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CENTRAL ADNI NI ST RATI VE TRI BANAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAL 

Uri ginal Application No.1211 of 1995. 

Allahabad thi.i.•the 2 day 2000. 

Hon'ble Fir. S. filswas ,Adorn.  

Kumari Babita 4/o Late Sri Nan Mohan Gupta 

0)/0 240, Gupta alawan Post Soraon, 
District.- Allahabaa• 

	.Applicant. 

(3 A.R. Srivastava: Advocate) 
(Jri 	JAI5wAL.Auvocate. 

Versus. 

1. union of India, through General Manag er Railway, 
Rail al awan Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2) 	6enier Divisional Account Officer, Western Railway, 

J aipur, Rajasthan State. 

3. 	Branch Nanag er, State Bann of India, 
Soraon Branch, Cistrict;- Alithabad. 

	 Respondents. 

( G.P. Ag raw 	Advocat e) 

(Sri La2ji Sinha.Advocate)  

ORDER 

et itionsr is dokughter of a reti red and expired Government 

Servant. At the time 	of his retirement, on o1.12.85 her father 

was an executive engineer. He expired 31.8.90, from which date 

the applicant was eligible for family pension /  whereol f-al 

pension U Rs 2361/- was being  paid to the applicant who was 

9nly eligible for family p en si on . 

2. ft- is alleg ed that from September 92 ie a ft?  r 	her father's 
death an amount of Rs 10014/- was .at #.i deducted from the 

eligible amount of family pension, which ought to h ave been 1182/- 

ie half of full pension 'the petitioner was granted a different 
• 

amount of ftr.3. 165/- vide order dt. 1.1.36 (Annexure 2). The said 

order had 	al 	indicated that the incumbent will be eligible 

fir: 1 ow Ei:r rate of family pension w.e.fl. 2.6412.92 at Rs 579+0A. 
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The applicant was instead paid Rs 240 1.- per 

month upto June 95 and thereafter Be. 3C -1- o- ly without 

iy show cause whereas, she is e noble to rdzieve the 

admissible fatrrfily pension till her m;3rriane. The 

relief sourtht in the case is restoration of faimily 

pension without deduction till her marriace. 

3. I have heard the couns.elc: for both the parties. 

4. The learne -' crYnsel for the respondents has clarifil 

the circumstances and the locality of the claim for 

peosiont by the dAuchter of the decease_H pensioner 

upto ma rr iace . 

5. The respondents counsel admits that the applicant 

was entitled to the 1157+ relief of Rs. 40P/- ;.nd 

Rs. 43 i.e. Rs. 1655 r?.e., upto 96.12.9 subject to D.A. 

Incres from time to time. 

r 
are 	to family pension 

as rer pension Rules urto 65 veers of  

which is Rs. 1157 	 urto 26-1--02 when 

the pensioner would have attained the ace of 65. The 

arplicant being the loychter of the pensioner was 

entitled to family pension upto 25 years of hr 

ic'h she atteinelddon 21.5. 06. Hence she was elicihle 

for appropriate i.e.5C% of full pension upto 21.05.c* 

,hereas, she drew full pension from ')9.12.02 to  

Th?.n?oon omission on the part of the resPorrients not 

to revise the rate from 28.12.W. com.runtly an 

rof 
r a wn, trt o t-e ttlse of Ps. 21,052/- was ma-'e. to the 

aprlicant which ehe is not entitled. Besides bienn a 

datuohter she is not elinible for family pension after 

21.C5.96, when she attained 25 years of are as per rules. 

7. The over payment was acknowldned by the applicant 

herself and ell% her own accord she agreed on 3r•O0.94 

over 
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to the recoveries which has been effected. The reducticn 

in family pension is consequntial and stopraoe of 

pension beyond 25 years of her age ON 21.05.96. is as 

per Pules. 

8. The arplicant has obvisiouly misread the word 

remarriaoe to the widow of the pensioner as marriane for 

herself. These words appear in the order of sa ction 

Dt. 1.1.86 ( Annexure-2 ). The panc:Inn rules cnnnot he 

misread or by-passed by any self convenient constructin 

of meaning of the sanction or ler . 

9. In view of the legal and factual position of the case 

as discussed above the Trihuna I doe JI'qt  find any merit 

in the rArt ion. The O.A. is dismissed. 

10. No order as to cost,. 

Member (A) 

/ Anand4 


