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Regiciration D.he No. 339 of 1991
Achish Shrivastava ces ese ee. «pplicant,
Versus
Union of India
and others cee esee e Respondents.

Hon. Mr., Justice U.C. “rivastava,V.C,
Hon'ble Mr. K., “bayye, Member ()

( By Hon. Mr. Justice U.C. Srivastava,v.C.)

The applicent's father who was w~rking as Semi~
in the llorthern Railway w23 died while

Skilled Fitter,
and three song,

he was in service leaving behind a widov
in the year 1975. The applicant attained the age of ma jority

on 28.6,1983.It was thereafter, the applicant' s mother

4
cent a letter on 1.8.1983 €a=ithe—31-f19B3 to the Chief

Personal Nfficer, New D:lhi for appointmznt of his son
on the class-IIIbgpon compassiondte‘ground. The applicant's

case was allegedly recommended by the rerpondent no. 1

stated that the relaxetion may be granted

and it was also

to him as a special case, The applicant's prayer for
was

compassionate fvrointment was +turned drmyn which
cormunicited to him »~n 6.3.1991. The communication has
held that your case for appointment on compassionate
around has been examinad by the c¢ompetent authority but
it is ragretted to inform you that the same hads not been
agree? tod, Thereaftcr, ths applicant sent representatinr
againzt the same and plicing reliance on the Zivisicn Bench
of this Tribunal in the case of Z.C. Mirshra Vs,

decision
Uninn »f India decide” on 11.6.1991. The respordents héve
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stated that the two mad8jor sons of the dececasad wers

in employment at thz time of death of their father, and

the enquiry revealed that they were not supportin? tleir’

wodow mother 3and younger brother though living in the

same house, Zccording to them, as the wpdow aporoached i» the

administration for the first time in suagqust, 1983

for appointment of her youngast sons to Class-III post

on compasionate oround, i.e. after about 8 years 4 months
from the date of d=2ath of his father, therefore, his care

was time barred. His matter was e2nt €9 the competent

authority for obtaining relaxation of five years time

limit but the same was rej=actad by the Head Cuarter
office on 13.8.1986 and the widnw was informed accordingly.

It appears that the respnondents including the Railway Roard

did not like to face the reality and the rule- of 5 years

relaxation dn not apply to thnse who are minor and those

who can not ~et majority within the pericd of 5 years but

in the case, the applicant has already attained the ace of
majority so rule-5 will not apply in this carz,Thersfore,

the reﬂpnndents'should exa~mine his care for dppointment

instzad of rejecting it on the ¢oround th:t it was barred to

time, It is a case in which normal relaxction hds been

made by tha respnndents,

2. “coordingly, the aoponlicati-m is 2llowed and the
respondents are directed to consider the carce »f the
aprlicant githout entering int»o thz2 quectinn »£ limnitation
and in cases f£teis found by.thz respondents that it is a
fit case f»or appointment, he should be given appointment.
Let a decision in this behalf be taken by the respondents

within a period »f three mnnths f€rom thz dete of cormmuicati--

of this nrder, The aoplicati~n is disonrczd »f with the
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above observations. Partizss t» bear thzir cwn
|
“ ' Vice-Chairman
5 Dated: 16.7.1992

(neu.)



