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GmtRklh ADMIN ISTxRATIVE TRIBUNAL LUCIĈ OW B3NCK LUCKNOW
/

Original ApplicatioH No. 371 of 1992
!

Km. Neeru Sharma ....................................................... Applicant

Versus

Union of In iia  & O t h e r s ................. .........................Rsspon^eBts"

Hon*ble Mr, S'jH.. .'.Prasad, Member (Juilicial)

The applicant has approached this tribunal 

uader section 19 of the A<fiministrative Tribunals A c t ,1986 

with the prayer for directiaf tha responieats to ®ive 

employment to the applicant on compassionate |roun^,an^ 

for further directis^ the responslents to release the 

gratuity for which the deceased Tilak Raj was entitled^ 

amounting to Rs. 5,i00/- (which was <slae to credit of the 

decease# Tilak R a j ) .

2. Briefly state«i the facts of the case,iHteraiia#

are that the applicaat's father namely lata Tilak Raj 

was workin® as Travelliia| Ticket Examiner untier the 

jurisiictiOH  of the respondent no. 3 and he diad  on

20 .3 .1982  in harness leavim® behind the applicant, as her
t ’ .

sole le«al heir. It  has further been state<i that atathe

time of <^eath of Aforesaid Tilak Raj, the applicant was

miEor and on attaininf the majority she submitted the
t'

application on 19 .4 .1 989  to the respondent no. 3 for

^iviBf her employmeiat on compassionate ®roun< .̂. It  has

further been stated that all the claims arising' ^ue

to death of the aforesaid Tilak Raj be©Q>'pai^ to the

applicant exceptin® the amount of gratuity to the tune

of Rs. 5 ,600/- . It  has further been stateii that the

imi9u®Hei. or#er <3.ated 6 .3 .1991  whereby the claim of the 
" 0

applicant re^ar«i:in©; her appointment on compassionate
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o.rouHi, has bees rejected, is not si^^akirif orier in as 

much as no reason has been fiveH as to why the application 

of the applicant has been rejactei.

3 , I h.a,ve hear^ the learned counsel for the 

applicant an^ have feruse«l the papers annexei thereto.

4 , The learned, counsel for the applicant while

drawing my attention to the contents of the application

an^ papers annexed thereto has stresse<6. that the impu^nsii

or^er datei 3.1991 passed by the res|son«ient no. 3(

D.R .M .Northers Railway, ytiickabw)-'. lb no»-

EeasbaeA a-aiinon-speakirif order ana has been passeA

mechanically without considering the saHentt features

consiiering the -"' 
of the case and withoui^extaRt' rules anfi regulations

in this regard, and as such the res_^ondent no. 3 be

further iirectefl _to decide the matter of the applicant

in accor<iance vvith law keepinf' in view the extant rules

anil regulations an^ orders in this reaard, by reasoned

an4 speakin© order.

5, This is noteworthy that the impugned oriter 

Aate^ 6 .3 .1 9 91  reads as follovjs i- ^

"Your case of appointment on compassionate 

|rounAs has bean examined by the competent 

authority in Head Quarter's O ff ice,but it is 

re ©retted that the same has not been a^raefi to*.*”

As quotes! above,a perusal of the impu®neii orsier itself

reveals that the respondent no. 3 has not consiiierei^

the extant rules anA re^ulatioias an«. orsiers of the

Railway Board in this refarA and has not evea ®iven

any reason- for rejecti®*: the application of the

applicant. A perusal of the paragraph 8 of the
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application of the applicant shov;s that the afplicaiat 

has passed the Intermeiiata in first Division.

?:■ 6. It  is well settled that even^''an administrative

order which decisies the rifht/claim  of an individual 

shoul'i be spaakin«* and reasone^A or^er as enunciated ia 

the rulinf reports^ 'in 1990(8) L . G . D . tgage -32,-l-33_.Q̂  

Vinoi Kumar Mittal ( Petitilner) Vs. Union of lyi’̂ ia and 

others,... (Responfflents) ,v

7. Thus, in view of the above,/keepin« in view

/ all the aspects of the m atter,! fini it expedient that 

the en is .o f  justice would be met^ if  the respondent 

no. 3 (D .R .M .,Northern Railway,Hazratfanj, Lucknow) is 

iirectei to re-coasider the matter of the aijplicant 

reeariiiHf q  ivin« employment to her_on compassionate

©rouaaS, commensurate with her aptiiiiuAa ani ability/ 

keevjiin® in view the extant rules and refulations an6 

orders of the Railway Board's in this reward ant also 

to consider the matter of payment of gratuity to .th e^ , 

applicant after makin© necessary enquiries an#* \erifi2Stibia's; 

aM " adjU'Stiiig:all the dues if any still lyina outstandin® 

a®ainst the aforesai^i Tilak Raj^ within a 'period of
/| I

three months from the liate of receipt of the copy of 

this judfement; aiai I orier accori.in©ly.

8 . The afsplication of the applicant is disposed

of as above. No order as to costs.

Datei: 1 .1 .1993  

(RKA)


