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For appiicants : Or, S 51nha, Counael

For respondents : Fk S, Choudhury, Counsel,

‘Heard on : 17,12,97, | Ordered on : 17,12,97,
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1. The Qéievance of the applicaﬁtS in this petition is abéut
"the grant of compassionate appointmeht to applicant no, 2‘uho is

a son‘of the decessed railuay employee. The said employee was
functioning as Mate under the PWI Barsuan;_Chakradharpur division

of S,E, Rly and he expired on 28,8,1969, ‘The>applicant no, 2
‘attained majority on 13,11,87 and the spplicant no, 1, who is mother
of apolicant no, 1, had applied to.the railway éuthorities for

granting"compaSSionaté appointmant but no action was taken by them,
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This petition has nob been filsd with the prayer that a direction
be issusd on.the respondénts to gpant gpmpaésionate appointment to

applicant no, 2,

2, 'Uhén the admiSSion'héaring of the matter was tegken up

- today, Mr, Chowdhury, ld, Counsel i aﬁpeaging—for the reSpondents,

3. .Ue.have heard the submission of fhe 1d, Counsel for both
the parties and perused record, Tﬁafe is é catena of decisions
delivered by the Hon'ble Apex'Court td the erfect that the compassion-
-ate appointment cannot be.claimed as a matter of right, It cannot
be cléimed‘ét any time the applicant chooses and it has a specific
purpose to enéure that the famiiy; who does ndt have the facility
of ihcome because’of sudden removal of the bresd winner. can across
the diﬁsdcuit ﬁiﬁﬁnciél cniSQS; We note in this case that the
ralluay employae had expired about 29 years aqo and it cannot he
8aid that at such.a distant time the need of the family is urgent
as to grant a compaSSLOnate appOlntment.

[case of
4, In this context the decision of the Hon'ble ﬂpex Court in the,

Auditor Geéneral B8f Indias & Ors Vs, G. Rna’nta Rejesyara Rao ( reported
_ - /also

in 1994 (26) ATC 580 ) is relevant, ~ A similer view was/expressed
by that Hon'bla Court in the cases of - Umesh Kumar Nagpal Vs,

State of Hafyana & Ors, (reported in JT 1994 (3) SC 925) and L.I.C of

India Ltd, Vs, AShg Ramachandrs ambedkar & Anr, ( reported in 1994

(27) ATC 174 }, DOn the basis of the said law laid doun by the

Hon'ble Apex Court, ue‘Find that the case does not have any merit

at sll and it is a stale clsim, Morsover, the csuse of action haéL -
ar isen in this case as early as in 1988 and tfe present application

hes bsen filed only on 15.7,97. No justifisble ground or explasna-

tion has been adduced by the applicant for Such inordinate delay.

We, therefore, hald that the application is hopelessly barrad by

1imitation,
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