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II1 THE <CENTRAL ALMINTISTRATIVE TRIEUIIAL, JAIFUR EELICH
JATPUR

ORI, 372795 Date of order: 01.07.1293

Smt. Jagdish W/c Late Shri Fandera M vesident of
village Sah, P-st Babaen, Distt. Pharatpur. Her huskard
wae last emploved on the post of T.8. Gangman under
PWI, Bharatpur
.. Applicant
Versus
1. Unicn of India through General Manager,
Western Pailway, Clmrchgate, Bombay.
2. Divigicnal Railway Manager, Western Railway,
Kota Divisicn, Kota.
.. Respondents
Mr. Shiv Fumat, ccunsel for the applicant
Mone present for the respondents |
CORAM:
Hon'kle Mr. FRatan Prakash, Judicial Menmber

ORDER

PEF BOIT'BLE MR, FATAN PREAUASH, JUDICIAL MEMEER

Smt. Jagdish has approached this Trikunal
under Secticn 192 of the Administrative Tribunals Act,
1925 to seek & direction against the respondents to
grant her family pénsion and other dues of her deceased

husband.

2. The facte which are not in dispute are that

her huskand Late Shri Fandera M, Ex.T.S. sangman was
initially appointed in the year 1972 as a Gangman under
P.W.I. Bharatrur. He was granted temporary status on

20,1.19385 and continued to work as Gangmen (T3)  till

he expired in the PFailway Hospital, EBharatpur while
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working on this post. The applicant being the widow of
the deceased employee made a detailed representation on
£.12.199%4  to the respondents to grant her family
fensicn, rayment of D.C.FE.G. and F.F. as at Ann.AZ

fcllcwed Ly a reminder dated Z26.12.1922 (Ann.AZ). The

respcndents having nct reponded she has keen compelled

to approach this Trikunal and claim the aforesaid

reliefs.

2. The resp:»ndenﬁs have oppcsed this
application by filing a written reply to which no
rejoinder has heen filed. .The stand of the resgondents
has Leen that thcugh the deceased employee i.e. the
huskand of the applicant was a temporary status holder
Gangman, he was neither scteened nor his services were
reqularised. It has, therefcre, l:éen urged thét the
applicant is not entitled to getA any reliefjéwfs‘f}ch
benefit of family pensicn is not admissikble to a

tempcrary status holder railway employee.

4. I heard the learned counsel fcr the
arrlicant and have gone thrcugh the pleadings o<f the
rarties and the doouments filed in support of their

contentions.

5. In the matter of tempcorary status holder
Government emplcoyees the law has now been finally
settled Ly H:on'ble the Supreme Ccurt in the case of

Tnicon -_g_f India & ¢Ors. Vs. Fakia Eikzner etc. JT 1257

o

(£) &.C. 95 wherein it has Leen laid down Ly Hon'kle

the Supreme Ccurt that a widow of a Casual Labcur who
had not keen regularised till death is nct entitled to

retiral Lenefit i.e. family rensicn,spd _the#ft Hon'tble

&
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the Zupreme Court has followed its decisicn in the case

of Unicn of India ve. Sukanti & Anr. ELEF () Ho.

2241 92 decided ¢n 20th July, &5 kut has distinguished

ite decisicn given in the case of Prabhavati Devi v.

[N

Unicn of India (1553) 7 82C 7.

6. In view ~f the afcresaid settled t:-:-siti':»n of
law in the matter of grant of vfamily rensicn to the
widcw of & deceased temporary status holder empliyvee,
the applicant herein is ncot entitled to claim any
family pensicn on account of the services rendered Ly
her deceased hustand Shri Fandera M. The applicant
having failed to give any details of any other dues
rayable to her by the respondents, she is not entitled

to get any relief cn this acocount as well.

7. For all the af-resaid rveascns, the DA is

diesmissed with no crder as to costs.

do gl

(Ratan Prakash)

Judicial Member



