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O.A.No.651/93 Dat~ of order: 3.4.1996 

Raj Kumar Sharma Applicant 

Vs. 

Union of India & Ors. 

None pr~sent for the applicant 

Mr.Maniah Bhandari Counael for respondents 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.Gopal ~riahna, Vice Chairman 

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, Administrative Member. 

PEP HON'BLE MP.GOPAL rPISHNA, VICE CHAIRMAN. 

Applicant Paj Fumar Sharma hae eought a direction to 

the respondents in this application under Sec.l9 of the 

Admini.::trative Tribunals Act, l-;,::::5 (f,:.r short the Act), to 

offer him ernplo~m~nt on compassionate grounds. 

2 . The case of the appli~ant ia that his father Shri Ram 

~ishor~ Sharma, died on 19.1~.1973 while serving as a ~hallasi 

in substantive capacit7 under the Chief Ticket Inspector, 

husband. - .c 
1_1 L the 

applicant as his son .=-.nd a dau9ht~r Saritc:, D.~vi, who \vere of 7 

2·-,;.a 1.- s and 
of age 

years··Lr~apectively. the Additional 

District Judge, Gangapur City, had appoint~d Shri Radhey 

Shyam, a brother of the applicant's father aa the Guardian of 

property and to receive pension on their behalf from the 

Pail way. The appl icard::' t:: 

sons/daughters/widows - .c 
1_1 .L 

~ntitlement to on 

on 

compassionate grounds if the deceased Pailway employees die in 

Cl 
up any ernplo7ment and th~ son/daughter islminor the case may 



2 

be tept pending till the7 attain majorit7. The applicant 

assa1l~d as being arbitrar7 and illegal. 

3. On the other hand~the res~ondents have contested the 

dated 1~.3.1990 is barr~d b7 limitation since it was presented 

on 17.11.03, - .c ,_, .L limitation pr~scribed 

for pr~aenting the same as envisaged b7 Sec.2l of the Act. It 

is also stat.:~d that the appl i·::ant t··~quest·~d for •jrant of 

compassionate appointment when he was atout 21 7ears of age. 

old for the purpose of claiming appointment on 

It is also stated that the regue2t of the 

rejected by the administration. 

4. 

learned couns~l for the respondents and have perused the 

record. 

5. 

effect that the family waa in need of aasistance in the event 

of there being no bread winner for it. The~e is no averment to • 
,· 
lfl 

the effect that the fanlil~7 \·laS in fa.:i:,Lindi·~ent ·:iL·cumstar"::-es. 

the death of hi2 parents a Guardian was 2ppointed b7 the Addl. 

applicant arid his siater and the propert7 left behind b7 the 

the family. Th.:;:r.~ is no su·:h pl·=·=•·Jin·:J .:•n the re•::c,rd. The 

Qt./~J.H ·=tJ.;.plicant 'a 1···:-quest w.=te· reie·:t.:;:d on 1~.3.1982. as ·~vid·:::nc.~d h·r 



' ' 
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the impugn8d ord~r Ann~.Al dated 12.3.90. Even if it is 

the preaent application h3ving be~n filed on 17.11.93, after a 

period of more than three-and-a-half yeara ia clea~ly barred 

by limitation. This appl i·:::a i::: ion l. "' 
~I dismissed a a 

being devoid of merit and as alao being barr~d b7 limitation. 

No order as to costs. 

c . 
-fKJ'}t-H , 

( Gopal I~rishna) 

Member ( Adm. ) Vice Chairman. 


