OPEN COURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD

REWIEW APPLICATION NDO.43 OF 2003
IN

ORIGINAL APPLICATOGN NO,1299 OF 2000
Allahabad this the 4 th day of August,2004

HON'BLE FRS. MEZERA CHHIBBER, Member-J

Smte Gyan Oev i, widow of Late Ram Natn,
Will, Basenpur, P.0. Shuklapur,
Distr ict-Allahabad. ®ecrcnsense ..Applicant

+ ( By Adwo cate Shri $.5. Sharma )
ersus

{ 5 Union of India,
through the General Manager,
North Central Railuway,
Head Wuarters Office, Allahabad.

2 The Oiwigional Railuay Manager,
North Central Railuay,
D.R.M. OFfice, Allahabad.

©0 0000000 .ReSpDndentS

( By Advocate Shri A.K. Gaur )

Applicant had filed révieu application againgt the
order dated 18.12.2u02 wherepy the reliefs sought by the

applicant were rejected on the basis of judgment given by
Hun'ble Supreme Court in the case of Rabia Bikaner. Applican
has filed tﬁe revieu applicatiun on the ground that

On 12.7.2002 Railway Board had already issued a circular

that such of the casual labours who died without regularis



- D -

gation,pbut after the screening was donejgﬁéuld be deemed

to have been regularised in case the panel is not given
effact te}due to the adminigtratiuwe reasons, This circular,
applicant could not place on record earlier as he was not
aware apout it, Since this circular goes to the rouke of the
matter for grent of family pension and other bensfits to the
widow of the casual labour who had already heen screensd but

B

)
not yet regularised amed had issued notice to the respondents

in the rewiew application,

2, Respondents haue mow filed their reply opposing the
rewview application on the ground that there is no error
agparent on the face of the record , therefore, no case of

review has been made out., Bul in the same reply, they have

: e
stated that applicant had already paid gratuity e cws amount
of Rs,5085/= under payment of Gratuity Act,1972 and in terms
of instructions issued by the General Manager dated
03,07.2002 circulated by the Diwisional Railway WVanager
wide its policy arder dated 12.07.2002, the services of
Late Ram Nath have beén deemed to have been regularised on
the date of his death wide notice dated 23,7.2003, They
have further stated that Railuay Administration haf already

passed orders for authorization of family pension in favour
of the applicant, They have howewer, clarified that applican
ig not éntitled for leave encashment on the ground that in
the leave account of the deceased employee, LAP has been
shown to be 'nill They have thus, submitted that the revieu

application may be dismissed,




& T I have heard both the counsel and perused the

pleadings as well,

4, In viev of the fact that respondents have already
granted the reliefs as claimed by her in the 0.A. purported
to be under the ingtructions dated 3,7.2002 issued by the

General Manager, This revigu application , has become
infructuous, therefore, no further orders need to be passed
in the review application, However, counsel for the appli-
cant supmitted that applicant has been f§iven family pension
only wee,f, April 2004 uwhereas her husband had died an
70641392 and his services have peen regularised vide notice

dated 23.,07,2003, therefore, she should be given the pension

from an earlier date,

S Now tha@,reapondants have already granted the family
pension to the applicant, if she is aggrieved by the orders
passed by the re:gondents or th#és fact that it should be
given to her 'im an earlier date ,it would be open to the
applicant to give a representation to the authorities -

concerned)uithin a period of one month frum the date of

receipt of a copy of this order, In case, ghe gives such
a representation, the same shall be decided by the authoki-
ties in accordance with the ingtructions and rules on the

subject by passing a reasoned order under intimation tao

the applicant within a period of three munths thereafter,

6. With the apove direction, The Revieu application is

sdsposed off, lﬁé’——v
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