief under

the revised Pension Rules w.e.f. . 1 . 1 .1986. Monthly

pension was disbursable to him as per ent i t lement under

rules in accordance wi th option exercised by him at the

t ime of his absorption only from 9.7.1987, when he would

have not ional ly completed 30 years of service t i l l the date

of the medical examination i .e. 15.11 .1987. That does not

mean that he was , an "existing" pensioner on the date of

introduct ion of the revised Pension Rules w.e.f 1 . 1 .1986 in

terms of GO I CM dated 16.4.1997. Secondly, in para 9 of

the order relat ing to his absorpt ion dated 17.9.1984 it was

clearly mentioned that any further liberal isation of

pension/gratuity rules decided upon by the Government of

India in respect of off icers of the Gentral Civi I Services,

after permanent absorption of the appl icant , in the ESIC

wi l l not be extended to him and, therefore, he wi l l not be

entitled to the benefits of revised Pension Rules which

came into effect from 1 . 1 . 1986, as claimed by him.

2, in the l ight of the foregoing. I do not find any

meri t in the RA. The RA is accordingly rejected. However,

the typographical error showing his date of entry into
\

Government service as 16.7.97 may be corrected as 10.7.57.
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