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1. S.nt.Ra:na Devi wlo Late shri Mangal Singh

2. Munesh xuna r sio Late Shri Mangal Singh

Both Rio Viii. Ahata Anek Singh, Cine Par

Post - Tundla, District - Tundla.

~Eplicants .'

By Advocate:; Shri C.P. Gupta
Shri Amand Kurnar

Versus

1. deneral Manager, Northern Railway. Baroda
House. New Delhi.

2. Divisional RaiJiway Manager. Northern Rail way,
Nawab yusuf Road. Allahabad.

3. Secretary. Railway Board, Rail Bhawan,New Delhi •

..
4. Divisional Engineer, N.Rly •• Etawah.
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The a ppl.Lca nt.s-ssmt., R. nevi a nd :'1unesh

xuna r - widow and son of Late Shri :-tangal Singh

respectively have cone up seeking relief to the

effect that the respondents ~ay be directed to

grant famil y pension to applicant no. 1 and appoint

a ppl.Loa nt; no s z on conpassionate ground of death in



.... ....

harness of Shri Mangal Singh, who is said to have

died on 02.10.1972 while in the service of r-e s pore-

dents.

Th'e case has been contested on behal f of

the respond~nts, who have filed their counter-reply

-naLnl y on the ground that Smt.Rama Devi has already

been given employment as Waiting RoomAaya, therefore.

no case renains for oompess.Lona t.e eppoLnt.nent; of anyr::f~

dependent of deceased Mangal Singh. On the point of

family pension. it has been contended that Late Shri

Mang 1 Singh died as substitute. therefore. no fa'nil y

pension is ad~issible to his widow as per rules.
'~

Heard Shri C.P. Gupta, learned counsel

for the applicant and shri Avnish Tripathi,+earned

counsel for the respondents and perused the record.

4. It is not in dispute that ~w Smt.Rama

Devi is working as waiting ROJmAaya under itespondent

establish nent and. there'fore. no compess.Lonace

appointnent can be nade available to other dependent

of .Jeceased enpl e yee • therefore. I do not fi nd any

force in the clai~ for compassionate appoint~ent.

5. On the point of famil y pension. learned

counsel for the respondents has relied on tprabhawati

Devi Vs.Union of Lndia and Others(1996)32 A.T.C.S1St

in which their Lordships at Apex Court of India have

hel d as under;

"On the acquisition of temporary status, derived
in the manner stated above. it is difficult to

sustain the orders of the Tribunal and to denyf~ i ...• pg.3/-



:: 3 ....
family pension to the widow and children
of the deceased. Se~in this connection
for support L. Robert D'Souza Vs.Executive
Engineee S .RlY» and Union of India V.Basant
Lal. We have put the proposition to the
learned counsel appearing for the Railways
but he is unable to support the orders of

1

the Tribunal; overlooking as it does the
chain in consequence. making the deceased
acquire a temporary status and on his widow
and children acquiring the right to claim
famil y pension."

and there~y the fa~ily pension was

ordered to be provided to widow and children of

deceased casual labour with temporary status.
'jti-

6. For the above, the O.A. is decided as

under;

"The claim for compassionate appointment is
declined. Re~rding family pension. the res-
pondents are directed to re-&pen the matter
and consider the case of applicant no.l for
providing her famil y pension in the light of

ICAP(.s)...~U 4.'~ i.J.. I~'} ~ .••.~,
above observation" The natter be decided
within 3 months from the date of comnunication
of this order by the applicant.1t

7. There will be no order as to costs.sc:~AJ'-~

Member (3)
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