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HI THE CEUTF'AL -~DMIUISTF.?-\TIVE TFIBUIJ.l\L, ,JAIPUF. EEIJCH, JlUPUR. 

O.P,.No.565/96 Dat~ of order: ~1.7.1993 

Smt .r3mala D~vi, W/.:· late Shri Famec.h, ao;J·~) abuut -!::2 

••• Applicant. 

Vs. 

Churchgat8, Bombay. 

2. Divisional Fegional Man3ger (Eetabliehment), Western 

Railway, Ajmer Division, Ajmer • 

• • • Resp.:·ndents. 

Mr.2.hiv I~umar Counsel for applicant. 

Mr.r.S.Sh::trma Couns8l for respondents. 

CORAM: 

r-Ion 1 ble Mr .F.=tl:an FraJ:ash, Jt,di.:::ial Membet·. 

PEP I-J()lJ 1 ELE MF. FATAIJ PF-~CASH, JUDICIAL MENBER. 

Fameeh, haa appro3ched this Tribunal under Sec.l9 of the 

1 .-,o r:: 
,: '-' -' I to direct th8 respondents 

alongwith reasonable rat~ of interest. 

2. The facts which are not in dispute b~tw8en the parties 

are that l&t8 ,';.ht·i P::~rneah, thr:- husband .:.f the appli·::&nt \vas 

.::::tc.ual in thr-:- rest:.c.ndent F_ailH3}' \v.e.f. 

5.10.7~ and was granted t8mporary c.tatu2 w.e.f. 1~.10.7~. It is 

the case of the applicant that her husband died on 16.3.78 due 

not regul3riaed, it ic. within thr-:- powera of the respondents to 

regularise him and release the conaequential famil7 pension to 

her. Her reprec.ent:ttion made on ~0.9.96 (Ann~.A~) having gone 
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futile. Sh8 has 9ppro3ch~d thia Tribunal to claim the af~resaid 

relief. 

their writt~n repl7 to whi~h no rejoinder haa be~n filed. It ia 

the stand of the respondents that there is no merit in thia O.A 

arisen on 16.3.78 when the 3pplicant's husband expired whereas 

the a~_:.pl i.:::ant. haa ~~ filed I: his at=-Pl i ·::at i·:·n a ftet· a t:•er J.,:.d ,:,f 
~ 

1 0 ,_, i . ·=- . in the it is 

aee ned: ~ntitled t·:o 

their r~gularisation 

be extended. Ther8fore, the applicant is not entitled to cl~im 

any relief anj this application deserves rejection. 

perused the records. 

~ -· . Before ex3mining thia issue, on the ple3 eaised b7 the 

\.o""' in this O.A is: "l.·lheth.::r the ar:·t:·li·:::9nt i2 entitle.] t.:· ·:::laim 

status holder at the time of hia death. 

6. The law with regard to pa7ment of famil7 r:~naion to the 

widow of a c9sual labour who hae not been eegularised ha2 been 

Union of India & Ora. Va. Fabi3 Bitaner etc, JT 

I-Jc.n' ble the Sut:,reme C·:·ul.·t in this •:::a.=.e )"t·~ht~19t 
casual lab.:.ur \·liE· hEJA n·:·t been t·.::gulat·ise.:l till 

the •·lid·:·\v ·=·f a 
v_, 

hi a death we.-s 
-~ 

n.:.t ~~nti tled including ~amil7 

p~nsion. Hon'ble the Suprem~ Court while l3ying down the 
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afor~eaid princit:·l•:: .:.:f la\v has distin')uished its decision in 

Prabha vat i Dev i Vs. Union of India ( 1996) 7 sec 2 7 and has 

foll;)\•led its de.:isic·n in Union of Indi::t Vs. Sul:anti & An1·, 

SLP(C)Na.334l/93 decided on 30th July, 1996. 

7. In view of th~ settled position of law on this aspect 

by Hon 'bl·:! th·~ SUI_:·l·eme c.:.urt and finding th:tt the decE-ased 

husband of the appl i •:::tnt Hae ·=·nl y a temr,,.:n·=:try stat us holder 

till his death and \·la2 not ab.=wrbed in a. re.,;Jular post; the 

applicant is nat entitled to any family pension. 

8. In vieH of the aforesaid reasons, the O.A has no merit. 

It is dismissed with no order as to costs. 

(Ratan Prakash) 

Judicial Member. 


