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Heard Mr.B.P.Yadav. the learned counsel for the 

cant. 

2. 	In this Original Application, the applicant, who is 

e widow of late Thanimaiah, has prayed for a direction 

n the Respondents to grant her ihmily pension and 

lornent assistance on compassionate grounds. 

Aicording to tile applicant, her husband was engaged 

a casual labourer under the Railways in 1965. was 

Iscreened on 24.8.1969 and regularized as Temporary 

Tangman with effect from 24th  August 1969. While 

ng as permanent (langman. he passed away on 

12. 1982. The applicant had earlier approached this 

Tribunal in OA No. 808 of 2002 for a direction to the 

Respondents to grant of family pension to her. The said 

Original Application was disposed of by order dated 

23.9.2002 with a direction to Respondent Nos. 2 and 3 

to look into the grievances of the applicant and pass 

necessary orders within a. period of three months from 

the date of receipt of copy of that order and 
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u th I ho dirvcij 	hi 	!1'ib!i11a3, lespondent No 

the i)ivjsioial Railua'y i\ianagr, S.E.Railway K.hurda 

iaJ 	ed ti, . 	e ofiije applicant and rejected 
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duv comnlun!caIe(j to the applicant by letter dated 

I 4.3.2U3 (:\flnexure 	relevant poiion of the 

said kIter at \nne:ui-e 	2 i quoted below: 

Your o: ht boen thoroughly eiatmred on 
the .tace of rejevam rules and official records. It is 
111ab1jshed that prior to death, the deceased employee 

had neither been rnedicaHv examined by the appropriate 
wedical authority nor bcci rcularjzed in his service or 
post as Gangnan .As such, no f'amilv pension is 
.tdmissibJe in this case as pet the provlsion laid ckiwii  in 
pam 75(2) (b) of Railway Services (Pension) Rule, 

Heing aggnevcd mfll the decision of Respondent No 2, 

she has fikcl the nresent 

3. We have perused the records. The applicant 

has tailed to produce any document, along with the 

O\,showing that her husband was a regular employee 

under the Railways. From .\.nnexure A'2. it is seen that 

prior to the death of Mr.ThammajaJ the husband of the 

appicant. he was not re ularized in any post under the 

e!l1t O 	ka!i\l 	in \I 	ii iì 
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ni taniilv enston is aniissibl. in tins 	As iards 

the pra'er Jn direction to the Fespottnts th give 

employment assistance to the applicant, the same is 

equally not tenable namucli as M1 . Iliamniatah was not 

a regular empovee W-I&V the Railways. 'iia1 apart, as 

voud appear from Annexure A 4. the applicant had 

approached the Respondents in her representation dated 

25.1.2002 for giving compassionate appointment, and 

though she has mentioned therein to have made .everal 

represenlalions to the Respondents fr compassionac 

-- * 	-------------- 	---+'1 pPuiIitineih. sne 	HOt eliciOscu nIv Ui j.Ier pre OUs 

uepresentations. When i is the ease of the appiicai,i thai 

her husband passed away in 1 92. hei claim for.iving 

compassionate appointment in 2001 is without merit. 

4. Considering all the above facts we hold that 

the appl:cant has not been able to make out a prima facie 

case for admission and hence, the Original Application 

i 	I LjCLLU t)CIil UCVUIU UI litCi IL. 


