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Central Adm~n1srative Tr1bunal 
Pnncipal Bench 

O.A.No.2713/2002 

Hon'ble Shri Shanker Raju, Member(J) 

New Delhi, th1s the 9th day of May, 

Shn Baldev 
s/o Late Shri La·<man s~ ng~1 

r/o Vi1lage Bhagan 

2003 

P.S. & Tehs1l Gannaur 
Distt. Sonepat (Haryana). . .. />.ppl1cant 

(By Advocate: Shrl D.R.Roy, proxy of Sh. C.P.Jain) 

Vs. 

1. Union of India through 
The Secretary 
~in1stry of Ccmmun·cation 
New Delhi . 

Post & Telegraph Department 
Through the Post Master General 
Department of Posts 
Delh1 Circle 
New Delh1- 110 001. 

3. Sen1or Super1ntendent ~f Post Off1ces 
Delh1 North Divis1on 
Delh1 - 110 054. . .. Respondents 

(By Advocate: Sh. R.P.Aggarwal with Ms. Av1nesh 
f.aur) 

fu'~.br__i_~hanker Raju, _M_{.Jl;_ 

Appl1cant i~pugns respondents' order dated 

9.4.2C02 where1n h1s request for compassionate 

appointrrent has been rejected. He has sought 

~uashment of the san,e w1 th d 1 rect 1 ems to appol nt u·,e 

appl1cant to any su1table post on compass1cnate b3SlS. 

Appl1cant 1s a son of the deceased Government servant. 

The deceased Government was wor~ing as Postmar, died 

1n harness on account of an acc,dent while returning 
~ 

bad. ':;o h~me boarded (}.nd fell down from ':;he ':;rain. 



~ 

o Family of t~e ceceased cons1stsof w1dow, ... 
two sons and one daughter. As term1nal benefits a 

sum of Rs.2,41,033 has been paid to the family and the 

deceased fam1ly is gett1ng Rs.1675/- plus DA of 50% 

(approximately) per month. 

Applicant f1led an applicat1on for 

compass1onate appo1ntmen~ giving all the part1culars, 

he was 1nformed by an order dated 29.2.2000 regarding 

ccns1derat1on of his case. Applicant was asked to 

furn1sh certa1n documents regard1ng financial status, 

e":.c. F1nally, request of appl1cant was rejected, 

g1v1ng rise to the present OA. 

4. Learned pro>.y counsool for appl1cant 

~ontended that the deceased was t~e only earning and 

support1ng member of the fam1ly, the reject1on of 

request of appli:ant for compass1onate appointment 1s 

arb1trary and in vlolatcon of Art~cles 14 and 16 of 

t~e Cot1St1tut1on of India. As the responden~s have 

' ta~en into cons1deration extraneous matter wh1le 

c~t1s1denng the case of applic'l.nt and cespite the 

f ami l) 1s lnd,gent and 1n d1re need of f;nancial 

ass1stance to tide over the cris1s, rejection 1s 

unsustainable 1n law. 

5. On the o~her hand, OA is contested, and 

Shr1 R.P.Aggarwal, learned counsel appear1ng on behalf 

of respondents vehemently apposed the content1ons. 

A·ccord1ng to h1m, the case of appl1cant was placej 

tefore the Comm1ttee, which cons1derad l t 

s)mpathetlcal'y 1n relat1on to other case3 1n the 

l1ght ~f the DePT's 0M dated 9.10.1998. .After 
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cons1derat1on of factors, like, terminal benef1ts, 

possess1on of own house and half acre agricultural 

land, the 

1nc!1gent, 

dependent fam1ly has not 
~ 

as the case OT appl1cant does 

been found 

not come 

within the amb1t of most deserving cases, accordingly 

his case was not recommended. 

6. Applicant in hls reJOlnder opposed the 

contentions and stated that the house and the 

agn cultural land wh1ch are joint ancestral property 

and the ground of non-ava1lab1l1ty of vacanc1es 

against the 5% quota 1n d1rect recruitment is evasive . 

7. In the light of the decision of Apex Court 

the compass1onate appointment cannot be cla1med as a 

matter of right, aga1nst gulde-lines. Son 

cons1derat1on of the case of appl1cant for 

compass1onate appo1ntment in the l1ght of the term1nal 

benefcts accorded, llabllltles, s1ze of the famlly and 

the fact that family owns residentlal house and 

agr1cultural land, and the fact that the compass1onate 

appo1ntment 1s restr1cted to 5% of the vacanc1es under 

d1rect recru1tment quota for the year, I do not find 

an; 1nf1rmity 1n the order passed by responderts. 

S. Cc-ord1nate Bench of th~s Tribunal in OA 

2706/2001, dec 1 ded on 7. 5. 200 3 1 n H_i mm_~j;____Q_i_!Jsb 

I.Jnl9D~~f" Ind_i_<L_~ __ Q~b_~_s, afte,- met1culously gone wto 

the re~evant prcv1s1ons on the Scheme of compaesionate 

dppollltmellt and taken stock of the dec1s1cns of 

rul1ngs of the Ape• Court and formulated gulde- 1 i~es, 

CJpply ing the aforesaid rat 1 o as the fa~1'y of 
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app'1cant 1s not indigent, and not found to be 
"-

deservUl1 as compared to others, th1 s Court 1 n i t3 

d1scret1onary JUr1sd1ct1on, cannot order relaxat1on of 

any of the provisions of the Scheme and as the case of 

applicant has been thoroughly cons1dered, the same 

l ac~<s merit. 

9. In the result, for the forego1ng reasons, 

0A 1s accordingly dismissed. No costs. 

s.~r1 
(Shanker Raju) 

Member(J) 


