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LcuT3ei 4or th: es)!n:: 

is present. 

This is 	i.,f 	tf 

Je Ld.Coun*l for the app1icnt is prese?L 

t 	osecut the nt.er rr 	j for.1 rejuest4 

hs 	n 	3e ceekin'- 	ourrrient. 

In the said premises the matter cant b 

c''ed on independently and,therefore, I 

e heard the matter 1-w as.~> istance of 

Mr.S.K.0jba 	.Courr;el for the espns. 

The 	te If te ..pcdicant (nt.en- .- ]Di) 

is that her husband Late'Shtj 3ama Biswal 

as engaged as casual labDur y Inspector of 

torks, Inp Bsdp (3N) at Balugaon from 

4.5.7 ti 23.3.7 arid frr 39.7 t) 23.9.7. 

She has also disclosed tht her huzband was 

retrenched from service in the month of 

February,1978 but he was not taken back to 

duty 	the Respondents dithough they have 

followed this policy in respect of the 

sii1arly piace cacuL labcurers. 	her 

husband was awaiting a call from the Responde- 

nts, he died. in December 1996 leaving his 

fmily. in distress. 
is 

Her claIJL.that he had, before his death, 

.orked continuously for a period of 12 years 

Gang Khalasi but the Respondent$ have not 

an her any benefit of ex-qratia pension 

ir terms of the circular dtd. 12.7.1933 

The 	 hi r ited th C .A. by 

filing a detailed counter in which they 
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have disclosed that the app1icati 	ts rnis 

conceived arid full of factual inade;uaøies. 

First is that nriexure.-2 referred by the 

T 
applicant is ot proper as the said circular 

is auplicable to the employees who have died 

w ll be inq member o f the C.P.F. (Contributory 

Prov id t Fund) Scheme • On the other hand )  

the hL.'i of the a'.L- iicant was pirely a 

daily rated casual labourer ho had worked 

for short i le as per the SUmiSS i n made 

by the applicant( Respondents have expreseed 

their inability to verify the service parti. 

culars of the deceased husband of the applica- 

nt as it lacks the 	specific reference 

f the office/authority who had engaged the 

applicant 's hu&-  and). They have also raised 

the point of limitation as the O.A. has been 

filed lon time after the appiicants husband 

decased as casai lakour. 	inally, they have 

stated that the applicant's husand having 

not been a reui.ar  raj1a servtnt and w:a 
cL 

not 	444I o)j te contri::utcry PF Schc. 

ii the time when his death took place, the.  

ar:plication has no leal basis to sustain. 

Faving heard the Ld,Couse1 for the 

Rescondents and 	ij.ng, perused the reccids 

Lced bafore', I find lot of force in th 

r's:ents of he Ld.ounsel for the espon 

nts that the applicant has not een able to 

prove that her husband was either çrant&d 

temporary status and in that caçacity he had 

served 	ears before his death or he was 

r: larised after bein'-c granted terparary 

status and 4or these circamst:nces. the f:sniiv 
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of the deceased co'.ild not have been entitled 

In view of the above position of 1'w 

and keepino in view the facts of, the case, 

I hive5ainfu1 duty to 

being witut mekit. 

diste  of th4 	O.. 
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