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This application hs been filed jontly  bf  three  applicants 

ho are the eons of one NaneO who wa5 Ex—fltter under the 

respondents. The said Railway enploye expired on 10.3.1941. 

The family of the late emplJoyée consis;ed ofthres..rninor 

child ran# one unmarried dghter and h is wife, but the wife 

	

expired before his death. Afer the epiry-of Nndio. ..h 	T 

eldest eons Nkesh, whose date of birth is..30.3.1961' from ith 
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Railway d-eprt!men-t upta theage of 21 rears i.e.t1ll 1988o 

attainment of majority by Njksh, V th8 econd SOI,O? the 1ato 
V 

employees Rajesh, whose date of birth is 3.4.1968, got the 

family pension from the Rajlwyrespônients upto the age'of

21 years i.e. till. 1989k but he amount of pension from 3.311.19 

to 2.4.1989 ha not been paid by the RIilwayrespondents.Th!a 

applicants further contend that Dinesh theyoungest son of 

the late employee whose date of. birth is 10.4.1972.got fathi1y'.. 
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pension upto the age of 21 yarst but tPe family pension from 

30.3.1988 to 2.4.1989 was nekther paid to Rajosh nor to Dinesh 

by the concerned Railwayrespondente. 8eing aggrieved therebyl t 

instant application has besnfiled with a ptáyer that a directic 

be issusd to the respondentsto pay the applicants the arréar 

family pensiont as mentionedl In paragra.h 8 of the original 

application. 

2. The case has been resistd by the r spondents by filing a 

reply. The stand taken by te responde ta has beeafter the 

expiry of the ex-emplayee an1 his wire, the benefit.bf  famiihy 

pension was given to the eldest son# Mukesht upto the date when 

he attained the age of 21 years. Aftr 1hats the benefit of 

family pension was extended to the next eligible 30n i.e. D.inesh 

the third son of Naa8o, till he attain d the age' of 21 years 

i.e. upto 7.4.1989. The benerit of family pen3ion was allowed to 

be given to Dneshr the third son of Nandect Instead of Rajshv 

the second son. because Rajeh had subrn tted 'a reprsentati0n 

on 11.3.1989 that he is wôrkng in a pr vate company ind as, suchr 

the family pension may be drawn in favour of his youç ar.brother, 

Dinash. Rajasht howeverp subtitted an application on 12.7.1991 fo 

restoration of family pensiol from 30.31988 to 2.4.1989t but 

the same was not accepted in terms of i em no.3 of Railway Board' 

letter dated 28.9.1987' circulated vide CPO/GRC's Establishment 

Sl.No.66/89 dated 15.3.1989.1 The respo dents contend that the 

benefit of family pension in favour of Dinesh upto-the age of 

25 years may be reviewed on%iS appeal to the administration for 

extension. 

3, On the date of hearingo ft .S.ChowdhJry. l'd.counsel For the 

respobdentst produced before me a photocopy of the Railway' 

Board'8 latter No.r(E)II1/85/PN1/19 dated 28.2.1989/3.3.1989. 

which I have perused. it apars from 1he.  copy of the said lett 

that although as per the anin Rules f 1950. family pension 

was admissible to a male child of the d ceased employee upto the 
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age of 18 years bu-4 the bànefit has t son extnds'uPt0 21 year 

ParR 3 of the said circular runs as f c howe - 

U Cases may be ragultød in accrdanca with the above 
mentioned quidahins. In reg lating the cases, no 
readjustment need be made whe4e the ramily pension 
entitlement has aledy passe on to the next 
eligible son or daighter. Fo exampls if the 
payment of family pension to it son 'A had bean: 
stopped on his atthining the age of 18 yearst say 
from 1.1.1979 and thereafter family pension has 
already been paid to the noxteligibla son 
unmarried daughter 'C's it wil not be withdrawn 
from ' B' or 'C' for being restored. to • A' . 

It appears that the claim ofthe appi cants regarding drawah 

of the aforesaid arrears of family pa sian is based on 

restoration of the claim of the secand son who is Rajesh. 

Obv iou slyp therefore, such a claim isbarred as per the provi.. 

sions contained in para 3 of the circ4iar dated 28.9.989. i 

further hold that non-payment of famiy pension in case of the 

first and second son of ex-employee i.e. applicant nos. 1 and 

relates back to the per iod sometime il 1988 o' so and I have 

no hesitation to hold that their pray re are barred by limita- 

tion. 

As regards the claim 6f thsthird sons I find that the 

respondents are willing to consider t a case for extension of 

the family pension upto 25 years if ai appa'l is made in this 

regard. 'iy attention is invited to a nuatar of representation 

which were filed, but thor represan tations were filed by the 

second sons Rajesh. 

I, therefore, direct the respondnts to treat the inStant 

application as a fre&' representation in respect of the third 

sont Dinesh' applicant nc2 in the U A., and accordingly direc 

them to dispose of the said represen ation within a perid of 

three months from the dat of comnuncation of this order. If 

after such consideration thd third an' Dinesh, is found 
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eligible to get family pensions he shall be given family pension 

to the date upto which he is eligible a d withlh the same 

period, the respondents shalj also disb rsa all the arre$r 

amounts of family pension. 

No order is passed as to! costs. 

Copy of the Railway Board letter da ed 28.2.1989' produced 

by Mr.Chowdhuryt be kept on reóord, aft r du-l-y being4tested 

by him. 

( •C.Sarma) 
Admin strative tether 


