Hon 'ble Justice Shri G,Ramanujam, Vice

Hon'ble Shri Ajay Johri, Hﬁ@ﬁﬂi(ﬁlﬁ

ey the applicant prayed for a direction to the
ﬁ%;; m gLl respondents to appoint him on compassionate grounds
in Central Railway in Class III 'Group-C' post with' r1*

retrospective effect with all fringe benefitse.

The circumstances,in which the applicant

came forward before this Tribunal by means of_thig"_‘ﬁﬂﬁ

application, may briefly be noted as under: - @{3

Applicant's father Abdul Aziz died nhiia'j;ii

in harness in the year 1970, He was ser ving in ¢ e

a Class III post under the Central Rallway. k@:

the time of death of his father the applieaﬁtfﬂagig}F

a minor and he attained majority only in m :

1981. After attaining majority the mﬁ@i&ﬁ@@@;ﬁaf;
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bgfafe use. The applicant has,
this Tribunal with this appllcatian p:ayiﬁg_,

direction t0O the respgndents +0 cmSid&r tm
L O
applicant for appointment to a Class 11l post om

compassionate ground.

Learned counsel for the applicant has -QEEE%_

brbught to our notice the guidelines issued by | _;I;iig
the Railways for appointment of children of. the o ﬁ%.
i

deceased employees on compassionate ground. In

these guidelines which are contained in Reilway
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Board's letter dated 18.4.1985 (photocopy enclosed ;Pwi%ﬂ

as Annexure-II to the application) it is seen that

originally an application for appointment on
compassionate ground could be made within five

years from the date of death of the parent;

subsequently the pollcg has been changed frem M

In this case, according to the applicant,

therﬂfuru, the General Manager has g@t

to relaxm%;n years rule., Learned ﬁﬁﬂﬁ[?;ﬂ_#“

septeng cunthe sotnta out. ot oner 10 2
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the same ta the Ballmag

in its discretion condone thh

the application

R - compassionate ground. He vehemmﬁtlg-

that it is a hard case where the child ﬂf

deceased employee, for whose b&nefit the rul&&

B

provide for appointment on compassionate g:ﬁuﬁd

is practically losing the benefit not because ﬂf

his own conduct but because of the fact that he

was 2 minor at the time of his father's déath and 'i_f&%

he attained manority only after 11 years afterxr the

’;; - death of his father and, since the circumstances v e

‘were beyond his control and he could not make

.
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freen o | the application within ten years as he was a mingmw,. o
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+he rules should be relaxed in such & manner by
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either the General Manager or the Railway Board I,i%
so as to enable the applicant to get the benefit i

of compassionate appointment.

However, we are not in a position to
accept the contention of the 1earned cal sel.

In view of the guidelines referred

counsel dealing with appulntment on camyasaiﬁ@i




5peczficall? 5ay that ca&&s

compassionate Bppﬂintmgnt cﬁ;

In this case applicant's father died in %hg*

1970 and the applicant put forward aﬂ.appliﬁél,

for compassionate appointment only in the ynar

e o th%%fpplicaht would say that he axaa&igif;ﬁij

:f OFLy—oRe—yEar N Lfo years rule ?ﬂ:;" cannot sz;'u‘;;iaf :
-?i % the ‘General Manager can excede 4 his powers in e |
%31 considering the application on the ground that it... f:;f
;1; 7;& is belated. So long as the General Manager, the m!
%:%ﬁﬁ" ' A ond respondent, has stuck to the guidelines issued 5
e : . by the Railway Board, we cannot say that he has ! 2 ?§§
. acted contrary to the guidelines issued by the .:-jﬁgFﬁ

: Railway Board,

I+ is true that applicant's case is &
hard one, but that will not enable the Ceneral
Manager to bypass the guidelines with a view tﬂ-'”

help the appllcant. ﬁe are not in a positi@n tﬁﬁ7

&pplicatiﬂn of the applicant on the

ten years rule is illegal or veoid ﬁ@_;;5"

ground.
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- Board for any relief
the Reilway Board

on merits gaégwithaut_ﬁaf@ﬁgﬁﬁiif"

made by us above,

Vice Chairman.
February 17, 1987,

R.Pr.




