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0.8, NO, 2116/95

New Delhi this the 9o th ocay of May,96

1, .Mr, Maharaj Singh,
S/o late Shri Likhi Ram,
R/o Vill- Bhanotta (Dadri),
PO~ Kharri, '
Distt, Ghaziabad (UP).

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

3. Mr, Raj Sinch,
S/o late Shri Likhi Ram,
R/o Village- Bhanotta (Dadri),
PO - Kharri,
Distt. Ghaziabad (UP).

4, Mrs, Santra Devi,
W/o late Shri Likhi Ram,
k/o Village - Bhannota (Vadri),
PO - Kharri,
Distt, Ghaziabad (UP), ... Petitibners,

By ndvocate Shri B.T. Kaul,

Versus -

1. Union of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Urban Development,
Nirman Bhawan,
New Delhi,

N3
.

The Director of Printing,
Nirman Bhawan,
New Delbi,

3. The Manager,
-Govt, of India Press,
Minto Road, :
New Delhi, «+s Rospondents,

By Advocate Shri B,Lall,
0 RDER

Hon'ble Shri R,K, Ahcoja, Member(H).
The applicants have come before the Tribunal
since the respondents have Tejected their representétionsz

for appointment of one of them on compassionate grounds
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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 respondent s at the time he
died in harness on 4,10,19¢4, 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
Tribunal gave a direction that the respondents shall
consider the applicant's repressntation dated 31.8,1594
in the light of the relevant scheme for compassionate
appéintment of @ near relative of deceased Government
dated 9,12,1993 and communicate the decision to ths
applicant by a speaking and reasoned order within a period
of two months from the date of receipt of a copy of the
order, The applicants now 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 lau,

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

drew my attention to the letter dated 1.6.,1995 (Annexyre
A-1), addressed to Applicant No, 1 by the nssistant
Dir8ctor, Directorate of Printing, In the said letter,

it has been stated that in accordance with the direction
given by the Tribunal, the case for compassionste eppoint-
ment was considered but iﬁ could not be accorded ¥p hecayse
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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he will look after hig younger brother ang

Furthermore, since the elder 80N was marrijed

Applicant No, 2, whose date of birth is 10.2.1967, But as
this was not done, it was quite likely that he wds also
doing some work, The learned Counsel for the 8pplicantg

—

- . .
argued that eyen if it is e%fﬁéé%é’that Applicant Np, 1

nNoneelse in the family was eligible; in fact, the very

terms in which the reply has been framed indicates that
RN

the respondents were Prepéred to offér the Applicant No, 2

¢
if the Tequest o9 the same had peen made,  The learned

counsel submitted that the mother had agkegd for the employment

of 8ny member of the family as is evident from the Copy of

/
the letter dated ni) (Annexure 4-3),

4, The learngd Counsel for tha respondents in reply

his Fathe;. Furthermore, 8s had besn clarified in the

Counter, the Family had receiyveq s sum of Rs.77,482/- by

Rs.1628 /-, The family has also got their own house in

Bhanota (Dadri), pg Khari, District _ Ghaziabad(UP) yhere

theiw family yas living, The learned Counsel aj]sgg submitted
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that there were many other cases for compassionate
appointment, Cut of 149 such cases deserving for compassicn.i: -
appointment upto 1992, so far only 35 could be provided such

appointment,

5, 1 have given my careful consideration to the
arguments advanﬁed by the learned counsel on both sides

and the pleadings on récord, The application dated
9,12,19%2 (Annexure A-3) aswell as representation dated '
31.8.1994 (Annexure A-4) had been submitted by the Applicont .
No,1, Maharaj Singh, The direction given by the Tribunal

in O,A, 21/95 was also that the respondents should consider

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

~Maharaj Singh is married,” He has got three children of

his
his own, There is thus no gquestion of/depenzency on his

late father and the respondents cannot be agcused cf
contravention of the instructicns in rejecting the claim

of Maharaj Singh for compassionate appointment, Even

in the copy of the second application annexed at Annexure
A-3 which is purportedly them written by the mother, the
Applicant No, 4, there is no menticn about the appointment
of the second son Pratap Singh, I am unable to agree with
the arguments advenced by Shri B.T. Kaul, learned counsel
for the applicant, that the family living in the rural ares
would normally look at the elder son for support and succour
at the time of difficulty and it was in this context snd

as per tradition that they haée sought the emplcyment for
the elder son, I quf%?no€&%zree with the learned counse:

[

that since the respondents had the particulars of the uhoie
family, they could themselves have taken initistep to consicas
the second son Pratap Singh for compassionste appointmsnt,

Shri Kaul took pains to establish that the conclusien of the

respondents about the employment status of the second applicant
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Fratap Singh was based only cn surmise and had no basis
whétsoever in terms of facts, In my view, hao the
applicantsbeen fnterestedfﬁn the employment of Fratap
Singh, they would have at least made this effort in the
representation dated 31,6,1994, But they failed to do
so, It was this representation, as has been chbseryed
above, which the Tribunal in its order dated 17.4,1595

had directed the respendents to consider,

6, Even ctherwise on merits, I do not find that tne
decision of the respondents is irrational, The applicants
have not denied that the family ocwuns & house, The widow
is in receipt of pension of Rs.1€28/~ per month, She has
also received the terminal berefits, The compassionate
dppointment is for over comlng the econoric %llv1atlon of
the family which is left g% indigent and difficult circum-
Stances by the deceased Government servant, The presesnt

case does not come within the ambit of this prcevision,

7. - Un the basis of the above discussion, the applicution

is dismissed, There is no order as to costs,
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