
THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P.KESHAVA RAO  

 

WRIT PETITION No.13248 OF 2015 

ORDER:  

 

Heard  the lea rned  c ounsel appearing  for the petitioner as 

well as the lea rned  Add itiona l Stand ing  Counsel appearing  for the 

2nd  respondent-Bank. 

The p rayer sought for in the writ petition is as under: 

“ to issue an appropria te writ order or d irec tion more partic ula rly one in 

the na ture of Writ of Mandamus dec la ring  the ac tion of the Respondents in 

stopp ing the family pension of the petitioner unila tera lly as illega l and  unjust and 

c onsequently d irec t the respondent no. 1 to release the pension due from August 

2014.”  

 

The first respondent filed  a  c ounter a ffidavit opposing the 

relief sought for in the writ petition spec ific a lly relying  on Clause 

6.1.2(iii) of the Revised  Guidelines, whic h reads as under: 

“ 6.1.2.   The banks must ensure tha t dependent pension is not sanc tioned  

to a  spouse or a  daughter of a  freedom fighter if:- 

(i) The spouse/ daughter is a lready emp loyed  in a  Centra l or a  Sta te 

Government, Centra l/ Sta te PSU or loc a l body. 

(ii) In c ase the spouse/ daughter is working in a  p riva te sec tor or having 

his/ her own business/ ac tivity then inc ome from suc h job / ac tivity exc eeds 

Rs.20,000/ - per month. 

(iii) The spouse/ daughter should  not be rec eiving a  pension/ sa la ry on 

ac c ount of his or her own job  or by virtue of the p revious emp loyment of the 

dec eased  freedom fighter.”  

 

In the light of the above sa id  c lause, when admitted ly, the 

petitioner is getting  pension of her dec eased-husband  by virtue of 

his p revious emp loyment as Teac her, she is debarred  to get the 

pension under the Swantantra ta  Sa inik Samman Pension Sc heme, 

1980.   Therefore, this Court does not find  any irregula rity or illega lity 

in stopp ing the family pension under the sa id  sc heme to the 

petitioner.    
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There a re no merits in the writ petition and  the same is 

ac c ord ing ly d ismissed .   However, the lea rned  c ounsel appearing  

for the petitioner seeks permission of this Court to c ha llenge the 

Revised  Guidelines to the extent of putting  an embargo on the 

spouse/ dependent of the orig ina l freedom fighter in the form of 

Clause 6.1.2 of the Revised  Guidelines.  Ac c ed ing to the sa id  

request, the petitioner is permitted  to persuade the remed ies 

ava ilab le to her as per law.  

 

Pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

___________________ 

                                                       P.KESHAVA RAO,J 

 

27th NOVEMBER 2018. 
Tsr 

 


