
IN THE CENTRAL AINIS TRA VE TRIBUNAL 
J TCcK B CH ;OJ TTTCK. 

ORIGINAL APPLICA'ON NO. 529 OF 1998. 
Oittack, this the 9th day of February, 2000. 

SMT,RADHAMAj'II DASH. 	.... 	 APPL1CANT•  

Vrs. 

UNION OF INDIA & ORB. 	 RESPONDENTS. 

FOR INS TJCITONS 

whether it be referred to the reporters or not? 
yq4. 

whether it be circulated to all the Bches of the 
Central Apinistratjve Tribunal or not? 	'R) 

(G. NA RAS IiHAM) 
M EA BER(JUDI CIAL) 



CTRAL At1INISTRATEVE TRL3UNAI 
OJTTAK BECH;OJ TTTCK. 

C)RIGINAL APPLICA1TON No. 529 OF 1998. 

Cuttack, this the 9th day of Fruary, 2000. 

Co RAM: 

THE HONOU RM L E MR. SOMNA Th SOM,VICE-CHAIFMAN  
AND 

THE HONOURABLE MR. G.NARASIMHAM,ME4BER(JuDL.). 

.. 

SMT. RADHAMANI DASH, 
Aged abait 71 years, 
W/O.late Bhagabat Prasad Dash, 
(painter 1lcket No.75), 
at proof and Dcperimental Establishment, 
Chandipur,ncw at present at Akhadasala, 
PO:Sunahat, ps/'rcwn,/Dist;Balasore. 

: Applicant. 

By legal practitioner $ M/s.K.IçRath,G.jçNandj, 
S. N. Sahoo, Advocates, 

- vrs. - 

Union of India represented by its 
SeCretary,Ministry of Defence, 
Government of India,N€ i Delhi. 

Director of Defence Research 
and Development organisation, 
sena Bhawan,New Delhi. 

Cotmitandant pro'f and Experimental 
Esta:)lishment,Ministry of Defence, 
Govern.ent of India, Research and 
Development Orgariisaticn, 
At/Po:ChandipUr,Balasore. 	: Respondents. 

By legal practi ti cci er: Mr. S.B.Jena,Additi onal standing CcunseL 
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ORDER 

SOMNA Th SOM, VIC E-CHAI PNAN; 

In this Original Application under section 

19 of the Administrative Tribunals ACt,1935, the 

applicant who is widcy of one Bhagaoat Prasad Dash 

has prayed for a direction to the Respondents to 

grant financial and ccnsecientia1 benefits to the 

husband of the applicant and grant family pension 

and T.I. to her. 

2. 	Facts Of this case faiis within a small 

c aripas s and can b e oriefly s ta ted • i-'i s and of the 

applicant was working under theRespondents as a 

Pain ter. In a Departmental proceeding ml ti a ted against 

him in order dated 27th May,1974,he was imposed with 

punishment of removal from Service. The husband of the 

applicant was ill at that time and he lived upto 

1938.After his death1  the widaq i. ee present apiicant 

before Us filed several representations one of which 

dated 26.5,1993 is at Annexure-40  pointing a.it varicus 

illegalities in the Departmental proceedings against 

her husband and also seeking family pension but no 

consideration was shcwn to her and that his whyshe 

has cane up with th.bs Oigiflal Application with the 

prayers referred to earlier. 
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3. 	Respondents have filed co.lnter and have 

opposed the prayer of applicant on the ground of 

limitation ,maintainabjljty as also on the ground 

that the widcw of the Govt. servant is not entitled 

to any family pension benause he was removed from 

service and such removal of service under the 

rules forfeits all past services rendered by him. 

4 • 	we have hea Mr. K. K. Rath, learned c cunsel 

for the applicant and Mr.S.B.Jena, learned Idc3iticnal 

standing Counsel (central) appearing for the 

Respondents and have also perused the recoids. 

Le9l position is Clear that if a Govt. 

servant is dismissed or removed from service, then 

h e is not en U ti ad to any p en si on and the farni 1 y 

on his death is not entitled to Family perlsion.In 

this case, the petitioner's husoand was removed from 

service in May,1974 and on that ground the widcw 

of the d en eased empi oy ee is not en U U ad to get the 

family Pension. 

In this Original Application, the applicant 

has only prayed for grant of family pension.She has not 

prayed for quashing the o1er of removal from service 

imposed on her husband, even though learned counsel 

for the applicant mentioned about certain irregularities/ 

illegalities with regard totheproeedings drawn up against 

the husband of the applicant, in the absence of any 

prayer for quabbing the ozxler of punishment this can not 

be taken note of and so long as the order of punishment 
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is therefote, the wida: is not entitled to get any , 
familly pension. Itis  also to be noted that the 

order of removal was passed 26 years oack i.e. in 

the year 1974 and the husband of the applicant has 

not approached any Co..'rt of law during all these 

years oefore filing of this original applicatia-i 

in the year 1998 by the widow of th ed ec eased ernpl oy ee. 

7. 	in view of this, we hold that the Original 

Application is withoat any merit and the same is 

rej ectei.No Costs. 

(G.NARzsn1w1) 
V1I3 M F 	ER (JUDICIAL) 

ScJ4NAThSQM) 
TtC E-CHAN 

r 

KNM/CM. 


