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Nome appearsd for the applicant however

Applicom > Qldent
O Caly. '_‘Dﬁb?’ﬁ“e—
,\6{?&&! \ CAroone &5 e is present.

Mr+3,K.0 ha,ld.,Counsel for the Respondents

npPIE Comt IS w7t This is a year old case of 2002; meither
Cesvvned Mae Copy QB‘ the Ld.Counsel for the applicant is presemt
\Hr\e - A 730/0\‘( ségi to prosecute the matter mor imy' formal requeét:

A -
G VAU mat bated) has bean made seeking adjourmment, CY
e Coowect A ddvess

o R 9 o8

In the sald premises the matter cannot be

e d dragoed on independently and,therefore, I
e velgose ?’xLQ,.UM LS I
Tor e C\‘R‘?\T A<-Nat s have heard the matter im assistance of
C’YOQ& ot edoont tci‘ Mr.S.K.0jha,ld.Coursel for the Respondents,
al\
.PU”SKM{ the oA The case of the applicant (Smt.Bemga Dei)
>

v o Qt-usg
lr%(%n% 0l “ﬁ‘ﬁﬂwﬁ"
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is that her husband Late Shit Sama Biswal

|
was enaageﬂ as casual lab:mr by Inspector of
Works, Inp Bsdp (GNGD) at Balurvaon from

(ot ——=""" 4,567 £0 23,8.67 and from 8,9.67 to 23.9.67.
2 . : '
a "KM She has also disclosed that her husband was |

retrenched from service in the month of

) g 3 ; 'eb » he was mot takem back to
%‘-)«&LV\/ ‘77007& Z[_,[d/ February,1978 but he was mot

duty by the Respomdents although they have

W /Q»ﬁ’&/w/)/ followad this policy in respect of the

/"/ 3 b} ) M
/g 5 — | sikilarly placed casual lakourers, 3§ her
&\ |
husband was awaitimg a call from the Responde-
NS R LS PR N nts, he died.in December 1996 leaving his
ey L\&X“::‘ family in distress,
= Lo =l is
@\;-: “‘Q_ — P Her claim/that he had, before his death,
i SNC ST S .
S sy . P A soo~N| worked continuously for a period of 12 years

Ltﬁ-ﬁ\, HQ &s Gang Khalasi but the Respondents have mot
'T:é\g\ IS *;\‘E‘inﬁ# ‘
@Mq_é\ ) T &“\\g\m given her any henefit of ex-gratia, pension

Yx\ﬂ:\Q\ (Annexure=2) .
M SN \
%— v The Respondents have resisted the O.A. by
Q‘\%\SW filing a @éetailed counter in which they
\
/ y L.
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have disclosed that the application is mise
conceived and full of factual inadeqguasies,

First is that “nnexure-2 referred by the

N~ VB; ' applicant is mot proper as the said circular
; is apblicable to the employees who have died
| , wiile being member of the C,P.F. (Comtributory
W Provident Fund)Scheme, On the otherhand,
% /“"‘——_\ the husbamé€ of the applicant was purely a
/%l/a’ | daily rated casual lakourer who had worked
for short while as per the sutmission made
by the _applicant( Respondents have expressed
their imability to verify the service parti-
culars of the deceised huskand of the applica-
nt as it lacks the specific reference
of the office/authority wbp had engaged the
applicarizt‘s' hushand), They have also raised
the point of limitation as the O.A, has been
v filed 1<$nq time after the applicant's hushand

dec=ased as casual larmour, Finally, they have

stated that the applicant's hustand having
not been a recular railﬁay servant and wés
mtam&g the contrirutory PF Scheme

at the time when his .deat"h took place, the
ag;»plicétion 4has no legal basis té sustain,

Having heard the Id,Counsel for the

Re.esponﬂents and having perused the records

" placed re fore 7@, I find lot of forece in the
B . arcguments of the Id.,Counsel for the Responden
nts that the applicant has mot heen able to
prove that her husband was either granted
temporary status and in that ecapacity he had
served fl vears rtefore his death or he was

regularised after being granted temporary

status and for these circumstances, the family
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of the deceased could not have been entitled
oz pénsion.'
In view of the above position of law
and keeping in view the facts eff the case,
3 havef%ainful duty to dispose of th%s Oede

being without megtit, No costs,
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