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B ‘It is averred in para 6.2 of the application that

late Shri Mohan Lal Verma was suffering from mental
disorder before his death and his mentalystétus was not -
in order. But “in. support of -this, no  medical

- certificate is placed before me.

O, The respondents have filed at Annexure R-1  with
their counter a photocopy of the Tetter addressed fo the
DPO(Settlement),  Northern Rai]way; Bikaner by the
deceased Shri Mohan Lal Verma, wherein the left thumb
impression of him is -affixed. It is mentioned in this

Tetter that "I have never opted for pension nor I want

~to opt it nhow. I, therefore, request you to Kkindly

arrange paymentv of my family settiement treating‘me a
P/F optee. Thank%ng you™. There is endorsement in this
letter that "Certified that Sh. Mohan Lal Verma, Refd.
Bkg. Supervﬁsor, Bikaner has put this thumb impression
in my presence due to his being invalid to write™.
There is. no éomment from the Tedarned counsel for the
applicant as to how this Teft thumb impressiok dogs not

belong to the deceased.

r g The applicant claims that the deceased opted for

pension instead of SRPF as is clear from the Account

S1ip at Annexure A-8. But this does not contain the
signature of the deceased; Also the respondenté vide
R-2 has categorically denied that the endorsement made

on the PF slip do not relate to the deceased but some

other person named Shri Mohan Lat, s/q Shri Roshan Lal,

who owas a]sd posted as CGC at Hissar during the period

the deceased worked at Hissar which led to the omission
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in insertion of the remarks under reference and also
stating that the deceased never opted for pension nor he

was inclined to opt for it.

6. The applicant has received full payment of
provident fund due to her late husband which is not in

dispute.

S, Qhen ‘the applicant has already Eecéived the full
payment of provident fund due to the deceased and when
the respondents categorically dénies that the deceased
never opted for gension, the applicant's claim now that
her husband had opted for fami]y pension is only an

afterthought.

10. Under the circumstances, ‘I feel that the

applicant has not made out a case. The  other

~allegations made by this side and that side are not

germane to the issue.

11, Since the applicant has already received the
provident fund and her husband had categorically denied
that he never opted for pension as per Annexure R-1, 1
have no hesitation to hold that the applicant is not
entitled for family pension. Therefore I dismiss the

case devoid of merits. No otrder as to costs.

Member (J)
6.10.93

%

ﬁrﬁﬁ&m‘:n, =

UL

s e



