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Though the respondents have contested the case,
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strength of the judgsment of the apsex court in the casse
of UDI & DOrs Vs. Rabia Bikaner etc. JT 1837(6; &C
35, This was the case of a widow of casual labour who
had not besn regularised till his dsath Therefore, I

applicable to the case on hand.

4, On the other hand, the lsarned counsel for the
applicant drew our attsntion to the dscision of the apex
court 1in the case of Prabhavati Devi vs. UOCI (18386) 7

SCC 27 wherein it was held that on completing & months’

continuous sarvice, the husband of the appellant became

appointed as substitute Safaiwala and had obtained
temporary status. Thersefore, his case is covered in al}
fours by the ratio of the judgement in the case of
Prabhtiavati Devi (supra). Thus, respondents are not
justified 1in denying the benefit of family pension to
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r. No costs.
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