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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAﬁ HYDERABAL BENCH AT HyD RABAD
O.A. 1336/97 & Bztch cases, . Dated of-Orders 26~12=07
Betweens

ASmt.‘V.Renuka ( 1336/97)
Smt.P.Rahmat. Bee (0A 1337/97)
D.Vara Frasag ( 04.1338/97)
Smt.CeBala Mani. (1345/97) _ ;
Smt ., L.Nagamani (‘O.A.134é/97) ‘ ﬁ '
Smt.E.Farvathi (Oa. 1316,/97) | - %
Smt.K.Yasoda (1317/97) k
Smt.Parveen (1363/97)

Sk.Ansar Begum (1364,/97 )
smt .B.Gopamma (1300,/97)

Smt.S. Umadevi (1517/97)

Smt.G.SuEeelamma ( 1204/97)

A.Alice Mary & Smt.Ghousia (MA.959/97 in O~5R,.3219/97 )
Y.Ganga Bhavani. '
P.Lakshmi Devi,

'K.Yasoddmma,

D.Bibi,

D,Bujamma.

N.Kasturbai .

B, Malleswari (Ma. 956/97 in OASR, 3231/97).

«sfdpplicants,
and :
As 1. Telecom District Manager ‘
‘ Nalgonda’ (1st Respondent) (G 1336/97)
2. Telecom List.Marager, Ongole. (1337/97)
3. Telecom Dist.Manager,. Nalgonda (1338/97)
4. Telecom Dist.Msnacer, -Nizamabag (1345/97 )
5. Beteral Manager,'Hyderabad_Telecdeisf.Hyderabad (1346/97)
6, Telecom Dist.Mahager, Ongole. (1318/97)
7. Telecom rﬁst.Managex{ Ongole ( 1317/97)
8. Tel@Cém Iﬂét.Mahager, Khammam (1363/97)
9. Telecom‘rﬁst.Managér, Nalgonda (1300/97)
10. Telecom Dist.Manager, Ongole (1204/97)
li. Telecom Dist.Manager, Nalgonda (Ma 959/97)
12. Telecom Eds%.Manager, Ongole (M,A.956/97)

(A.1 to 12 all respondent 1 in the respective - cases,

contd,?2




-4“-‘ 7.: . . A 3 A ) | 1

To thie argument the learnpd couns€l for tie applicdants

respends as unders “ . .

1 The judgment of the Hon'bBle QUpréchCourt.in UOI Vs. _
G.Vasudevan Pillay -(1995(1)3CALE 9) would not be. spplicable to the

present case inasmuch as it cealt with the ease of Ex=Servicemen

- who are re-emploved whercas in all these cases-the Aapplicants have

not-been re~cmployed but appointed on COMPAass Lo nate L gTs undS°

Cii. ihe. me-employmont & Lyx=3ervicemen, grnnt of famlly pen51on

and appointments oo cumLusalin Lo criund are qovcrned by different

‘set of rules, and no OlILCtluﬂ issued in ofe would automatlcally

~

apply tc others unless a specific provisicn is contaided inthe
relevant rules;t ' h '

iii} Rule 554 of CCs Fension Kules SprlTlcjlly refers to Dearness
Felief on -pensic n/fﬂﬂlly pension, which would 1nulcate thﬂt thls
JFule is appllcable only to pensioners and fdmlly pen81oners

Nowhere ir the rule does One Llnd any mention of dependantsﬁwards,
of the deceased officials or family pcnsIonLrs who were app01nted

on comoﬁsslonat& gro un@s on the demise of the Gevernnﬁnt servant

Y ~

or of famlly pensioners. per sc°_qnd * S B

v, = No specific orders have been clted by the resp ndents unden
which the' dearness relief earlier paid to the family pen51onEIs
has 'since been w1thcrawn; No details of uny GQVLmnment d£c151un,

or any order emp dylng thls GGClSlOD,.haS be en Clttd.-

R

3. }A Batch of ca s€'s (0&.306/94 and 81 cther OAs) 6lsposed bf
by this BCnch anmlnec sp&c1rlcally the very same - 1ssues that are

1nvulve‘ in the: present Oh by Glsm1851ng the claims of the appllcants

thereiﬁ, It is unnecessary to retrav:rse the whole gamut of the

argumentu advanced by the . appllcant now in this Oi 51nce the se are

more than adequately covered and dealtrwith in the sald Jucqment

of Hon' Supreme Court. The Judgmenta Oh. 1116/93 303/94 as well
as by Medras Bench (AT 1992 (2) CAT 75) cated 13-1-1992 pre-dated
the Jucgment of the Hunluupreme Court. It is, thg;efo?e, no
longer possible tc recpen the same.issuéé.which héyé attaincd X

finality with the said judgment of'thé'Hon.Supréme Court.

L
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0:..1326 /97 & Batch cases (0K41337 /97, 133897, 1345 97, 1346

.l
131697, 1317 /97, 136347, 1364,97, 130097, 151697, 1517 797

1204797 and MR.95997 in 0n3R.3210/97 & M2..956 497 in ‘
04500, 3231 97), o '

JUDGMENT

(Orde; per Hon'ble'Mx.H.Réjendra Prasad, Membﬁr(ﬁdmn.)

The applicants in these BGhs were appointed on

compassionzte grounds on the demise of the bread-winner in their

respective househelds whe had beon serving the department for a

number of yezrs.. For sume time thereafter they were paid Dearness

Relief on faﬁily pension sanctioned to them after thedeath of
the criginal employee. This was, however, subsequently stopped

the applicant's securing reqular appointment in the Department.

on

" The applicants are aggrieved by this action of the authorities |ang

pray for a declaration tht they are entitled toc receive Dearness

Relief on family pension even BULSEqUERt to the date of their

appointment on €ompassicnate grounds. In this connection applicants

seek suppert from a judgment‘rendéred by this Bench in O.ia303/0

4

directing the authorities to Sanction relief on family pensidn from

the date they were appointed regularly on compassion: te grounds

In issuing this direction, the le-rped sirgle Judge had reliied |on

i

Aan earlier judgment rendered by -~ Division Bench cof this Tribunpl

Y

2. Mr . Vinod Kumar, learned céunsel for the .respondents, dr
my ~ttention to a.judgment in ﬂUnion ¢t India and others Vs.
G.Vesudevan Pillay snd others (1995(1)SCALE 9) wherein it was he
that Ex-servicemen pensiocners who we re re—emﬁlOyed in civil post
or were the receipients of familj pension of Ex~Servicemen, were
©ligible for Dearness kelief on such pensions and the decision ¢
the Government in this regard was sustainable. The ground token
this view was the salary péid'tﬁ them on‘re—émployment‘takes ca
of erosion in the value of money because of rise in prices which
lay at the back of grant of dearness relief, as they get:dearnes
relief on their pay, which allowance is not available to those w
do not get the eﬁployment. In view of what has been held by
-the Apex Court'in thé case of re-employed EX-~Servicemen, the pre
applicants also have to be held as ineligible for the payment of
dearness relief'since'the principle underlying both situaticns 1

gimilar,

1a
S,

not
f

for

re

5
ho

sent



A

~5m
4. In the light of the abOv_c- .lt is held that the

applicants have not made out. Ay convinecing cor cogent case

that they are not entitled to the relief claimed.

Thus the OA is disallewec and disposcd of, NG cogts
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