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CENTRAL ADHINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:PRINCIPAL BENCH
OA.NO.1578 of 2000

New Delhi, this 16th day of April 2001
liON'BLE 3HRI M.P .SINGH,MEMBER(A)

w

■[■'i ,.N.Sharma
S/o Late Shri I.N.Snarrna
C/o Shri P-H.Arya
R,/o 54/4 Moti Bayh
New Dei hi

(Bv Advocate:3hri G-S.Charnan and
■  - ■ Shri H.K-Gupta)

V 0 P S U 'S

i  The Director General
council of Scientific and
Industrial Research
Rafi Harg
New Delhi

■?. The Director
Indian Institute of Petroleum
p.0_ Mohkhampvur
Dehradun

ApP' 1 i can t

ispondents

3er

(By Advocate: Shri Rakesh Garg)
ORDER(Oral)

The applicant has filed this OA undi
Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals
Act,1985 and sought direction to quash the
impugned orders dated 20.9.1999 and 3.10.1999. He
has also sought direction to the respondents to
pay him capitalised value of extra ■ordinary

pe r
J ̂

-y / . as,713,.pension amounting to
recommendations of the committee set up to decide
compensation and as reiterated by Director.
Indian Institute of Petroleum (HP, for short),
Dehradun vide his D.O. letter dated 20/24-9-199?
.rith interest at the rate of 18% P-a. thereon.
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2. The brief facts of the case, as stated by

— M-~ant are that on 25.8.1987 when thet.ne £ipK7i I'-an L, <-xi

applicant was holding the post of Technical
j„. wT Tp, IIP, Dehradun, met with an ato'-iu-nt

Ij PcitJ.e; ■ " V i 1-1 1 J- a-' a

while discharging his duty and sustained

injury in his right eye. He reltained under the
treatment of Or.R.N.Singh, Eye Surgeon of Doon
Hospital from 27.8.1937 to 30.9.1987. He had
consulted Senior Medical Officer of l.N. Medical
college Hospital. Aligarh Muslim university where

,  the treatment of
he remained undtm out,

ophthalmologist while he was on earned leave. He

was advised to undergo "Kerotoply Operation fo,
restoration of sight in his right eye. He was

even advised to arrange to procure an eye foi
grafting of retina. He. therefore, applied for
Medical Advance of Rs.40,000/- for undergoing
Kerotoply Operation vide his application cateo
rl.10.1989 as this operation was ceyoiio his

V  means. The u.M.w. viut. hitp

PR.4.-1990 informed respondent no.2 to dii ett tht

applicant to appear before him for examination of

his riyht eye. The C.M.O., Doon liospital,
Oehradun concurred with the report of the Eye

surgeon of Doon Mospital who opined that the
applicant had developed iOorneal Opacity xn r3.E

1- ... - - y„ "1 - r, f- n q +• i j r r- i i e w a s i n f o r m e d
wi'iich IS of a s."ri niaiiein L. nai-Ui „.

that unless Kerotoply Operation was done, he

would continue to have vision problem of his

right ev- Thereafter respondent no.t appoint^;:



\/

a  four rnoriiber coiTirnit'tee. Known as oompensation

Committee under the chairmanship of Dr.G.C.Joshi

to assess the amount of compensation admissible

to the applicant. The Committee did not

determine the amount of compensation admissible

to the applicant. Respondent no.2 vide his

letter dated 23.1.1996 constituted a stanQiny

committee consisting of three officers to review

the claim of the applicant for extra ordinary

p e- n s i o n . The s a i d c o m rii i 11 e e r e c o rn rn e n d e divide its

report dated 14.1.1997, a payment of Rs. 57,71o/

^  to the applicant after accepting tnat tue

a c c i d e n t o c c u r r e d d u r i n g t h e c o u r s e o f d i s c h a r g e

of duties by the applicant which caused permanent

damage to the right eye. In spite of the

r- e c o rn rn e n d a. t. i o n o f t h e a f o r 6; s a i d c o rn rn 111 e e, no

action in regard to the payment has been taken by

the respondents. Aggrieved by tiiis, he has filed

this OA.

3„ The respondents in their reply have

stated that it is true that the applicant was

handling the air bottle; to open the valve which

gushed out 'with great pressure and sti uck

aijp1icant's face causing an eye injury. But it

is denied that the applicant went to hospital

just after the accident that took place on

25-'8.1987. The applicant had directly taken his

t reatmen t i n J.N.Med i ca1 Co11ege i losp i ta1,

Aligarh without consulting R.M.Q. IIP



w

The' treatnient outsioe: tiieDispene>ai y - ''

i^=. recommended by the authorizedd 1 St. r .1. L. / .-J U ue. .1. -• -

, , ,. ..■. .-.--ndant It is further stated by the
Medical H u ue'-ilucul L . J. i-

tl'u"" recommendation of therespondent..::.^ tiiat —

na'./rn^Hit of the compensation was notcornmi trew mji vjay iir--n u

approved by tive Director.HP and «as under
consideration and the matter was referred to CSIR

