®

CATINZ2

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

e

£ . YBOMBAY BENCH

0.A. No. 109'0/93

T.A No. .- 198

20-12-93

DATE OF DECISION

Ganesh Pandurang Vispute

- R F 3 .o -

‘Mg .D.V.Gangal

Petitioner

- L ey, o - . -
L -ttt T L . . s T -. e T el -

Advocate for the Petitioner (s)
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Respondent

Mr.P.R.Pal Advocate for the Respondent (s)
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O.A. 3

Shri Ganesh Pandurang Vispute,

"Pandurang Nivas®

Opp.Bhusaval High School,

Datta Nagar, Juna Satara Area,

Bhusaval - 425 201,Jalgaon. .. Applicant
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1. Union of India
through
The General Manager,
Central Railway,
BOﬂlbaY V.T .

2. Divisional Railway Manager,

Central Reilway, _
Bhusawal. .. Respondents

Coram: Hon'ble Shri Justice M.S.Deshpande,
Vice=Chairman.
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1, Mr.D,V.Gangal
Advocate for the
Applicant.

2. m,P.R.Pai
Counsel for the
Respondents.

CRAL JUDGMENT 2 Date:20-12-93
~ {Per M.S.Deshpande, V.C.{

This is an application for
compassionate appointment by the son of the
deceased Pandurang Raghunath Vispute who was
working as Office Superintendent Grade II at
Works Accounts Branch,Budge Section,DRM(W)
Bhusawal. He died on 27-4-91 leaving his @idow,
three sons and two married daughters., The appli-
cant's contention is that he was totally dependent
on his father and he made an application for
compassionate appointment but that came to be
rejected on 20-6=91, He thereafter made several

Aoy~ ek
representations to the department but fmmh%?g-
were answered. The applicant has filed an

application for condonation of delay giving
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the details of the representations made and (%;>

having regard to the péézzientaﬁéens that

none of the representations were answered

I do not think that the delay of one year three

months, which has been caused on account of

representations, which met with no reply should

come in the way of the applicant. The delay is

condoned, MP disposed of.

2. On merits the contention of the
g§§;35525¥§'is that the applicant is an able

bodied person of 32years and has two children

and that the legal representatives of the ﬂﬁ

applicant were in receipt of large amount of
terminal benefits and that the widow is getting
a pension of B.900/«pm and B.750/« as relief.
The order rejecting the application did not

give any reasons why the applicant was not
considered. In view of the Division Bench
decision of this Tribunal in 0.A.938/92 decided
on 12-7-93,Vilas Kashinath Mistry & another vs.
Union of India & Ors,the fact that the applicant
was in receipt of terminal benefits of the latqg
fatherﬁzgisnot come in the way of his application'
for compassionate appointment. It is not the
contention of the respondents that the applicant
has a job and that he is independent, from his

father. In thisecircumstancesthe rejection of QEi; appli-
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~cation *iicannot be sustained,
3. The respondentsilédirected to grant

compassionate appointment to the applicant within
three months from the date of communication of this

order. O.A. disposed of with this direction,
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