.
IN THE CENTRAL ADWINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 3 HYDERAEAD BENCH, (:%%D
AT HYDERABADI,

0,A, 259 of 1994, - /
Between?
P.Kotamma, .
W/o.Late Sri P.Abraham, . ’
(Ex.Keyman of PWI/Donokonda) : o " Applicant.

*

and

Permanent Way Inspectory
South Central Railway,

réfl'(il ‘B“D‘\lnei’&i Toemany Q4 -\-i_- -1y

COUNTER K FILE: ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENTS,

I, K,B.T.NAIK, Son of Takrya Naik, Aged zbout 43 Yéafs
Occupation: Government Service, do hereby solemnly affirm and
state as followss

I am workiné'as Senior Divisional Personnel Of ficer, South
Central Railway, Vijayawada in the sfficer of the'respondent No:4
herein and dealing with the subject matter of the case. As such

T ~m well acouainted with the facts of the case. I am filing this
counter affidavit on behalf of all the resonondents as L am auunve= ==

ised ﬁo Jo so. Al)l the material averments which are not specifica~-
11y admitted herein are deemea to be denied and thé apnlicant is
put to strict proof of all such averments which are deemed to be
denied. N | ’
Tt is submitted that the applicants husband Sri P.Abrazham
while functioning as Keyman uncder PWI/CKD was removed from Service
with effect from 29.7.82 after fiollowing the prescribed Discipline
snd Appeal rules. Having been removed from service he was not
eligible under the rules for any pensinnary benefits except fjf his
own contribution for pﬁovident fund and his own other savings.

There was no claim for the dues from Shri P.Abraham anhd he
died on 28.8.87. Subsequently the apolicant herein repreSentedlés
the wife of Shri P.Abraham f or sanction of Pensionary benefits and
she was paid Rg.2778/« the employee's own cohtribution for P.F.

and Rs.49/=- as GIS savings of the Employee. S he wag ¢uly replied
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8.0.Rly, VIJAYAWADA £ ha’:/ﬁfﬂrm'

s‘r.S Divl, Personnel Officey
- C. Riy, Vijayawada,

ent.



\ regretted,'since far the eligibility of family pension, her hus-—
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. that her husband was removed from service andfhéhce she was not

¥

entitled for grant of fgmily pension or Ex.Graiia payment as per
extant rules. |

It is further submitted that no appeal against thé order
of removal was preferred by Shri P.Abraham. Shri P.Abrahém made
no representation for grant of éompassionate allawancé also which
may be sanctioned_underiihé discretion of the discirlinary autho=
rity in deserving cases. Hence neo compassionate allowance was

zid to him.
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band should have been received either Pension or compassionate

allowance. The apnlicant is not even entitled for ex=gratia since

the Same is not admissible to the family of any employee who 1S

—w-maurad  From Service.
It is humbly submitted that tne werivaow oo -

relevant files of :the employee excepnt the Settlement file are not

traceable in.this'office. It is further submitted that the Appli-
cant's plea for reQiéing and precessing the DAR'Pcheedings conclu=
ded against.her husband who xx&ia&dg'already expired is not admi-
ssible in Law. This Honourable Tribunal held in 0A.826/93 that the

p

cause of action in such cases does not survive to the family

members.

In view 5f the above submissions it is clear that the ap»li

cant has not mace dut any case. Hence it is orayed that the Hon'b

Tribunal'may be pleased to dismiss the O.A.

EF:E;Q}?%, | fasmrareT

Solemnly affirmed and sworn on this 3. Divl. Personnel Officer
- : §. C. Rly, Vijavawada
10 AT day of _oedtsbioos

at Vijsyawdda, before me.
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ATTESTOR,

T ————

dostatant Personnel Officer Q0
“&O.Bly, VIJAYAWADA ‘&‘31
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