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IN THe CENTRZL ADMfNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABLD
O.&s 1336/97 & Batch cases.,
Betweéh;

Smt. V. Renuka ( 1336/97}
Smt.FP.Rahmat Beé (pa 1337/97) -
D.Vara Prasaa ( oa.1338/97)
Smt.C.Bala Mani, (1345/97)
Smt,L;Nagamani ( 0.n.1345/97)
Smt.E.Farvathi (Ca. 1316/97)
Smt.K.Yaseda (1317/97)
St.Parveen (1363/97)
Sk.Aansar Begum (1364,/97)

Smt .B.Gopama (1300/97)

St . 5, Unadevi (1517/97)
Smt.G.Suseelamma ( 1204/97)

A.Alice Mary & smt.Ghousia (MA.959/97 ip OASR, 321

Y.Ganga Bhavani.

P.Lakshmi Devi,

K.Yasodémma{

D.Bibi,

D.Bujamma,

N.Kasturbai.. ,

B. Malleswari (MAi 956/97 if OiSR, 3231/97).

BENCH AT HYDE

" Dated of Crdsrs 26~12-9

9/97)

L

«shpplicants,

and
Ae 1. Telecom District Manager
Nelgonda (1st Respondent)(ca 1336/97)
Telecom List.Manager, Cngole. (1337,/97)

Telecom Iist.Manager, Nalgonda (1338/97)

Telecom Dist.Msnager, Hizamabad (1345/97 )
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Telecom Dist,Manager, Cngole. (1217/97)
Telecom Dist.Manager, Ongole ( 1317/97)
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+ Telecom oist,Manager, Khammam (1383/97)
9, Telecom Dﬁst,Manager, Nalgonaga (1300/97)
10. Telecom Dist.Manager, Ongole (1204/97)

11. Telecom Dist,Ménager, Nalgonda (MA 959/97)
12. Telecom Hist.Manager, Ongole (M.4.956/97)

(4.1 to 12 al1 respondent 1 in the respe
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Geheral Manager, Hyderabad TElecdeist.Hyderabad (1346/§7)

ctive cases,
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Counsel for the hpplicanfss
in all, the above O#is o« Mis,

S, TR

-

'Chlef General Mghgger, Teleconmunlcatlon,
AP Cirxcle, Doorsanchar Bhav afl,

'..‘-

Nampalli Station Road, Hyﬂerabad. (R-2 1n 1bove cases)

The Chairman, T€lecom Comm1351on
New Delhi. : "

Lalbahadur Stadlum Road Basheerbagh
Hyderabad.

Union of India, rep. by its Secretary,

dw.

: u
R S TR
P |

(R-3 in above. cases)

" -

Unlon of Indla, rep. by .
‘ the Secretary to the Mlnistry of Flnanoe j et
New Delhi. ' N bmﬁ
' (R—3 in dbOV@ gﬁées)
. ' i e
A551stant Comm19510ner of Lentral Excise, -
Nello;e pivision, Nellore, Kellore List.
Collector Of Customs, Central Excise

‘Ministry of Finance, New Delhi (Eﬁspondents in OA 1364/97)

" Supdt.of POst Cf fices, Hanamkonda rnV151on,
Hanamkonda. .

CPMG, - AP Circle, Hyde;abad. L=

oG of_Posts, New ILelhi. ) -
Union of India, rep. by the Secr@tary;
Ministry of Finance, New Delhi.
o (R@spondents

SUpdt of Post Of fices,
Kakinada Division, Kakihada.

Postmaste; Genergl,'Visakhapatnam,'

CPMG,” AP Circle, Hyderabad. - .;_
' (rezponcents

I

in 0'A.1516/97)"

ié RéSpbndéﬁfS.'
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Mr ,K.venkateswar Kao. &

i

Counsel’ for the Respondentss Mr.N.p.Levraj, .Sr.CGSC.-

COR&M:

(0.5.1316, Ma 959/97)
' " Mr cK.Rkamulu, CGSC.

“(Ch 1363/97)

“$Mr. K, Bhaskar Rao (O& 1300, 1364/97)

~Mr.V.RaJeswar.Ru
Mr:V.Vinod Kumar,

MJA, 956/97).

. . . . ' .. e . ) ) : "' .

CGsc (1345, 1317/97)
coa_c (om:sss 1294
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THE HON'BLE MR:H.RAJENDRA PRASAD & MEMBER(ADMN).
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06,1336 /97 & Batch cases (01337 0 ¥1,1338 97,1345 /97,1346
1316/97} 1317 /97, 136397, 1364,97, 1300 @7 1516/97 1517
1204/9” and M. 959 A37 in Ci ‘L.321“/97 ID 956/97 in
0iaSrie 3231 /97) .

