
CENTRhl ADI^INISTRmTIUE tribunhl-.principal bench.

O.H. NO. 2116/95

Neu Delhi this the th aay of nay,96

1. nr. naharaj Singh,
3/o late Shri Likhi Ram,
R/o Uill- Bhanotta (Dadri),
P0_ Kharri,
Qistt, Ghaziabad (UP).

2. nr. Pratap Singh,
S/o late Shri Likhi Ram,
R/o Village - Bhanotta (Dadri),
PO-Kharri,
Distt. Ghaziabad (UP).

3. nr. Raj Singh,
S/o late Shri Likhi Ram,
R/o Village- Bhanotta (Dadri),
PO - Kharri,
□istt. Ghaziabad (UP).

4. Mrs. Santra Devi,
y/o late Shri Likhi Ram,
R/o Village - Bhannota (dadri),
PO - Kharri,
Distt. Ghaziabad (UP). ... Petitionars.

By Mdvocate Shri B.T. Kaul.
Versus -

1. Union of India through
the Secretary,
flinistry of Urban Development,
Nirman Bhauan,
Neu Delhi.

^. The Director of Printing,
Nirman Bhauan,
Neu Delhi.

3, The nanager,
Govt. of India Press,
ninto Road,
Neu Delhi. ... Respondents,

By Advocate Shri B.Lall,
ORDER

Hon'ble Shri R.K. Ahooja. nember(A).

The applicants have come before the Tribunal

since the respondents have rejected their representation

for appointment of one of them on compassionate grounua
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^  allegedly in contravention of the instructions of

the Govt, of India on the subject. The husband of

Applicant No, 4 and father of Applicant No, 1 to 3

was the employee of the respondents at the time he

died in harness on 4,10,1994, The applicants claim

that due to the indigent and difficult economic

condition of the family, a representation was made

for compassionate appointment of a family member,

2, Since the respondents had failed to consider

their request, the applicants had filed an application

(0,A, No, 21/95), In its order dated 17, 4,1995, the

Q  Tribunal gave a direction that the respondents shan
consider the applicant's representation dated 31.8,1994

in the light of the relevant scheme for compassionate

appointment of a near relative of deceased Government

dated 9,12, 1993 and communicate the decision to the

applicant by a speaking and reasoned order uithin a period

of tuo months from the date of receipt of a copy of the

order. The applicants nou alleged that the respondents

have rejected their representation without application

of mind and on the basis of reasons which are not relevant

in the eyes of law,

3, Shri B,T. Kaul, learned counsel for the applicants,

drew my attention to the letter dated 1,6.1995 (Annexure

A—1), addressed to Applicant No, 1 by the assistant

Director, Directorate of Printing, In the said letter,

it has been stated that in accordance with the direction

given by the Tribunal, the case for compassionate appoint-

ment was considered but it could not be accorded because

Applicant No, 1 has got his own family consisting of himself

his wife and three daughters. In the circumstances, when

there are five members in his family, it is not likely that
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ill look after his younger brother ann
p. orother and younger sisterFurthermore, since the elder son ..p.

son was married, his mother
could have asked for the employment of the younger son
ppncant No. 2, .,,30 Pate or Pitt, is ,0.2., Oot as

this uas not done if nac „ -i.

'  ' that he uas also
doing some uork ThoX. The learoed counsel for the appUsan..
argued that even if it is e''«'^^,that , ■

«peia^ thd^t Applicant iMo. ^
could not be considered for the mm r, •
.  ""passionate employment,the respohdents could not oome tc the cohclusidn thit
noneelee in the famiiy ppp eiigipip,
arms rn uhich the repiy has heen fraped indicates that

ts uere prepared tc of^p ^
-'de. The iearned'

counsel submitted that fhpmat the mother had asked Fnr fK«

Of any member of the fami, • ™Ploy»eht
ts evident from the copy of

the letter dated nil (flnnexure'a.3j.

The learned oounsei for the respondents in reply
auhmitted that the Government instruotions regarding
compassionate appointment provide for m
ment tn tK oompassicnate appoint,the son or daughter of a Gcvernment servant uho
-e m harness leaving his family ufcieK.is.^u,

nancial assistance uhen there ia
.. . e is no earning member in

af"ily. In the present case the elde
' the elder son had hisfamily consisting of fi„e members end it 00 ,d

oasumed that he had no

his fath ^^Pondent on" father. focthermore. as had been clarified in the

'  -"tvedesum of Bs. TT, aa2/. by-y,df^termmai benefits as ueii as family pension of

Bha t rn inBnanota (Dadri) on vh • rnV  uii;, f-Ll Khari Distrirf rt.
,, . * strict - GhaziabadCUP) i,hProthei^ fsmiiy „ss li„inc. The .

learned counsel also submitted
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that there were many other cases for compassionate

appointment, Ciut of 149 such cases deserving for compassion,

appointment upto 1992, so far only 35 could be provided such

appointment,

5, 1 have given my careful consideration to the

arguments advanced by the learned counsel on both sides

and the pleadings on record. The application dated

9,12,1992 (Annexure A-3) as well as representation dated

31 ,8,1994 (Annexure A-4) had been submitted by the Applicant

No,1, flaharaj Singh, The direction given by the Tribunal

in D,A, 21/95 uas also that the respondents should consider

the representation dated 31,8,1994. It is admitted that

flaharaj Singh is married. He has got three children of
his

his own. There is thus no question of/depenJency on his

late father and the respondents cannot be accused of

contravention of the instructions in rejecting the claim

of r'laharaj Singh for compassionate appointment. Even

in the copy of the second application annexed at Annexure

A-3 which is purportedly written by the mother, the

O  Applicant ho, 4, there is no mention about the appointment
of the second son Pratap Singh, I am unable to agree with

the. arguments advanced by Shri B,T, Kaul, learned counsel

for the applicant, that the family living in the rural area

would normally look at the elder son for support and succour

at the time of difficulty and it was in this context and

as per tradition that they ha^ sought the employment for
the elder son, I opu^^^ not agree with the learned counsel,

that since the respondents had the particulars of the whole
f

family, they could themselves have taken initiat^^^f, to consida:

the second son Pratap Singh for compassionate appointment.

Shri Kaul took pains to establish that the conclusion of thd

respondents about the employment status of the second appiicani
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Pratap Singh uas based only on surmise and had no basis

whatsoever in terms of facts. In my view, haa the

applicants been interested for the employment of Pratap

Singh, they would have at least made this effort in the

representation dated 31.8.1994. But they failed to do

so. It was this representation, as has been observed

above, which the Tribunal in its order dated 17.4.1995

had directed the respfindents to consider.

6, Even otherwise on merits, I do not find that the

decision of the respondents is irrational. The applicants

have not denied that the family owns a house. The widow

is in receipt of pension of Rs.1628/- per month. She has

also received the terminal benefits. The compassionate

appointment is for over coming the economic ̂ riviation of
the family which is left ̂  indigent and difficult circufn-

stances by the deceased Government servant. The present
case does not come within the ambit of this provision.

7. On the basis of the above discussion, the appiic-jtion
is dismissed. There is no order as to costs.

(R,K, Hhooja }
nemb ei(h)


