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1' . K. Nar s imhan
S/o Late I' .A. Kangaswamy Lyengar
l.2/l(,)UA, DBA Plat.s,
Kalkaji , New L)e I h i - i iOO ly .

(None).

Versus

j  (Control ler oL Defence Accounts,
Scut h e im C o rnrn a n d ,
Fune-4. ] 1 U(J 1.

2. Controlier General of Defence Accounts,
West Block-V, H.K.Furam,
New Delhi-llUUbb.

3. Additional Secretary,
Govt. of India,
Ministry of Personnel, Public
Grievances and Pensions,
Department of Pension and Pensioners' Welfare,
Khan Market,
New De Ih i - 11 UU(J3 .

4. Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,
Department of Fxpenditure,
North Block,
New DeIhi-1lOUU1.

(By Advoca.te; Sh. S.M.Arif)
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Applicant in this case has impugned office memorandum

dated 19.3.99 vide which certain clarifications regarding

implementation of Govts. decision on the recommendation of

Vth Central Pay Commission revision of pension - pre IDBb

pensioners. Applicant is a pre-19Bb retiree having retired

from his service on 31.B.B1 while he was working on deputation

in some other department. While he was working on deputation

as Dy. Director of Accounts (Fertiliser) in the Ministry of

Agriculture whereas his parent office is Controller of Defence

Accounts, Southern Command, Pune. Post of Dy. Director of

Accounts which the applicant was holding at the time of
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retirement oarriecl the scale of Hs. 1 UIU-5U-IbOU appl icant liad

drawn deputation allowance as 20% on the pay of Hr. 12(){)/- i.e.

1IS.24U/- from ly. ]1.7y. On his retirement, tiis pension wa.s

initially fixed at Hs.7(JU/- p.m. (taking into account

deputation allowanoel. Pay of Ks.i2UU/- and dearness pay of

Ks.243/- which was finally fixed at Ks.7yy p.m. after taking

into account the deputation allowance. After the IVth CPC

came into force his pension was revised w.e.f. 1. 1.96 at

Ks.15U5/-.

2. Applicant has a grievance that Vth CPC recommended that

notional pay of pre-86 be refixed in the 1986 pay scales and

notional pay be taken as the basis for updating the pension as

on 1.1.96. I'he recommendation is stated to have been accepted

by the Govt. Applicant further submits that the DOPT issued

orders for implementation of a decision vide their letter

dated 1(1.2.98 (Annexure A-14). Accordingly, the applicant

submitted his proforma but the applicant apprehended that the

DOPT will apply revised definition of emoluments after

11. 12.95 vide Hule 33 of KPH 1972 as amended w.e.f. 1.1.86 to

all pre-86 period also and nor it will grant stagnation

benelits. So he filed this OA seeking the relief that his

pension should be revised by adding deputation allowance as

well as the amounts on stagnation.

3. Respondents are contesting the OA. Respondents pleaded in

their reply that as per the amended definition of the

emoluments and as per Govt. of India's decision dated 20.7.92

oi COS (Pension) Rules, 1972 which stipulated that deputation

allowance, personal pay and special pay does not amount for
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oaloulatiofi of various retirement benefits^ ^ So it is

submitted that applicant is not entitled to count deputation

allowance now.

4. 1 have heard the learned counsel for the respondents as

none had appeared for the applicant. Since the definition of

emoluments have been amended by Rule 33 of CCS (Pension) Rules

and it has been decided that the deputation allowance,

personal pay and special pay shall not be included. So the

plea of the applicant for the deputation allowance, which was

earlier included should be allowed to be continued, does not

have any force. Similarly, the Govt. of India, Ministry of

Personnel have, also issued a clarification that no stagnation

over and above the pay fixed on notional basis as on 1.1.86

since the applicant had retired some time in 1981 and his

notional pay has been fixed for purposes of pension as on

1.1.86 so there was no question of stagnation increment to be

admissible over and above the pay fixed on notional basis.

o
Hence, 1 find that OA has no merits and the same is liable to

be dismissed. Accordingly, O.A is dismissed.

(  RULDIP SINGH )

Member (J)
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