
CENTRAL ADMIfiISTRAT1V TRIBUNAL 
CALCu1tTA BENCH I 

4sf 196 

Present ; Hon'blf Mr,kjstie A.K.Chatterjee, Vice—Chairman, 

Hon'ble lr.P.S.rtikterjee, Aministrative rnember, 

GAUTAII JJKHERJE 
s/a ..ate BhaskaL tLikherjee, 
resident of L°ur Chelidanga, 
Asanso]J-4, DistLict: Burduan, 

Petitioner 

Vs. 

Union of India thrugh the General 
tanagar,, Eastern Riluay, 17, Notaji 
Subhas Read, Calcuta'700 001. 

Divisional Railway~a6ternP1nager, 
ansol Division, 	Railway, 

P.LAsans.l, Distrjctj: Burciwan. 
Chief Personnel Qf'1cer, 
Eastern Railway, 17, Netaj I Subhas 
Road, Calcutt2-700 001. 

'.. Respantents 

For the petitioner : r.N.Garguly, cunsel. 

For the respondents; tlr.P.K. 	a, cøunl. 

Heard an : 4.9.1997 
	

Qrder on ; 18.9.1997 

QRDERr 

A.K.Chatteje, V.C. 

The father of the petitjoher died in harness an 3,3.1974 

while serving as a Peon in the Dffice of the D.R.fl., Asansol, 

when the petitioner, was aged abut four 'ears, He states th: at 

an attainment of majority, his i,nothar mails an application to 

the authorities for his appointment an c 4mpassionate ground, 

whicht however, wasi turned dOLfI on the g ind that the case 

as time barred. The jpatarnil randf'athcr of the petiti.ne 
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also made an app] catien in I4ril, .11, seeking an appoinbment 

on cempassimate graund fortIe patitianei which was rejec 

an th.e ground thatthe petitioner's mother was appointed a 

a substitute Ayah after the dath or her husband. In the 

circumstances, the instant pplicatlon has been riled 1nte 

alia for a direction upon tme respondents to engage the 

petitioner in a smjitable pot an compa slonate ground. 

me responants have tiJied a rep y stating intór alit that 

the petitiner's ffUther made' an appli.catien sàeking cotrasjonat 

appointment of hexsolf when her husband was in dearth bdwi.jch 

was considered. .synpathetica ly and she was engaged as a - substitu 

Ayah after her husband had diad . She was thereafter regulaised 

in the said pest. In .ich Circumstances, it has been urea that 
.. 

-not only the petiiener's aplicatien for compassionate apeint—

mont was delayed bt also his mether ha ing been appointedt no 

further appointment can be ~ ivan to the petit1ner. 

3, 	we have head the 1d, eu
, sel for the parties and perused 

the record before us. 	 . 

4. 	The records leaven, manner af do bt that the petitiner's 

mother even theugh made an ~pplicatisn for appointment during 

the ia3t days of hsr husban, still she got an appointment as 

in the meantime her husband di d and al o she was subsec.mently 

rgularly absorbe. This is nothing but an appointment of the 

$etitioner's mothe
,t an cempssjonate gr und because of the 

Hath 
of her husband. In such sibjaio, the e cannot be any question 

1 	
of giving another;appointment to the pe itionereven though they 

4-  
may have a large fmily to supisrt, 

5. 	The ld.counsl for the ptitienr ha5 urged that his mothe: 

was appointed as a ibstitute although his A444wr held a 

substan tive post ad, therefor, the coinp, Qssionate appointment 

nu st al5 o be made an a p a rmanant ba3 is. 

6 	4A see no foce in this onten. tion because the whlé 

purpose to give an appeintme.t an conpa sisnate ground Is t o sav, 

a family in distross which aes not depanal upon whet her t 
he 

.................... ... . ........................... 
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appointment is given on a permanent basis or an engagement is 

given as a substituts. Furtlerr the pelitioner's mother.has 

since been regularlised in that best and, therefore, there is 

no doubt that even though she was initially engaged 28 a 

subtijt, she ha been reQJlarly abs.red sbseqUently.. In  

th a petitiont some iother instance of com3assionata appointment 

has been pointed out and accrding to the petitioner h1' 

case stands on the l same fo.tng. We see no merit in this 

contention because the compaLiente appointrnent.s are made 

according to the facts and crcamstances.of each case and 

there cannot be anyl binding in that matter. Further, 

in the instance cied by the petitier, namelyp 	grding the. 

appelOtment of one Suapan Kumar Gorai, it does not appear that 

his mother or any other relative was air eacy given an appointment. 

an compassionate grund. Thus the case of Swapan Kumar Gori 

is quite distingul+able and the petitioter cannot claim an 

coassisnate appol. tment an the ground that Shri Gerai was 

For the reasons stated above, we se no merit in this 

application which ils rejscte • 

No order is made as to costs. 

1A - ~_' 
J;gJjf.S.rL 	/ 

Aoministratjve 1mber 
K.Chatterjee) 

Vice—Chairman 


