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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE: TRIBUNAL,
KOLKATA BENCH.
oA 8-1(5[@1.7

DIFTAILS QF THE APP LICATION.

PARTICULAR OF THE APPLICANTS:
Dolly Mukherjee, wife of Late A. Mukherjee, residing at 2/76,

Sucheta nagar, p.0.-Hallu, Kolkata-700078. -
CAPPLICANT.

VERSUS-

‘ PARTICULAR OF THE RESPONDENTS:

1. Union of India, service through the Secretary, Ministry of Culture, C Wing,

Shastri Bhawan, New Delhi-110013

2 The Secrctary,.l..alit Kala Academy (National Academy of Arty, Rabinler
Bhawan, 35 Ferozeshah Road, Klew Delhi-110001.

3. The Assistant Secretary '(Acc'ounl'ant), Lalit Kala Academy (National Academy o
Art), Rabindra Blhawan, 35 Ferozeshah Road, New Dethi-110007..

4. The Regional Secretary, Lalit Kala Academy (National Academy of Arl),

Regional Centre, 361, Keyatala lane, Kolkata-700029.
. RESPONDENTS.
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No. 0.A. 350/00813/2017 Date of order: 20.7.2017

Present: Hon'ble Mr. A K. Patnaik, Judicial Member

For the Applicant : Mr. A. Chakraborty, Counsel
For the Respondents Mr. B.B. Chatterjee, Counsel
ORDE R (Oral)

Per A K. Patnaik, Judiclal Member:

Heard Mr. A. Chakraborty, Ld. Counsel appearing for the applicant.
Mr. S. Ghosh, Regional Secretary, Lalit Kala Academy, Regional Centte,
Kolkata is present in Court today and he submitted that recently he has
received a copy of the O.A. and, accordingly, the authorities couid not
engage a Counsel o argue ttge matter'on tﬁ'eirob‘ehalf.

2.  This OA has ‘been f led by Déily Mukherjee residing at 2/76,
\
..-'
Sucheta Nagar, P.O. Haltu Kofkata challerig;ng the Offi ce Order Part Il No.

50 dated 24.2.2014.issued by the respondent No 2, Offi ole Order bearing
N .
No. LK1003187IPens:onlAdmnﬁ Datet‘ 23 12 2014 issued. -by the respondent

~.*Ll
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No. 2, Office Order Part i No 98!2016 dated 27:7.2016 issued by the

/
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respondent No. 3 and Office Order No.'LKI4002{907PeéonlActt. Issued by
the respondent No. 3. This O.A” has been.filed praying for the following

reliefs:

A) Office Order Part It No. 50 dated 24.02.2014 issued by the
respondent No. 2 is not tenable in the eye of law and as such the
same may be quashed.

B) Office Order being No. LK/003/87/Pension/Admn dated 23.12.2014
issued by the respondent No. 2 is not tenable in the eye of law and as
such the same may be quashed.

C) Office Order Part Il No. 98/2016 dated 27.07.2016 issued by' the
respondent No.3 is not tenable in the eye of law and as such the
same may be quashed.

D) Office Order No. LK/4002/90/Pension/Actt. Issued by the respondent
No. 3 is not tenable in the eye of the law and as such the same may

be quashed.
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E) An order do issue directing the respondents to refund back the
petitioner-forthwith with the amount that has already been recovered
from the monthly pension of the applicant on the ground of excess
payment.

F) An order do issue the respondents to fix the pension of the apphcant
according to the scale of pay she was receiving at the time of her
retirement with Grade Pay of Rs. 4200/-."

3. The facts in a nut shell as per Mr. Chakraborty, Ld. Counsel for the
applicant are that the applicant was initially aepemted on 23.1,1985 as
Lower Division Clerk. She was promoted to the post of Upper Division Clerk
in the month of February, 1989. She retired from service w.e.f. 30.9.2012.
At the time of her retirement 'her scale of pay was Rs. 9300-34800/- with

Grade Pay of Rs. 4200/ but after» lapse of nearly two years of her
Ve
-
retirement, she was served wnth one Office. Order datid 34 .2.2014 re-fixing
A | <

his pay and pens:on under Grade Pay ?L Rs 2800/- Her pension was

,,.r oo

revised accordingly- and she was, intimated that an amount of Rs. 72,420/
\ \\-. aad

would be recovered from her. ’She ,pre\ierred a rep__resentatuon dated'
16.12.2016, which is still pending eo'nsideret\ié:g.:r{_\ /

4, Mr. A. Chakraborty, Ld. Covnsei‘fdr the':applicant submitted that
the grievance of the applicant would be more 6r.‘le§:addressed if a specific
order is passed by directing the concerned authority i.e. respondent No. 3
to dispose of the representation dated 16.12.2016 within & specific time
frame.

5. I think it appropriate to dispose of this O.A. without waiting for reply
by directing the respondent No. 3, that if any such representation have
been preferred on 16.12.2016 and the same is still pending consideration,
then it may be considered and disposed of by way of a well-reasoned order
within a period of six weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of this order
under communication to the applicant and if after such consideration, the
applicant's grievance is found to be genuine, then expeditious steps may be
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taken within a further period of six weeks to extend the benefits to the
applicant. However, if in the meantime, the représe éntati statéd to have
been preferred on 16.12.2016 have already been disppsed of then the
result be communicated to the applicant within a period of two weeks from
the date of receipt of a copy of this order. Till the representation is
considered and disposed of there shall be no further recovery.
6. | make it clear that | have not gone into the merits of the matter and
all points are kept open for the respondents to consider the same as per the
rules and regulations in force.
1. A copy of this order along with paper book be transmitted to the
respondent No. 3 by speed post for wh|éh Nir.A: ﬁhakraborty undertakes to
deposit necessary cost ifr the Regstry, by the, next'*leveek
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8. With the aforesaid observatnon and ,dlfectson :he O A. is disposed
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e’ " (AK Patnaik)

R /judlcial Member
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