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The applicent is widow of late Kanshi fam, who
was working as Luggaege FPorter, ambala and Siec on 22.12.55
while in service. At the time of the degath, the deceased
left three sons-tevraj, Kuldeep and Rameshwar and the
widow, spplicant. The case of the applic.nt is that she

is in indigent circumstances and she time and again

sop roachec the rGSpondents to give compéssionate
appointmsnt to ore of her sons, Ram-shwar. Her son has
not been given any sppointment. Ultimately the aoplicent
sent a last representation on 1.1.1990, but o reply wes
received by her, Hence the present application has been
filed on 5.6.,1992. "
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The respondents contested the applicstion and

widow/ epplicant did not epply for

2.
her first son within six months of

ited that the
irst son was minor

ste

appointment of
der third son
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attaining the ag

time of the
on 12.5.1937 when he was 22 years old.

at the

Rame shwar applied

Her first son, whe attalned majority in 1971 could have
applied for compassionste appointment nor the applicent
goplied at that time in the y.ar 1770.71, i.¢., about
sed employee. In

ea

two years after the death of the
view of this fact, the present applicstion is barred by

)
time. The flifficulty of the respondents is that there

is no service record availléble with them. Thus it is

statec thal the epplic.nt is not entitled forany

cempassionate axsointment of her son.
the

in her rejoinder stated that

The applicant

3.
aoplicunt applied for appointment of her son in 1979.
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dowever, the respondents did not teke any action on the

]
o

said request.
L have heard the learned counsel of both +th
gone thrcugh the record of the ¢
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at length and hawv
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le arned counsel for the spplicant wants appointment of

the son of the applicant on the basis of the Railway -

- Board's letter No.E(NG) III/78/RCI/1 dt. 30.4.1979.

Clause-2 of this letter which is on the subject of
appointment on compassionaée grounds clearly lays down that
where the widow of an employee cannot tak; up employment
and the sons/daughters are minor, the case may be kept
o2nding till the first son/daughter becomes major, i.e.,
attains the‘age of 13 Years. Such cases should be kept
pending only for 5 years after vhich the claim will

lapse. However, the Genreral Manager can relax the 5 years

restriction. in.thezrajoinder,xit,ié stated that the

applicent applied in 1979 for the first time, i.e.,

© ten years after the death of her husband and she did not

apply for the zppointment of any of her sons soon after
the death of her husband, nor she applied when the eldest

son of the applicaent had become major. According to
the‘rQSpondents, in the year 19§l,.the eldest son of the
applicant had reached the age of majority, but the applicant
did not apﬁly for sppointment on compassionute ground of
that son. It is "for the first time that in 1987, her

third son Rameshwar gppliszd. The objection by the rzspondent
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has some force.. The record of the deceased is not
available and further the compassionate appointment is

given to rehabilitate'the'&mﬁiy of the deceased. The
family has already been surviwaﬂi%or a number of years
since 1969. According to the own_averment of the
spplicent, she has not preferred for the employment of
her tw§ other sons who were elder to Rameshwar, who had

already attained the age of 22 years when he applied

for compassionate sppointment. The conduct of the

spplicant, therefore, doeg\not inspire confidence that she

was in indigent circumstances and bonafide needs the
compassionate apointment of one of her sons after the

death of her husband.

3. The stale and belated claims, though may be

genuine &t one time, by passage of time they get )
defeated by subsequent events. The gpplicant has not
given out the factual financial position of the

family

and has also not clearly stated about the maintenance

o1 the whole fanily and whether her two other elder

sons are looking after the family or not. vThe epplicant

hed to @ischarge this burden to show that the epplicant
had no other source of income to maintain the
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this account also, the application does not disclose true

AN

facts for a careful consideration even though it has been

£iled after 22 years of the death of the deceassed employee.

6. There is another factor which cannot be ignored

in thisc:ase'that in the re joinder, the‘applicmnt has
stated that she héd applied for compassionste appointment
of one of her sons in Iecempber, 1979. She further
stgted that the reSpondenfs did not inform and the eldest
son began to live separately. Aitef 1979, thers is no
step teken by the spplicaent for the consideration of the

secend or third son for assistance in employment on

/

compassionate ground. It was only in March, 1987 that
she has applie& for the appointment of RamEShwar, the
third son. This conduct of the aplicant also is not

sbove board.

7. The respondents, however, have given fullest

considerztion to the application of Rameshwar and he was

also interviewed by the LPC, but because of the hurdle

of the administrative order from the Railway Boasrd, the
H
spplicant's son could not be considered for compassionate

appointment. There is also 3 dispute about the ége of
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the applicant's son, dame shwar and his age has been

mentionad as 22 years while the szpplicant in the

rejoinder steted that it was wrongly mentioned and

Remeshwar 1s anly 13 years of age.

3. Taking.all these fects into account, I do not
find that any case 1s made out to giwe 2 direction
to the ré%pondents to give compassionate appointment to
the son of the deceased. The applicstion is, therefore

dismissed lesving the partics to bear their own costs.
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