
Second F1oo, 
Commercial Compicx, 

•.. 	 Indirenagar; 
M\GALORE - 560 03-. 

Dated: 15 MAR 195 
APPL1CATQ'4 NO. 795 of 1994. 

APPLJt.ANS:Smt.C.H.8flaki, 

V/s. 

RESPa4DE1\ITS:Seeretery,Deptt.of Telecommunications, 
New Delhi. and another. 

To 

3,ri.M.5.nandar2mu,Idvocate, 
No.27, First Main,First Floor, 
Chandrashekar Complex, 

. . 	. 	4 Candhinagar,Rangalore-9. 

2. 

L:. 

Subject:— Ferwarding.. copies of the Orders passed by the 
Cntral Mministra±ive Tribunal,Bangalore-3. 

. --xxx--- 
Please find enclosed .herwith a copy of. the Order! 

Stay.frder/Intorim. Order, passed by this Tribunalin the above 

mentionedapplicatiOfl(.$)-Crt Seventh Plarch,1995.. 
. 	 . 	 . 	 . 

. 	• 	
• /DEPJr BEGISTRR, . 

... 	 . • 	 IAL BRCHES. 

. 	. 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
B!NGALORE BENCH:BANGALOR( 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO.5/95 IN 

PEINAL APPLICATIflN NO.'795/1 994 

DATED THIS THE SEVENTH DAY OF MARCH,1995 

MR. 3USTICE P,K, SHYANSUNDAR, VICE CHAIRMAN 

mt, Janaki C.H, 
S/o. Late Balakrjshna Gowda 
Green Garden Cross Road 
Beithangady, Dakshina Knnada 
Di.strict. 	 .... Applicant 

(By Advocate Mr, M.S. Anandaramu) 

Vs. 

The Union of India 
represented by its Secretary 
to Government, Dept. of Tele—
communications, Sanchar Bhavan 
New Delhi. 

The Deputy General Manager 
Dept. of Telecommunications 
Telecom District, Old Kent Road 
Mangalore - 575 OCT, 	 ..•, Respondents 

0 R D ER 

I have considered this application 

made tar Ia review of the order passed in O.A. No.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 review 

application arises. The applicant is the widow of 

a; deceased employee who 0n the date of his dea*b was 

nthing more than a casual employee. However, when 

he acquired the temporary status the man unfortunately 

djed'with the result the review applicant, widou of 

the deceased employee was held not entitled to any - 
) 	I'milypensjon on the ground that the quondain 

	

) 	I; 

	

) 	inployee was not a substantive appointee. It is on 

the aforesaid ground the O.A. came to be disposed of 

by being dismissed. 



_ 2.. 

0 
2. 	 It is also to be noticed that the 

review applicant had been given an appointment on 

compassionate grounds only for the reason 

that the lady could not be given any family pension 

by virtue of not being eligible tar the same 

While dismissing the O.A. it was held that the 

quondam employee not having been con?irmed regularly 

in service, his dependent was not entitled to any 

family pension. However, the review applicant has 

now relied on a decision of a Single 3udge of 

the Karnataka Administrative Tribunal in Ramakka Vs. 

State & Another (1994 KSLJ 648). In that case the 

questiàn for consideration was uhether the wife of 

as the d ependent of an employee appointed on 

probation and who had completed one y:ear of qu2lit'ying 

service was entitled to the benefit of a pension 

or not. It has been held therein that since the 

applicant's husband was on probation at the time of 

his death the man having completed 

one year's service, treated as 4ualifying service 

for purpose of pension under Rule 228 of the 

the applicant was entitled for family pension. The 

caseherein is distinguishable as the Rules for 

grant of family pension herein being different, the 

petitioner thus derives no assistance from the 

decision citedabove. This being the only point 

raised for consideration in this review application, 

i7Uz CGI 
it stands rejected without notice at the admission 

stage. 	0 

fl2aLo, 

t. 

t.ic. 	T1.fl'J)cr) 	
0_• 

VICE CHAiRAN. 



H NWA 
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE ENCHsBANGALoR( 

APJCATION NO.795/1994 

DATED THIS THE SIXTH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1994 

:. 	r. justice P.K.Shyaasundsr, Vice Chairmen 

S.t.3anakiC.H. 
W/O. Let. Balakriehn8 Gowda 
Green Garden Cross Road 
Baithengady 	 . 0 

Dakehina Kannads District. 	...... App.icant 

(By Shri P1.5. Ananderamu,  Advocate) 

- 	
vs. 

1. The Union of India 
represented by its Secretary - 

/ to Government 	. S • 

-OpaVtment of Telecommunications 
Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi. 

2, The Deputy General Manager 	. . 

Department of Tel.communicationa 
Telecim District, Old Kant Road . 	. 	. 

- 
Mangalor. 	575 001. 	. 	....... Respondents 

(By. Shrj G • Shanthappa, Advocate) 

(Mr. 3ustice P.K. Shyamsundar, Vice 
Chairmen) 

sard .Shri M.S. Anandaramu, learned.cóunsel 

'11cent Learned Sanding Counsel has filed his reziovk- ply 	, 
- 

and 	is taken on record. 

2. 	The applicant is the widow of a CaSUaL Plazdoor 

who died after he was conferred with temporary etatua but 

admittedly before his services wer. relarjeed. Although 

the man worked as a Casual Mazdoor eince 16.8.1992, he was 

able to secure the temporary status with affàct from 1.13.1989 

...2/— 



r 

/ 
arid while he was working at the temporary status acquired, 

he unfortunately died an' 15.4.1993. There Is no dispute 

about that when the man died he had been conferred only with 

temporary status and was not regularly ebiórb.d. The widow 

ett. the death of her husband made an ipplcation seeking 

S 	Pansienary benefits. The Department wide Annexur.-Al dated 

4.6.1993 endorsed that in the instant case her husband having 

died before rsgulartsation and when he was still S casual 

azdoor who had ucquired only temporary status, the pension 

Tulsa does not pormit granting her any pensionary benefits. 

Had Qhly the man been confirmed or regularLe.d, the applicant 

would have got some kind -of penaionary benefits.: Biit 

unfortunately, he appears to have died before he could be 

regul.arièed. 
in 'that situation the d.pirtmint regrets its 

inability to accnde to the widow's request for pensionary 

binefite but instead had offered to employ either the widow 

or somebody from the family -an compassionate grounds. I  em 

told that the applicant has since secured an appointment in 

the Ssticulture department end is right now gainfully 

- 	------= 
iipedñfict the situation is far as she is cOncerned 

is not se bsd 5 it would hav&bun othsrwie. rBUt ter  

S 	
prayer for pensionary benefits could not possibly be granted 

z ( 	 ) 
fc 	'-- 	/ 	in view of the pension rules not permitting the same. in 

that view of the matter, this application seeking pansionery i 
--- 	 - 

	

- 	* 
benefits is held to be untenable. 

3. 	For the reasons mentioned aforesaid, this 

- application fails and is dismissed. No coats. 

	

ScOorj 	 - 
Centrat /dn)ifliSfratjve 	 - - - 

aangalore BeflQf) 	 ) 	( 

	

Sangago, 	 .-- 	 VICE CHAIRMAN 


