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application under section 19 of the

sri Fradeep Pal

while on

was bachelor whaen

Eipd,. On 27.10 .he applicanpt no. 1, Chandan

Nath Pal, the father of th# deceased, mada.an
applicetion (Annexure-12) tohthu seneral Manager
FPor compassionate apﬁuiﬂtmunt of applicant noy 37
@ri Fradeep Fal on the ground that Sudeep was
rgeLaing full help in regards %o the educat ional

@xpenses from the deceased. It is Fun¢har ﬁtﬂhﬁﬁ
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communicated to applicant nos 1 thraugh lutta£ 
8351251987 {Annaxura Nove- 1)

X3 the applicant's cases that Lthe applicant
iﬂ&ﬁwﬂb R
M0s 3 in particular and the entire ramnly Wwas e -
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depondent upon Lhe deceesed and the respondants

erronecusly held that no cConmpassionate appointment

eould be made becauses acnurdfﬂg to the records

I"

the deceased had no dependents having diec as & bachelor,
: J
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th para 44x ) of the O.A. it is stated that the applicant's
Caqe o 5 ! _ o A ;
mAi=o was Lo be considered Sympathetically in the light
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of the Railway Bogrd's letter nos E(NG) (111)/7B/
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« 197789 . The case in the egounter is that

the deceasesd nad not indicated in sService record that

he had any. dependent and the

45
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since he was & bachelor, no
Gompassionate appointment: should be given for reascone

of his death,

4 Ue have heard 3ri Anand Kumar, counssl fPor the
applicants and ari Uel.vaxena, counsel for the raapundent!fj
ﬁihaua gone through the records. Apparently it is =
Small Pamily congisting of a retired Fathar, a mother
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hn'had-no dapendent

matter of faet none

L | ‘upen him, 3L should

wir
raJpnndantq to make a spot aﬁgulr;tn Flnd tha truthfvwh
\

That does not appear to have bsen dones

Learnad counsel for the applicant has relipd
upon the Railuay Board's circular dt, 30.4.1973 Uhich
_;ﬁ : ' mentions in the first instance, that the dependents’
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relative of such persons should be ssegeeesew=tet DY
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offering appocintment te them but where ne such

dependant with the neecessary guulification far
ployment is available, relevant appointment may b8
offered by the perscnal crder of the General Manager

c b )
Lo a nephew &f another reglative.

’ B e are of the opinion that the applicant
s o noe 3 would fall into the latter category. 1In that ToBE
-f}j)n : situation his cese should be counsidered for cumpaﬁﬁiﬁﬂﬂtiﬁjﬁ 5

appointment .

We notics that uhﬂétha representation
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for reaspons stated above, this applicatinn

is gllowed, and impugned order dts 3.12

in Annexure No. 1 is guashed and we dirﬁct that tha f' ”

case of the applicent Ffor compassionate appointment e

-

e on the basis of his being dependant on the deceased

8hall be considered by the General Manager and a ppropriate

aréers in accordance with the rules shall be passed
2l within a period of eowme nunuhSFrnm the datle of receipt
A af @ copy af this judgment,

MEMBER(A ) F1 - VICE CHAIRMAN
o DATED: 19,7.1991
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