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able to secura the temporary status with effect from 1.10.1989
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he unfortumtoly diod on 15.4.1993. There {8 no duput‘o
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4,6,1993 sndorsed that in the in;tant ﬁéso her husband having
died bsfors ugmuaauon and when he was stfll @ Casual
mazdoor who had acquirsd only temporary status, the pension
rules does not permit granting hexr any pensionaty benefits,
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unfortunatsely, he éppea:s to have diod befors hs codid be
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inability to accede to the uidbq's request for pcnsidnaty

bensfits but instead had offered to employ either thé widow

or somebody from the family on compassionate grounds., 1 am E
“told that the appiicant has eince secured an sppointment in

the Soticulturo department end is right now gainfully

) "uployad. In fact ths situation as far as ‘she 18 cenc;:hod T
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application fails and is disaiaaed. No costs,
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REVIEW APPLICATION NO,5/95 IN &//////
0,795/1994 .

DATED THIS THE SEVENTH DAY OF MARCH,1995

MR.'JUSTICE P.K. SHYAMSUNDAR, VICE CHAIRMAN

Smt, Janaki C.H,,

¥/o. Late Balakrishna Gowda

Green Garden Cross Road ,

Belthangady, Dakshina Kgnnada

Distrj-Cto ' ecoe “Pplicant

(By Advocate Mr, M.S. Anandaramu)

Vs,

1. The Union of India
represented by its Secretary
to Government, Dept. of Tgle~
communications, Sanchar Bhavan
Nev Delhi,

2, The Deputy Ggneral Manager

-+ Dept, of Telecommunications
Telecom District, 0ld Kent Road ,
Mangalore - 575 001, .eee Respondents
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I have considered this application
made for a review of the order passed in 0.,A. Np,795/1994
disposing it off on merits on the 6th September, 1994,
The applicant herein is also the applicant in
the original application out of which this revieu
application arises, The applicant is the widow of

a deceased employee who ©n the date of his deathb was

nothing more than a casual employee, However, when
he acquired the témporary statué the man unfortunately
died»with the result the revisw apﬁlicant, vidow of
the deceased employee was held not entitled to any

family pension on the ground that ths quondam
employee was not a substantive appointee. It is on

the aforesaid ground the D,A.Acame to be disposed of

by being dismissed,
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2, It is also to be noticed that the

review applicant had been given an appointment on
compassionate grounds only tor the reason

that the lady could not be given any tamily pension
by virtue of not being eligible ror the same,

While dismissing the 0.A, it was held that the
quondam employee not having been confirmed regularly
in service, his dependent was not entitled to any
family psnsion, However, the revieu applicant has
now relied on a decision of a Single Judge of

the Karnataka Administrative Tribupal in Ramakka Vs,
State & Another (1994 KSLJ 648). In that case t he
question for consideration was whether the wife of
as the d ependent of an employee appointed on
probation and who had completed one year of qu,litying
service was entitled to the benefit of a pension

or not., It has been held therein that since the
applicant's husband was on probationat the time of
his death the man having completsd

one year's service, treated as qualifying service
for purpose of pension under Rule 228 of the K.C.S.Rs,
the applicant was entitled tor family pension, The
case herein is distinguishable ag the Rules for
grant of tamily pension herein being different, the
petitioner thus derives no assistance from the
decision cited above. This being the only point

raised tor consideration in this review application,
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it stands rejected without notice at the admission
35§/’ stage \
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