JUDGHMENT

(Order per'Hon'bIe Mr.H.kajendra Pﬁasad, Member(Admn.)

The applicants in these 8hs were appoipted on
compassionate grounds on the demise of the bread-winper in the
reSpmctlve hcuseholds who had been serving the department for a
number of years. For some time thereafter they were paid xarn
Relief’ on family pension sanctioned to them after thedeath of
the original employee. This was, however, subsequently stopped on
the applicant's securing regular appointment in the Department.
The applicants are aggrieved by this action of the authorities |land
pray for a declaration tht they are entitled to receive Dearne
Relief on fumlly pen81on even subsequent to ths date of their

/c attts

94
from’

app01ntment on tompas sionate grounds. In this connecticn appl
seek suppert from a judgment rendered by this Be nch in 0.2.303
directing the authorities to' sanction relief on famlly pension
the date they were appointed reqgularly on compassiors te groundsg,

cn
al

In issuing this direction, the le-rned Single Judge had relied
an earlier judgment rendered by » Division Bench of this Tribu
in O.4. 1116/93.

2. ‘Mr.Vinod Kumar, l¢arned counscl for the respondents, drew
my attention to a judgment in 'Unicn of Indiz and others VS

G.Vasucevan Pillay:~nd others (1995(1)SC.LE 9) wherein it was held
that Exéservihemmn p&nulJu*rS who were re-employed in 01v1l pasts,
eligible for Learpess kelief on such pgnhions and the decision of
the Government in this regard was sustainablc. The grsund ta

thig view was the Svlﬂry paid to them on re-employment takes

cr were thc receipients of £ﬁm11y pensicn of Ex- Serv1cemen, W re nct
care

ch

€588

of erosion in the vzlue of money hecause of rise in prices wh
lay at the back of grant.of dearness relief, as they get dear

relief on their péy, Nthh allowwnce is not availlable to those who

the Apex Court in the case uf re—empluy&d EX = Serv1cemen, the present

of

do not get the employment In V1ew of what” has been helo by | ¢
“ppliﬁﬂntS‘alSO have to be hela as 1nellglb1e for the paymen

.dearness. rellef 51nce the prln01ple underlylng both sltuﬂtlJ is
81m113r. ‘ o ]

en for .
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~To this argument, the learncd couhsel for 'hﬁ_applicant$ i P
responds as uriders: ‘ :
1 Tht Judgment of the Hon'kle: oupremc Court in. UOI Vs. - L
G.Vasudevad Pillay (1995(1)bC-LE 9) would not be. 3ppllcable to the e
bresent ‘case inasmuch as it cealt with the case of Ex SErvlcemen

who are re-employed whereas ‘in all those cgses the appllcants have

not buen re-cmp10yed but appcinted on compa 551onate gro unds, . -

ii. - The re-employm“nt of Ex-SGIV1cemen, grant of famlly p€n51on
and appointments on’ compa551on1te qr. und are governed by deferent
set of rulcs, and no dircetion . luSUCG 1n one woulc. automatlcally
apply to othérs unless a specific prov181on is contalned 1nthe
relevant rules,

iii). - Rule 554 of cCs Pensron Rules Sptlenglly rcfers to Dearness
Relief on pension/family pen81on, which woulﬂ indlcate that -this
rule is- applicable -only to pen51oners and family pen51bners.
Nowhere in the rule .does one flnd any mention of dependants/wards )
of the deceased off1c1als or famlly pensicners who w&re app01nted
on compassionate grounds on the demlse of the Governnnnt servant,

or of famllv pgnsioners: per se; and

v, No Spec1f1c orders have been. c1tod by tbe respondents under .-
whlch the dearness IClle earlier paid to th( ramlly pen31oners L f
has 31nce been wlthdrawn. NO cetails of any GOVGmnment dec151on,

or any order ‘empodying this oec151on, h3o bmen Cltbd.

3. :“ Batch of . c S80S (Ou,306/94 -and 81 cther Olb) dlsposec bf
by this. Bench ¢xamined spccifically the very same 1ssu€s that are
involved in the prgs;nt OA by dismissing the claims of the appllCants
therein. It 1u unnCCLSSﬁry to rctrav;rse the whole gamut of- the
argumentu advanctc by the appllcant now ‘in this Oa 51nce these are’
more than aGEquntely covered and dcaltrw1th in the said.jucgment

of Hon Supreme Court. The. Judgmcntu Oa. 1116/93; 303/94 as well
as by Madras Bench (LTR 1992 (2) caT 75)- dattd 13-1- ~1992 pre-dated
the Judgment of the.HOnlsupreme Court. It is, therefore no

longe r p0551ble to rEOpen ‘the same 1ssuos -which have attalncd
finality w1th the said Judgment of the Hon . Supreme Court¢‘
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