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HON B E SH, KuLnre SINGH, MEMBER (1)
1. Smt. Dronudi Dewt
W/o Late $h., Baboo La) Sharma
Retired ED Packer Shargerh,
Mathura.

Sh. Ourga Prasad Sharms
/0 Sh. Baboo La) Eharma

Residential Addrecs

Village and p.g, - Some
Mstt. Mathura (U, p)

saa. ADblicants
(Ry Advocate: Sh. D.P.Sharma)
Versus
1. Union of India
Through Secretary,
Ministry of Communi et yen
Depar tment of Poste, New Delhi.

Z. The Chief Postmaster Gensral
U. Py Circele Lucknow.

3. The Sr. Supdt. Post OFfiges,
Mathura Division, Mathura.

4, The Asstt. Supdt., Post OFfipes,
Weat Sub’ Division, Mathura.

(BRy Advacate: Sh. N.&.Mehta)
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By Sh. Kuldip Singh, Member (J)

Applicant No.? Qurga Prasad is the son of Late Sh.

i a) “harma  who stated to have ‘been invalidated While 1in

servicse and whose s@rvices hawve  heen terminated

FAR.2007 on medical grounds since he had hecome invalidated,

Applioaﬁt thereafter applied for appointmant on compasoionpstes
grounds, Slnce service of his father has heen terminated on
m@dical grounds,  his termination was rejected wide Anwa&mm&
Ay on the ground that there i na provision of compassionate

appointment +to  the invalidated retired extra  departmonptal

emp ) aveos, Apnlicant  has
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ground that under the scheme of compassionate apopaintment victe
letter  dated 4.8.80 followed by subsequent amendments dated
5.8.93 and submitted that he 1z entitled for COMPASEL onata

appointment  hut respondents  have wrongly, illegally and

arbitrarily redjected his claim.

z. OA 15 being contested by the respondents. gh. M. 8. Mehta
appearing for the respondents submitted that thiw schame for
comriEnsionate  appointment has heen subseauently modified vide

Annexure R-6 dated 71.5.92 wherein it 1s mentioned:

“Hawving regard to all the relevant
considerations, it is felt that 1t would ot b
deziable to evtend the scope for compassionate
appointments to cover the dCU“ﬂdﬁni L e

relatives of the invlidated EDAs, "

counsel  for aponlicant also  invited frae
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3. g
attention  to Annexure R-10 which e another office memorandum
dated 16.3.200 issusd hy  Govt, of  India, Ministey ofF
Pereanne)  Public Grievances and Pensions wherein it has heen

reiterated as under:

"However, there is no scope  to  extend the
scheme of compazsionate appointment to E
Agents who are prematurely rﬂtlrﬁﬁfdnf sharge on

medical grounds.

4., Learned counse)d appearing for the respondents submitted
that since the scheme does not cover the madically disohargedd

B Agents and since the deceaced wac also working as ED Agent

and as pean medically d1< charged so the scheme for grant of
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compassionate apnointment on medical grounds e not anpldoshl o

e

s Lhe dependents of the deceased Raboo La) Sharma who has

2
]

¥

Qx,ired’during the naendenay of the 0A.

5. Counsel for respondents has taken another objection that

the enquiry is  conducted hy the departmant and  found  that

4

applioant  was  not  in penury condition and is emplaved

A
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elsewhere and as per Annevure R-11/1, the statemant of sno
Kremahand  Aggarwal, ED Shergarh has heen recorded who stated
that he 1s Postman in Shergarh and he often goss to  delives
the post of Shivcharan‘Lél Vidvadevi RBal Vidyalava and he has
found  sh. Qurga Prasad Sharma, apnlicant No.? wmfking A
teacher in the said school. Thus, it shows that the applicant
1s gainfully emploved in his school so it 41s not @ ocase of any

pEnury condition prevailing in the 0A.  So I find that QA has

no merits and the same 1s dismis<sed.
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