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0" No. 494 of 1997 Dt: 7-4-98

Present : Hon'ble Mr. D, Purkayastha, Judicial Member

R.G. Mukherjee-& Anr.

Vs.

Seuth Eastern Railway

For the Applicent ¢ Mr. A. Chakraborty, Ld.Advecate

For the Respondents: Mr. P. Chatterjee, Ld.Advecate.

Heard on : 7~4-19908 . : Date of Juydgement
ORDER

Heard ld.@dvocate Mr. Chakraberty, appearing on behalf of the
applicant and also Ld.Advecate Mr.'Chatferjee, appearing en behalf of
the respondents. No rékly has been iied*by,té;)reSpondents. I have
gene through the application and it is foeund that the aprllcant had '
approached this Tribunal fer enfercing his right of compa551enate
appointment by flllng this application hearlng No. OA 277 of 1993
and that appllcatlon was allowed with dlrectlon upen the respondents
te pass regsened orcer for the purpose of appointment of the applicant
in.this case. Accordingly, the respondents considered and decided
the case of the applicatien By passing speaking order and that has
been communicated to the appiicant vide letter dated 27-10~87. 1d.
Advecate Mr. ChakEBHOTEy submits thet the application was rejected
on the ground that his sen is werking 15 the Railway Department and
employment of his son in the Railway Department would not justify the
rejection of the case of the appllcant in view of the jucdgement of the
Hon'ble Apex Court. 1d. Advecate Mr. Chatterjee, appearlng on behalf

of the respondents, submits that in pursuanc-e of the direction edven

Y. the Trlbunal the matter was. considered by the reSpondents and
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speaking order has been passed. So, there is ne greund f@f_gibiqg
relief to the applicantoby giving appeintment on campassionatév
ground. Mr, Chatgérjee referréd to the decision of Umesh Negpal's
case of the Hon'ble Apex Ceurt’re@ﬁ%ted in 1994 (4) SCC 448. I
have' considered the submissions of both the parties and I have gone
vthr@ugh the impugned order or decisien communicatéd to the aprli-
cant vide letter dated 27-3-97. On careful perusal of the said

order it is found thet the reasoned order has been passed.

2. In this cennection it is found that the husbhand of the
application Ne.l retired from the service befere attaining the age
of superannuation i.e. he retired from the service at the age of
Ségyears; though the due date of retirement on supérannuation is
60 years. Hen'ble Supreme Court categorically'@pinéd fhatvthe
scheme of the compassienate app@intment does not confer any vested

right upen the member of the family of the deceased ?ﬁﬁ%ﬁ Ser=-
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vant.te get compassionate eppointment unless it is prevec that
family is in distress. The whole ebject of granting compassienate

appointment or employment is thus to enable the family to tide ever
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the sudden crisis. i “f?igcti . A
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3. Accorcingly, the application is deveid eof merit. Hence,

it is dismissed awsrding no cests.
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