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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

UsA.ND.2345/89 . Date of Decisiong <29=2-1996

_ Hon'ble Shri S.R. pdige, Member (n)

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, membér(J)'

1e Shri R.Ke Khanna( deceased),
s/o Nathu Ram Khanna,
r/o a=1/147, Inderpuri, "
New Delhi.

2. smt. Kamls Kbanna,
w/o latg 3hri ReKe Khanna Address of zpplizants
3. Shri Devender Kumzr Khanna,

s/o late shri R,K. Khanna New Dslhi.

4. Jhri Anoop Kumzr Khanna,
. 8/0 lzte Snri ReK. Khanna

5. Mrs. Namita mehta,
- dfo Late Shri R.X. Khanna,
r/o Houss No.1,
Mohalla Kala Kwan,amroha,

- seeefApPlicants
Distt.Moradabad (U.P,) - o cApPiloa

By advooates Shri G.D. Gupta
Vs,

1e -Union of India
through . , \
Secretary, Ministry of Labeur,
Shram Shakti Bhawan, -
New Delhi.

2. Union' Public Service Commission,
through its Chairman, '
Dhodpur House, Shahjahan Road,
New Delhi. - : ee+ Reéspondents

By Advocate: Shri M.K. Gupta

ORDER

Hon'ble Smt, Laks hmi Suaminathan,Member(J)
This applicstion was filed by Shri R.K. Khanna
impugning the disciplinafy order passed against him

dat;d B8+.4.88 imposing on him the Penalty of dismissal

;

2 to 4 - a/1/147,Inderpuri,
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from service as a result of departmental enquiry held
against him @m certain allegations of misconduct. The
applicant himself unfortunately died on 12.11.8%-and his

le~ggl heirs were substituted in his place in the party arrays

2 Shri G.De. Gupta, learned counsel for the applicants

Nad submitted thersafter that he was not pressing for the
reliefé in thelU.A. Houeﬁer, since the appl}cant had expired
uhén he still had several years service laft and as he was
dismissed from service, his family members'are not entitled

to any retirement benefits includihg pension etc. He,

therefore, submitbed that in these days of eccnomic hardship,

the Family members iare facing great fingncial distrsss and

if the respondents could cons ider the matter again and revisuw

. it
the penalty opder so as to convert/from dismissal to one of

compulsory retirement, the family members would at least be

T

able to draw some pensiocnary benefits, although they were no

longer interested in seeking gquashing the order of dismissal

1

and exoneration of the charges levelled against the deceasad

employee.

3e In the above circumstances, the respondents were called

}Za, upon to consider the mstter in a sympathetic manner.
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4y  The respondents have filed sn additional affidsvit on
2.2.95 in uhich they have stabed that they have re-sxamined the
whole case. Théy have submitted that a lepient vieuw has been
takeh.anq the épplicaﬁt Has been‘éaﬁctiongd a compassionate
allovance under Rule 41 of the cc5{(Pension)Rules,1972. vThey'

have allowed 2/3rd of the pension and gratuity which would

/

have been admissible to the applicant if he had retiread on

‘compensation pension. @Js a result of this action an amount of

_ %.20,694/- has been sanctioned as gratuity, fs.611/- as monthly

pehsioq (compass ionate allouancé)‘and 56900/~ pem. {(upto

24'6095).3Qd thereaftsr Rs.450/= pem. as ?amily pens ion.

‘5, In the light of the abové Smei,SSions9 this Def.

is dismisseds No order as to costs.
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