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The question Inv•ived in this case is *It whether the widow 

of the deceased employee late Balk, Ex-anman under the respondents 

is entitled to et extraordinary family pens ion under the Pens ion rnules 

applicakie to her husband due to pre-mature death of her husband who 

died on 6.8.84 while he was in service. According to the applicant, 

her husband was appointed on regular basis in the year 19 and he died 

after rendering 4 years' service in the department in the year 1984. 

According to the applicant, after the death of her husband she was a 

mental patient till 1996 and after recovery from illness she applied for 

family pension.. It is stated that her husband died leaving 5 minor 

chaildren at the time of his death. But respondents did net make any 

settlement of the penSion till date, theuh she was entitled to get 

family pension at the minimum rate as admissible under the rule irres-

pective of the fact tt whether her husband rendered service more than 

7 years or not, 

2. 	Resp.ndents denied the claim by filing written statement. It 

is stated by the respondents that husband of the applicant was appointed 

as Ganqmai(in 	railway service in the year 1986 and he worked there 
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till 30.484. Subsequently, in 6.8.84 the applicant's husband died and 

leave 	was also maintained from January 24, 1980 to 3sth June, 

1984. It is found that at the time of death, applicant's husband's 

sic 4011was Rs.214/.s. per cnonth.as  per records available in the service 

book. It is stated by the applicant that after the death of her husband 

she made representation to the Divisional Railway Mnager on 10.10.96 

(Annexure A_3) for sett4nent of d.s as well as appointment of her son 

on compassionate ground. It is also stated by the applicant that till 

July, 1986 she got nothing except pod hope. Later she was attacked 

with mental sickness and, fully absent minded for the cl&jms. It is 

stated by the :icant that she came to know from the D Office that 

settlement of her claim would be done by the DRM—MW1'; but till new 

nothing was finalised. It is admitted by the respondents that in the 

meantime they received the representation dated 10.10.96 and not an 

24.7,96. 

14, Advocate Mr. Thakur on behalf of the applicants submits 
of 

that the expressionLw.rd 'decasualised labour' indicates that applicant 

was re!ularised. Thereby, she is entitled to get pension under the 

Pension Rules applicab.e to her at the time of death of her husband. 

It is also statei by the 14. Avocate Mr. Thakur that since the appli—

cant was neglected for a considerable period, thereby the arrears of 

pay in respect of pension should be paid to her considering the finan—

cial difficulty of the applicant. Moreover, the deceased employee died 

leaving five miner children at the time of death. So as per Scheme of 

Pension, 	 entitled to get extraordinary family pension as 

admissible to her irrespective of the fact L 	whether the employee 

in the railway service had c.mpleted 7 years of service or not since 

applicant was appointed on re!ular basis in the year of 1980 as per 

statement made by the respondents. 

14. Advocate Mr. Sandyopadhyay on behalf of the respondents 

submits that husband of the applicant is not entitled to get pension as 
C 

he rendered only 4 years' service. But he 	 that expression of 

wocaualised labour' as mentioned in the reply indicates that the 
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3. 	I have considered the submissions of .Ld. Advocatis of both ttv  

parties and I find that applicant's husband was appointed as decasua-

used labour. It is also found that his basic pay was Rs.214/ at the 

time of his death. From the scheme of 'Extra ordinary Family Pens len 0 

7ule 	it is found that extraordinary family pension is admissible t, 

the wiOw/wiOwer and children irrespective of the fact that whether he 

worked more than 7 years or not if he isre!ular employee. Applicant 

was found to be appointed as decasualised labour which ind.icateJhat 

he was regularised. Thereby, I hold that the applicant is entitled to 

çet extraordinary family pension in view of the ruies referred to above. 

Respondents also could not produce any documents before me to show any 

settlement of dues paid to her and it is found that respolents had 

stated in the written reply that the documents are lying with the Hewrah 

Division. It is not understood by me why the respondents did not collect 

the requisite documents for the purpose of filing written reply to 

the O.A. They filed reply without any basic document. It is seen that 

she did not receive any settlement dues as admissible to her till 

date. 	In view of the aforesaid circumstances, I hold that the applicant 

is entitled to get family pension in the light of the discussion made 

above. Accordingly, respondents are directed to make all retirement be-

nefits and extraordinary family pension as admissible to her within 3 

months from the date of communt1in of this order and applicant will 

et arrears of family pension of three years before the date of filing 

this application which was filed on 29.12.97. Se, she is entitled t o get 

arrears of pension prior to three years from.the date of filing this 

application and applicant would also be entitled tie cost of Rs.50c/- from 

the respondents and that sheuld be paid along with pension. With this 

observation application is disposed of. 

1tLh1 \c 
D. .Purkayästha ) 

Member(J) 


