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HON'BLE flR. 5.R. ADIGE flEHBERlAl^

Applicant seeks compassionate sppoifs 33 L

on the dsnisB of his father Shri S.f^.Nigaii j

Executive Ehgineer on 6,2,95.
.  . :: ..

Adnittedly applicant's father 1 eft o

his wife, tuo sons (in eluding applicant ) and daudiittgl
It is not denied that the daughter is m erriacl ^

lives separately and the elder son is gainfully

wployed. Eua, according to appllcan t's oui: avaincntp: ;
raapondaita disburssd dues amounting to es.7,as IffitjiJ'i
(  raspondents thamssluas state it uas 7, S 1 okhop 3 ; ,
as Full and final payment of dues of the .ladeapadj'3:''
besides gross pension onounting to )S.320!y^..,., 'I? :
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3. Applicant in rejoinder has OTphaofasd thpiAj, '
respondents uMip rejecting applicant's pr^yar fb j. ;I;,;
grant of compassionate appointment in the bsokgrPuCl £

^  ■ ■ i;
.  ■ • S,:



c

- 2 -

of the above sums said to hava been^-^trsburoad;? die'

not take into account the liabilities incur^ad

a result of ijiich applicant his mothos? h-jyo 3

left uith only R3»2.5 lakhs from ujhich also conciria-'- ;

expenditure uill have to be incurred for varlouo

social and fanily obligation'so Applicant's co'jnjei

Shri nittal therefore prayed that respon dell to bo-

directed to reconsider the matter as per raiQy'Sivt '

guidelines.

In U.K.Nagpal Vs. State of Harysna & 0 roj

and connected case 3T 1994 (3 )SC 525 ths lofi^bl:)

Supreme Oaurt has held as follous; '

"... As a rul e, appointments in thepiib2i
services should be made strictly on the
basis of open invitation of applicntlcno
and merit.... HouavBr» to this gsiieoal
...... there are some exceptions c-.jrooc3
out in the interests of ju sti ca and . = :-C i '
such exception is in favour of tho
dependants of an employee c^ing in. hfimo;"
and leaving his fenily in penury snd
without any means of livelihood » Iho
whole object of granting osmp ossiciiioto
employment is thus to enable tho '-pBlly
to tide over the sudden crisis. The
object is not to give a mOTber of scjch
family a post much less a post for p0 3t
held by the deceased, 'ajiat is furfcherji
mere death of an employee in hrssnoss -fo-pp
not entitle his family to such sourca ^
of livelihood. The Ssvemm^t or th®
public authority concerned has to ■'
the financial condition of the fsroily of
the deceased, and it is only if it is 3;t
that but for the provision of OTploymsntj
the fanily will not be able to mopt tho
crisis that a job is to be offered to tho
eligible member of the fanlly^,?®

5. Ev^ if the social and fanily oblig at iono
^  ' j ■of the applicant© were to be considered,

it cannot be said that the applicant's fgmily in
penury, so as to warrant grant of oomp asaion atp
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appointm^t in the -preset cas

6»' Lhdar the circumstancaj I soq no

raason to disagree with the conclusion oP tho

respondents, that this is not a fit casa Pot

grant of compassionate appointment* The OA foil

dianissed* No costs.
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