CENTRAL- ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
Original Application No. 1844 of 1997
New Delhi, this the 70th day of February, 1998

Hon "ble Mr. N. Sahu, Member (Admnv)

Smt. Sushila Devi, Cw35®,'Chénakya
Mardg, East Babarpur, Shahdara, Delhi
~110 022 -~ APPLICANT

(By Advocate Shri Lingwal)
Versus

.. Union of India, Service through
Secretary, Ministry of Ur ban |

Development (Directorate of
Printing), Nirman Bhawan, New
Delhi,

£.  Manager, Administration, Govt.
of © India Press, Minto Road, New
Delhi. R -RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate Shri F.P.Aggarwal )

Q.RDER(ORAL)

By Mr. N. Sahu, Member (Admnv) -

The applicant is aggrieved by an order of

Fespondent no.2 dated 25.2.1997 (Annexure-G) wherein

the respondents Gonveyed to her that her case for

compassionate appointment to - her 8rd son  is ot

found to. he g fit case, on the ground . that the

family received about R$.3,68,832/- on account  of

QDCRG, GPF, and leave encashment; and the family iz

also getting Rs. 800/~ plus dearness relief which
aggregates to R$.2438/~ per month as family pension,
The applicant also owns &  residential flat in 158
square meters at C~359, Chanakya Mairq, East

Babarpur, Shahdara, Delhi wWhere she is Living along

with her three sons, ALl the three éons are
marrieaed, At least two of the "thres sonsg are
admittedly amploved, They are staving in a “Joint

family property bearing no,c-350, Chanakya Marg,
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tast Babarour, Shahdara, Delhi, Under tﬁege
ciréumstances 1t is submitted that this is not &
NS case of indigence or paenury  so as - to deserve
compassicnate appointment,,
Z. The learned counsel for the applicant
argu@d‘at length that the two employed sons are not
1ooking after the other members of the family., The
third son is married and unemployed and has to be
looked after. The applicant s husband died after a
prolonged kidney illness, as a result of which a
substantial portion of retiral benefits 'aé spent,
4. The learned counsel for the appliéant has cited the
decisions of the Hon ble Supreme Court in the cases
-of Smt.Sushma Gosain & Others ¥s. Union of India &
others, AIR 1989 SC 1976 and Smt.Phoolwati Vs.
Union of India & Ors, AIR 1891 SC 469, 1In view of
the above submissions he c¢laims the relief of
compassionate appointment of'th@Athird son of  the
5 applicant in & suitable post commensurate with hig
"

educational qualifications.

3, Ttie learned counsal for the respondents
ha@_brought‘ Lo my notice the latest decision of the
Hon 'ble Supreme Court in the case of Umesh Kumar

~Nagpall\,fs. State of Haryana & Ors., IT 1994(3) s¢

4, The law  on the subject of Compassionate
appointment has peen laid down in the case of Umesh
Kumar Nagpal (supra). This case lays down the

1

factors to be considered while appolinting a person
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to & public. service on compassionate grounds, Mere
death of an employee in harness does not ip so Tacte
entitle his dependents to a compassionate job. The

financial condition of the family must be taken into.

sceount. A compassionate job  can be given ornly

éither tqg Group "C° or Gfoup ‘D7 and  the basic
condition to be seen is the financial condition of
the family. The whole object of  compassionate
appointment is to enable the family to tide over the
sudden crises on  account of the death of the only
bread winner and the only ground which can Justify

such an’apoointment is  the penurious condition of
the family of the decessed Government servant. This
consideration for such employment is not a vested
right according to  the Hon ble Supreme Court.

Keeping the quidelines laid down by their Lordships

in the above case, I find that the family pension of

Rs.24308/~ per month plus retiral benefits amounting

to Rs. 3,68,832/- cannot be considered to be meagre

and the family cannot be held to be in abject penury

requiring immediate succour by way of compassionate
appointment. It is a family in which admittedly two
s0ns are in emnloyment.. Under the Hindu Law the
30N arsa legélly obliged to maintain their mother as
a pious obligation. I ém gatisfieﬁ'that Keeping in
view the guidelines laid down by their Lordships in

the case of Umesh Kumar Nagpal {(supra) the claim

does not bear any furthar serutiny and the impugned
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order rejecting

judicial int@rfer@nc@v'

dismissed,
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costs,

I
claim does not require. any

The Original Application is

qxﬁAﬂAA“”ﬁ*ngw
(N. Sahu)
Member (Admnv)
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