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that the request of the applicant has already been

consigered by the competent authority put since he
has not turneq up to jdin the offer, now he is|not

~entitled [to seek any relief sought for af ter,

4, in this UA on theé|basis of averments magdé in the
counter, the respongents have requested to-dismiss the VA

with costs,

5, Rejoinger has alg® been filed reiteraiing the
facts mentioned in the |VA,
o, Heard learneqd lawyer for the applicant ahd

learned lawyer for the [responcenis and perused the

whole record carefully,

, Legrneg lawyer fdr the applicant submitted that
refusal o congicer the|appointment on compzssionate
grouna tg the son of the applicant(wigow) by the
impugned |oraer cated 44]12-1992 is arbitrary an|d without
aly basls in view of the fact that the name of| $pi

Arvind Kymar was registered by the respongents|

8. Leagrned counsel fior the respongenis, while

. projecting this arguement had submitted that after
fhe death of the reilway employee, the job was| offerred
to sri Ram wath Tiwari |(son of the deceased) immediately
as per his sultability |but he did got turn up,| meaning

thereby that no indigeﬂt cdircumstance existed lat that

time, It is submitted|that after 10 years, the widow
g*{bf‘q had fileg this UA, whigh is barred by limitatijon, He has
also submitted that no|ingigent circgmstances existed

in the family, [lherefdre, the General Manager (P)
has rejegled the prayex| of the applicant vide fimpugned
order cated 4-12-1992, || Merely registering name does

not confer any right tg| the applicant,
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9. I gave thoughful |consiceration to the riyal

contentions of the parties and perused the case thoroughly,

10, Admittedly, Jag Bancdhan Iiwari gied on }5-7-1981

on cduty who was working as a .river (B) in Nopgth Egstern

Railway and just after|the ceath of Jag Bandnan Iiwari,

his son sri dam Nath was offerred employment df Class 1V
post as he was not foufid suitable for Class III post
but Sri Kam Nath Tiwarl| did not like to join, | Now

after 10 years the widpw has come up for consicering

his third son for appoifptment on compassionate ground

ahd on refusal by the lmpughed orcer datea 4-12-1992,
as been filed L0 he

this VA on 8-4-1993 which appeadrs

barred by limitztion, ||As per the Railway Board
ingtructions, cases for appointment on compasgionagte

grouna can be consicerfd within five years from the

date of fthe weath of tjle ueceased employee aldg beyond
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five years from the yegr of death of the decegsed and
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for her thirg son to cofisiger him for appoiniment

on compassionate ground, meaning therepy that fo indigent

circumstance existed at|that time, Merely, the ngme

of the third son was rejgistered does not confer any
right to the applicant [for consderagtion for appointpent
on compassiongte ground,

S In Unesh Kumar Nagpal Vs State of Haryana it was

helq that the whole oblject of giving compassi¢nate

appointment is thus to|lengble the family to tide over
the sudden crisis, Thg opject is not to give|the member
of such.family a post much less a post held by the
aeceased whatlsoever, Further, mere death of al employee
in hgrhess qoes not eniitle his family to any|such

source Of livelihood,

13, In |view of above |[legal proposition gnd facts
and circumstances of the case, the applicant is not

entitled (to relief as gought for,

14, Iherefore, this gpplication is dismissed with

no orders as to costs,
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