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I, 'CENTRA. ALMINISTRATIVETRIBUNAL,ALLAHhBAO SENGI

Dated: ~.lahabad, the 6th day of February 2001

Coran: Hon!bl e Mr•. J ustice Ashok rg a.rwal, Chairman

!ionI bl e M r •..;'..s. D~:ta1f . d.~

."

.QRIGI~JU. P.J> PLrCArra~ No. 1323~L 199~

Mohand Chand Nagel e,
aged about 25 years,
s on of Shri Babul al Nagel e,
rlo House No. ffi-I/98-4, Railway Colony,
Nar rON wage Line, GwalLor,

. . . . . Appl Lcerrt
(By Pdvocate Sri Ii. K. Nig an)'

Versus

1. Union of India through MmLst ry of Railways,
New Delhi.

2. General Manager, Central Hailway,
Bcmbay VT.

3. Divisional Rlilway Manager,
Central Railway, .Jhans i.

4. Chief Medical ~uperintendent,
Centr~l lffiailway, Jhansi.

Respondents
(By Advocate Srj. ·A.K. Gaur )

ORDER (OPEN GaJ R T)

(By Hon' ble Mr. S. Dayal, 1M)

This application has been filed for a

direction to the Respondents to issue appointment

order in favour of the appl Lcant in Gl ass IV or in

any other category within t:ime-bound period on

canp.ass ion ate 9 round. ~

2. The case of the applicant is that his

\\ f ather wa~ working as Peon in the Medical Department
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in Railway Hospital in GNalior. He was declared

medically unfit for all classes On 27.7.82. He made

an application after his medical de-ccat eqor-Ls at Lon

for appointment to his son PrakaSh Chandra, who was

at that time couple of years I ess than the age of

maj ority. The c enc Ldat ure of Sri Prakash Chandra

was rej ected on that gtound. It is contended that

Sri Prakash Chandra had separated himself f ron the

family and the de-categorised employee submitted an

application in the prescribed proforma in favour of

the epp I Lc arrt for epp oIn tment on c cmpess i.onet e ground

on 20.7.88. It is stat eo that the '.Jelf are Inspector

conducted a detailed enqu i ry and found that all the

sons of the deceased were I iving separately. The

ap p.l icant rnerrt ions t hat his appl .ice't Lon f 01 conpe ss ionate

appointment was not considered and kept without any

orders.

3. ~'Je find fran the counter reply that the case

of the appl Lc arrt was turned down, because the appl a cerrt

was the 10th chil d of .:;)ri Bebu.l aI, whereas maj or sons

of Babul al were el ig ible for appointm ent.

4. ~'Je have heard Sri Upe nd ra Nath, brief holder

for Sri R.K.Nigam for the applicant and $ri h. K. Gaur

for the Respondents.

5. The appl icant is see king canpass Lonet e

appointment t nr-cuqh an eppl ication filed on 2.9.93,

whereas his father was declared medically unfit and

de- categorised for all classes on 27.7.82. Tne

compassionate appointments are given to an indigent

family to give immediate relief. The application

made in 1993 is clearly not falling in the categoryv: :immediate relief. '@ also find that the applicant
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was the Io th son and previously, ap/Pllications were

made for appointment of another son, which was not

accepted.

6. In the facts and circumstances of the case,

we find that the claim is not sustainable and the OAis,

therefore, d i.an I's se d as lacking me rf t ,

No order as to costs.

( s. ~
MEJ',lBER (A)

Nath/


