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The Hon'ble NIr. Y. Radhakrishnan, Jim. -rnber.  

The Hoii'ble Mr. 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to 
see the Judgment ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of 
the Judgment ? 

4 	
it needs to be circulated to other Renches of 

the Tribunal ? 
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Bai Revahen, w:w of 
Jate hr i 3hima chat Nathabhai 

kA uncer i1éC. hargeman, 
0 ochr a, lKumbnar v ac. a, 
IKadi Laiia, Gc(hra. 	 .... 	Applicant 

(Acvocato: lit. 	iianca) 

Ic r s us 

Union of In:ia, 
Ministry of Railways, 
.)nLn; an6 rcrcsented by 
ho General Manager, 
stern Railway, iornbay. 

Liviione1 Railway Managcr(R) 
Jest•:rc Railway, 
3aroda. 	 .... Rescondents. 

(vcatc: lit. N.. hcv(-,e) 

i:J JRLR 

697 DF 1993 

£atc: 31-3-1994 

i-er: i-1n'hle lIt. J Raihakrjshnan, 	Merroer. 

ieard Mr. P.R. Han.a, lc.arnd advocate for the 

acplicont and lIt. .Ii. hcvce, learned advocate for the 

re.s ondents. 

2. 	2he apoiLicant is the widow of late ahri Bhimaoha 

Nathaihai, who was working as Puip ttend ant in icstern 

Railway, Godhra and who died in hrrness on 2.7.1981. 

Immediately after his Ceath, his widow made an aopiica-

tian for corriassionate appointixnt for her son, who was 

13 y'ars old at that time. The apolicant had maTe an 

aeplication on 7.8.1981, Annexure A-2 and another 

application on 22.2.1982, Annexure. A_3. The responeents 

ALAZ 	 ....... 31- 
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replied vide letter dated 13.3.1982, Ann. 	7 that: 

"in reference to your aeplication please submit 
the following docurrnts. 
(i) Leath certificate of your late husband. 
(ij)i3io data of your son. 
'he name is registered, you may aoiy on 
attaining the majority by your son. The matter 
will be cons idered." 

3. 	The applicant's contention is that she made 

another a3plioation on 3.3.1986, Annexure -6 and again 

another aeplication on 3.2.1988. Her aeplication was 

rejected on the ground that it was time barred accordin 

to the resconcTents. This contention is challenged by 

the aeplioant. Mr. Handa for the applicant submits 

that the widow had aoplied immediately after the death 

of her husband and another application was also given 

as soon as the son attained majority. i'Ir. hevde for 

the respondents, on the other hand, pointed out that 

as per records, the aeplicaticns of aplicant dated 

3.3.86 and 3.2.88 were not available. lIr. Handa 

pointed out that as per the Western Railway Lmployees 

Union letter dated 17.1.90 attached with the rejoinder 

thc açieicant's request was rejected by RM(E) BRO' s 

letcer o. 11 890/1/1sc .oated 20.8 .38. Hence the 

resoondents' contention that they never received the 

letter of the aenlicant dated 3.3.86 or 3.2.88 is 

not acceptable. From the serusal of the case, it 

aepears that the aolicant's request for compassionate 

4/- 
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appointrrnt was infact reqistered by the respendents in 

August 1982 and in view of this fact the request should 

hove b-en considered on merits when the applicant made 

receated reLluests on 3.3.86 and 3.2.88. It would 

however, aapear that the aepi Ic ations were rejected on 

technical ground of being time barred for its effect 

it was also its claim for comoass ionate accoin brnent was 

reqiste rd with thorn with the resnondents and he had 

renewed his request when he attained majority. The 

purpose of crmeassionabe a)oointment is c.efe'atod if the 

request is not consicered immediately on merits. The 

anplicant's financial condition is a relevant factor 

to decide the case as per the or(fers. Accordingly, the 

apolication c$scrves consideration on merits taking 

into account the financial condition of the family and 

eligiiy   	h 	bt 	 rf 	 or  

him. accordingly apolication is disac end of with the 

following directions: 

D R D E R 

Aor,ljcatjon is nartly allowed. The resnondent 

No.2 to treat this ).A of the acolicant as application 

for compassionate appointment and t. consider and decide 

the request on merits keeing in view the above factors 

Al~z 	
mentioned for a siitooLe post within three months from 

5/- 
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the date of the receipt of this order and to communicate 

the decision to the applicant within a week thereafter. 

In case the applicant feels aggrieved by the decision 

of the respondent No.2 he may so if so advised take 

recourse to legal action. 	opiication stands disposed 

of accordingly. No order as to costs. 

(V.Radhakrishnan) 
1ieniber(A) 

vtc. 

-4 
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M.A, 392,'94 in O.A. 697/93 

Date 	Office Report 	I 	 0 R 0 E R 

25.7-94 	 Copy of the M.A. seens to have been furni3hed 

to Mr. Handa, who is not present. After going 

through the M.A.,we find that this is a fit case 

where some extension of time to comply with our order 

deserves to be given. M.A. allowed. Extension 

granted till 30th SeptelTiber,1994. No further 

extension will be given. M.A. stands disposed of 

accordingly. No order as to costs. 

' I 

(V.adhakrjshna) 	 (N.13.iatel) MeuJoer(A) 	 Vice cnairman 

vtC. 	
(2) o4 

14 11 9 	 eithrthe counsel for the appl±cnt, nor 

the counsel forthe respondents is present. 

However, .A. allowed. Extention for compliance 

of our order-is-given up to 30.12.94. 

ii.A. stands disposed of accordigly. 

H 
(K. tam nioorhty ) 

4eraber (A) 

npn 