.s... ... -r -1 -1 f r> t hern, t hefor consideration. rtctou, u.tny tu rn.. ,
Diri"'C'ror General, cdR tcirj /». fo i' I 1 L. L." j. 1 'w 'w- I- '

KJ 'i:'. K.* .1. cb 1 U M • u. I I

payment of compensation shall be binding and
final- They have further stated that the
applioaht had submitted his fitness certifloate
to resume his duty on t.10.1987. After a gap of
three years he has submitted C.M.O-'s report for
his eye injury which may be due to some other
cause. They have also stated that in his report
Or. Sista has rightly opined that there is no

: „ ̂  '^1 "j i" t' h i"' 0 V 0 S -L Q t ^ t hc; 1 e a r b v i d e n c e l 11 a u l, i i 'w.

applicant has been damaged due to accident that
took place on 25.8.1987. Mere approval of leave
is no ground for claim made by the applicant. In
view of these submissions, there is no merit m
the OA and the same deserves to be dismissed.

Heard both the learned counsel for rival
;ontesting parties and perus^^u

■4" .-.a r- i": i" i r f j iCi 1 a C S d before me, I find

that tn

I P h a;

F r o m 1.'. hi e r e c o r o

the committee constituted by the Director,
i  "T- »w ornmen ded i,An n exu re ■ m . .z 7 ̂29) that the



.  , ■■permanent RE Corneal Opacity
v.- * ■' ''-i n 1 Su I '

c-i I-' i. -1- t j ^ -f- p
qr- ner tne rnciuxwai

t  • y. "- "- "*. l" l !■•'' I l l C). ■-^ W w I

in tne cj.t-'-.E'-i-" ^ _-1-ability assigning out ufT-i- the quantum or
'"""■ - -f CSIR letterper clause-, -^tthe acciuei.E,, t- ^ „ .ogr, is the

,  ̂ r,o.-, ..c 11(4.30 dated a.o.lro-,
:  tne committee nas clearVy

"■ . r.n.t tne applicant Is to te paid a^ ̂  .yf. .'ti f. HO L n d U u m i '
i" >W- O J f 11 il ■»-' I ' ̂  - t-,

. .f Rs 07,713/- 0 R-355-20 per mont.
total amuL.no o ^

.1 h-irn The Direiutui ,i.J-,. :■ to be of tereo tu hirn.pen-c:.!'-'! •■■ .jqrpseed to

.,,de nls letter dated 8/21 l l-d.7
..u-ql roiR (Annexure■•■ A.-^4), hssti,e Director Den«, al, ■■

^  -i-t,'- rase thoroughly,  p. t sqro examined thw u.aou
■ft-atod that hi« nciua
^  ̂ ... that the applicant is
qnd he is fully convin..Leu tha

■  - ^-'Hnarv pension which was„.. .1. i 11 o b f o r extra , u x n a, ^c;i I t X E. .1

.  to he around Rs-50,000/- or SO. H.calculauwu E.O X ^
-11 u~ failing m hitbL,.,,,.. also stated that he wilx

not render justice to a.duties if he nx.t
. . ■u," ic: suffering frum

..mrlroee of nis Institution .-..o 1-
,  dee to Inordinate delay In settlingrn-sntal ag'-..ny uUt.

,  ,-1-4.-.., fart that tiiej  xt is an aonixt
the rnauuci . ■ . .-^0,1.

,  IS injury in his riEahuu-i -irant suffered se, xuU.p mijuaiJi-yx lE-an L - .,i,u 4-Kr
j  uw-.- roHt'^ur with tn"^!

e'L/e. The C.d.O., Dehradun noi=p --n-u
Doon riospital,

of the Eye uurueun,

pinradun mno opined that the applicant nau
d„,„oloped ■■corneal Opacity In RE^^ wPIcn -is o
.,,omanent nature and unless Kerotoply Operatuin

7  , -e-nt'inue to have vxL:>i'.n...... u, ..^ h r W O U i o u 1 11111 u 0was UU1V2:, II-

p 7 ~ r, f h i s r i g h t e y e.prOOieili ui nx..p I JP i u U .1. I >' '
Since the co.mmittee as

....4....u. TTP has pocornmenoed
4. .. u. . -f-hr. DirecLui 111constxtuteo wy t"'--

,j j-u.- r H 0 ha.'3

the payment of compensation anu tn..



also opined that the injury or permanent Nratuie

unless the operation is done, I find it a fit

case to allovj the OA and issue direction to the

respondents to pay extra ordinary pension to the

app i 1 cat'i "c.

0 According 1 y, the 0A is a 11 owed and the

impugned orders dated 20.9.1999 and 8.10.1999 are

q Li a s h e d. R e s p o n d e n t s a r e directed t o p a y the

applicant extra ordinary pension amounting txj

R&.57 ̂71Z/ ■■ within three months from the date of

r e c e i p t o f a c o p y o f t h i s o r d e r .

■7 _ With the above directions, the OA is

disposed of. No order as to costs.

(M. P."Singh)
Member(A)


