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New Delhi, this the <&
HON  BLE MR, RULDLP 51NGH,MEMEER(JUUL)=

» smt. Urmila Sharma I
" b Jgdow of Late Susnil Kumghlbﬁ%rmﬁﬁmw
Ex, Binder, Government of Indis Press.,
Aligarh (U, P).
Residential addresns
Balwant Nagar, Lodhl Puram,
Sasni Gate, Agra Rows,
Aligarh (UFP).
AN Harl O Shat s ‘ i

$/0 Late SBhri Sushil Kumar Sharma

Ex. Binder, Government of Indls Pres:s,
Allgarh (UP)

, Residential addres=s

Balwant Nagar, Lodhi Puram,

Sasnl Gate, Agra Road, ‘

Allgarh (UP). _ seApplicants
By Advocate: Shri D.N. Sharma.

Versus

1. Union of Indis
Througts

The Secretary to the Government of India,
Ministry of Urban Development, '
_ Nirmen Bhawan,
Y Mew Delivi,
pa The Director of Printing,
Government of Indie,
B Wing, Nirman Bhawean,
Mew Delni.

3, The Manager,
quernment of India Prezs, :
Allgerh (Up), « .. Respondents

By Advocate: Shri Rajeev Bansal,
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The applicants have Tiled this og seeki g

Lempassionate appointment of applicant NO, 2 aé the
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S 5 i Kumar
; i Late Shri  Sushil
applicant  Mo.l1 -is the widow of Lat S
o 13 1 2 is the eldest son of Lat@ Shir L.
Sharma and applicant No.Z | e
Sushil Kumar Sharma, who had expired while worh1ng§
- 1ol : 3 lgarh, AT
the respondents, Government of India Press, Alilg
the tLime of hié death he had left - behind 7 members
o d A 4o o o ﬁ,j .;.E\‘.(
including widow (applicant MoO.1 ) and six children by
out  Oof all the six c¢hildren, one Smt. Neeta Sharma is &
married daughter, Hence there are only six  Tamilw

member s including the Widow,

2. It is stated that there is no earning membar

in the Tamily so applicant No.2, who 1is 8 gualified
appr@ntice can work on Offset Machine, as sUCh his  casss

should have beern considerd by the Government of India

Press as he is fit for the job also,
3. Further, the g&pplicants themselves have
annexed along with the 0OA the Scheme

for @ppointment Coiry

Compasionate grounds which is Annexure A=b

4. The case of the applicant NO. 2 was CONE L der s
Bnd vide lmpugned order Annexure p-) the case of the

applicant was crejected by  the depar tmen and  whi =
rejecting  the case the depar tment had guoted from the
Scheme of the Plénning Commission wherein figures o
Poverty line amounting to income below Rs.1767, 20 for &
family of Five members has been sUggested o boszz
identitied and  used as & vYardstick while examining the
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. oase.. for: financial destitution and. only then the Tfamily

is considered to below the poverty line and only in that
aven the c¢ase can be considered for compassionate
appointment. The respondents - have taken intes
cansideratioh the family pension which 1is a regular
income to the family and which is stated be Rs., 265087/~
though there are $1x family'members whereas Rs., 1767/~ has
been prescribed for 5 members. However, in this G@se hse
family conzlsts of 6 members and are getting 13,2650/¥
which 1s Rs, 1000 more than what is prescribed prescribead
limit of povety line which has been prescribed by the
Planning Commission. |
5. so considering the above, I find that the case
of the applicant has been riéhtly rejected by the

department as such no interference is called Tor.

accordingly, the 0A is dismissed.
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