
Central. Adrninistrativ.e Tribunal 
Principal Bench 

CM 3473/2002 
MA 2725/2002 
MA 2726/2002 

New Delhi, this the 29th day of August, 2003 

Hon'ble Smt. Laksh m i Swaminathan, VC(J) 

Smt. Premwati Devi. 
Widow of late Sb. Bhisham Singli 
(formerly - Binder, Govt. of Tud.ia, Press) 
Aligarh (V.P.) 

Present, address: 
C/o Shri Sonpal Singh 
Retired Overseer, 
HouseNo. 2/639, Begum Bagh 
Aligarh (U-P.) 

2. 	Shri Hari Ban 
5/0 Late Sh. Bhisham Siogh 
(formerly - Binder,Govt. of India Press) 
Aligarh (UP.) 

-F. 	

Residential address: (as that of his mother 
applicant No. I) 

(By Shri D.N. Sharma, Advocate) 
..... for applicants. 

Vomut 

Union of India 
(Through: The Secrela.ry to t)e Govt. of India) 

Ministry of Urban Developmenl. & 
Poverty Alleviation, Govt. of India.) 
Nirman Bhavn,n, New Dcliii. 

The Director of Printing 
Govt. of India. 
j3' Wing, Nirman Bhawan 

New Delhi. 

The Manager 
Govt. of India Press 
Aligarh (U.P.). 

(By Shri Ravi Kant proxy counsel 
for Shri Arun Bhardwaj, Advocate) 

for Respondents. 

ORDER (Oral) 

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, 

Heard both the counsel for parties. 

2. 	This application has been filed by two 

applicants namely Smt. Premwa,ti Dcvi, Applicant No. i 
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widow of deceased Shr i Rh i sham S ngh and her son Shr I 

Bar i 	Babu 	(App) leant 	No 2). 	on 	whose 	heha. I f 

compass i ornate appointment 	is sought . The app i i can l:s 

have impugned the letter issued by respondents dated 

23. 1! . 2000, 

The ret evan t por Li on of the impugned letter 

issued by the respondents reads as 101 lows: 

This is to inform you that the case of 
compass tonate appoi ntment of your son, was cons idered 
sympathet i cal I y by the Di rectorate of Printing, New 
Delhi , but, it is regretted that the case was not found 
f i t for compass i ima.te appal ntment because late Sh 
Rh i sham Si ngh served for ae Years and 4 months and thus 
was el igihi e for pens i of). 	In addition to i t his farni. I y 
received after the death Ps. 2,21 ,332/- and amount of 
family pension Ps. ;975/- plus denrriess relief." 

Learned counsel 	for the. a.ptl leant has suhm i ited 

that the above grounds taken by the respondents iii the 

impugned letter are not valid and susta i na.ble. 	He has 

submitted that appl i cant No. 2 is the only son of the 

deceased Govt . 	 e,mpl oyee who is unemployed though 

married with chi ldren and so on. He ha.s submitted that 

compass ionate appointment is a social security towards 

a 

	

	 the family of a Govt. servant dying while in service, 

as the deceased employee had died in a motor accident 

on 07 .08. 19.98. 	According to him, the fain i I y pens ion of 

Ps. 	1975/- plus dearness rd I i ef paid to the faint I y as 

we! I as other ret i ral 	henef I Us amount i jig to Ps 

2, 21 ,332/- are not grounds for the respondents to have 

rejected the. request. of ann I I oanl~e for enmpass I otiate 

appointment of app) i cant No. 2. 	1-Ia has 	I so siihm I t ted 

tha.t V ide Department of Personnel and Trai a i ng ON 

No.1401 4 / 1 9/2002-Estt.(9) dated 05.05.2003. the pertod 

of 	one 	year I I mit 	for grant of 	compassionate 

appointment has been extended to a. period of three 
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years in deserving and genuine oases which come w I Hi in 

the 	guidel tries contained in the earl .i er OMs i ssued by 

that Department. 

The above submissions have been controveited by the 

respondents. 	1. have al so heard 51w I Ravi Kant learned 

proxy counsel for the respondents. The averments made 

by the respondents in paragraphs 5 & 6 of the counter 

affidavit are relevant. It is clear from these 

submissIons that the Compassionate Appointment 

Commi t tee had cons idered the case of the appi i cant 

talc jug into account the provisions of the Sr,heme and 

2 

	

	 have indeed taken a balanced and objective view of the 

matte7 which includes the financial condi Lions of the 

family. 

In the facts and circumstances of the case I am 

unable 	to 	agree with 	the content ions of 	Shri 

D. N. Sharma, 	learned counsel for the appi [cant that the 

family pension with dearness rel ie.f being paid to the 

family of the deceased Govt. employee and other 

ret i ral benefits received by them of more than 2 lakhs 

have to he ignored w h i le considering the case of 

appi i cant No. 2 for compassionate appn I ntmen in terms 

of 	Govt . of mi a Scheme on the subject . The reasons 

g i yen by the respondents in the I mpugne.d I etl:er d a t e d 

23. II .2005 including 	the 	fact 	that 	the 	late Shr i 

Bh i sham Si ngh served more than 36 years and was thus 

et ig ihl e for pension and the other grounds are indeed 

relevant to the issue 	of grant i.ng 	compassionate 

appointment to his family. In the circumstances of the 

case it cannot he held that the family of the deceased 

Govt. 	employee 	is 	indigent 	or 	iniestitute 

I >- - 
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circumstances 	justifying a] iowng the GA by directing 

the 	respondents to recons i tier 1.tt€. ease of app I i cant 

No. 2 for compass i onate appo i ntmenl. 

The floP&T GM dated 05.05.2003 el.end iug the time 

I Un it, from one "ear to three "ears, which has to be 

considered by the. Compassionate Appointment Comrni t tee, 

would not be appl icable to the facts and circumstances 

of 	the present case. That OH won Id be app! i cable to 

cases of appointment to genii i.ne and deserving cases, 

whIch has to be considered under the norms laid in the 

other Otis/Scheme of the Govt. of India. 	For the 
/ 

reasons given above as it cannot be held that the 

fern i Iv of the deceased Govt . 	employee cal I s Wi thi ii 

tha.t 	category3  that condi tion is not fiil filled. 	In the 

ci rcumstanccs of the, case, the submi 55 ions of Shr I 

D.N.Sharma, 	learned counsel for the appi ioanL Lhit a 

further direct ions shou I 1 he given to the Compassionate 

Appointment Comm i t tee for recons i derat OIl of the case 

of 	the app1 i cant so as to keel) the, case a! I 'e for a 

period of three years does not also appear to be 

justified and is accordingly rejected. 

In the resu I t for the reasons given above, as 

there is no merit in this application, the same is 

dismissed. No orders is to cost. 

(Sin t . ial s urn 	Swam i na. t nan) 
VC (.1) 

/ .sh yam / 


