IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD
0.A. NO. 1089 of 1994.‘

Be tusen ' - Dated: 10.3.1995,

Smt. S.Rani _ one Applicant
And

H .
1, The Chisf Accounts Officar, (Telecommunicstions) 0/0
Chisf General Manager, Telecom, Nampally, Hyd.

2. The Dirsctor Gmnmral,(Talecammunicatians) Ashoka road, -

New Dalhi.
ase Rsspondents
Counsel for tho Applicant : Sri.Krishna Devan
Counsel for the Respondents : Sri, N,R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC.

CORAM: i

Hon'sle Mr. A.V.Hsridasan, Judicial Member

Eﬂntd:. -02/-

-~



s 3

Copy toi-

1. Tha Chimflﬁccmunts Gfficar, (Telecemmunications)0/0
Chicf General Manggar, Telecom, Nempally roeasd, Hyd.

2; ‘Tha Director Genetrazl, (Tmimcmmhunicatimns) Ashoka road,
New Delhi.

3. Une copy to Sri. Krishna Devan, advocate, CaT, Hyd.

4. One cepy to Sri. N.R.Oevaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.

5. One2 cepy to Librery, CAT, Hyd.

6. - Un® spare copy.
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‘0.A. 1089/94, Dt. of Decision : 10-03-95.

ORDER

§- As per Hon'ble Shri A,Yy, Haridasan, Member (Judl.) )]

The applicant was awarded family pension of

e

Rs.375/- plus Dearness Relief af the rates applicabls
from time to tims on the death of her husband who was
serving as Telegraphist in Departmantal Telegraph Office
Chittoor Toun and died on 30-06-1279. Subsequently, she
got employment on compassioﬁéte grounds inmiipup D posts.
As shs got employment from July 1987 onwards the respondsnts -

have be=n paying her Pamily pension without Dearnaess Relief.,

Aggrieved by the action of 'the respondents in denying to her

Dearness Relief on the Pamily pension for the reason that she

“'shéhas Piled this application for a declaration

crk

got employeseds

e

that she is entitled to payment of Dearnmess Relief gin family

pension and a direction taytha respondents give her apgears

of family pension prom Auguét 1993 onugpds, that is one year
prior to filing of this spplication. Though the respondents
Yape not filed any reply to the original application., Shri N,.R.
Devaraj, learned counsel for the respondents argued-that it

has been held by the Supreme Court in Union of India & others
Vs. G.Vasudsvan Pillay & others (1995 (1) Scale Page 9%

that the dscision of ths government in not granting Dearness

Reliaf on family pension fo pensioners who got employe4nkcannot
‘ S/

coA
s

be considered unreasonable and uneonstitutional.

2. Since the apex coupt has.justified the action of the
' .. Dearness Relief )
government in denyingiéggon family pension to pensionsrs who are

employeajs, 1 Find no merits in this application. In tha result,
the application fails and the sams is dismis@ed; deaving the part
. M T ———— e of

to bear their own costs.
| ()
(A.V. Haridasan)',

Member(Judl.) ﬁhq%%J'

303X

Rated : The 10th March 1995,
spr Dictated in Open Court. gawﬂj






