IN THE CENTRBL ADMINIS IRATIVE TRIBUNAL
, © PRINCIPAL BENCH

. NEU DELHI

\{‘ . T dedi %

O.ANo. 1739/94 Date of decision: 4.4.1995,
l“?.p.féa. 2262/94&

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (J)

1. Smt. Champa Devi Rauat,
W/o late Shri Ranbir Singh Rauwat,
191, Sector 11, R.Ke Puram,
N&u a@lhi;

2. Birendra Kumar Rauat,
S/o late Shri Ranbir Singh Rawat,
191, Sector II, R,K. Puram,

New Delhi .o Applicents
) (By Advaocate Shri KNR Pillai)
i%
yersuss
Union of India,
through the Secrstary,
Ministry of Urben Development,
Nirman Bhawan,
New Lelhi, .s Respondent
{(By Advocate None)
ORDER (ORAL)
The arguements in this case were commenced
an 4.4.1895 and at the express request of both the

learned counsel, it was fixed for completion today (AN).
2 This is @ case in which the applicant is aggrieved
by the order passed by the respondents dated 29,7.1994

in which they have regretted that it wss not possible

)

to appoint applicent No, 2 om compassionate grounds
as prayed for in the J.A.

3 Shri KNR Pillai, learrned counsel for the applicsn:

gubmits that his apprehenmsiom is that although the order

22 dated 29,7.1994 states thzt the applicznt's representatios

o

LR




'
e =~

v dated 14.7,1994 (Annexure A=I} is mepticned, in
actual fact, the competent authority, namely, the
Committes which is to deal with the compassim ate
‘appointment has not, in fact, considered the
applicant’s request for camgéssinate appointment
in the light of the provisicns contained in para
4(e} of Government of Indie, Ministry of Parsonnel,
Pensions and Public Grievances (lepartment of Perw
sonnel & Training)}'s U.M, dated 30.6.1987 as amerded
by UuM, dated 17.2,1968 (Annexure A=y}, Para 4{e)

where :

deals with the situation/in deserving cases, even where
there is an earning mémber in the family, = son or
other near relative of the decesased Government servant
leaving his family.in distress mey be considered for
compessio ate appointment wheré the facts justify
such an appointment .
4. Shri KeCs Sharma,learned counsel for the rese

pondents, had relied on the recemt judgement of the Hon'hle

%upremé Court in U,K, Nagpal wv. 3tate of Harysna & Ors,
L737 1994 (3) SC 525_7. 1In ths case the Suprems Court

has laid douwn some of the facts to be cinsidered for
appointment in public service on ﬂémgaséiﬁﬁa&a ground .

The Court had observed as follous i

"..s One such exception is in favour of the
dependants of an employee dying in harness
and leaving his femily in penury and without
any means of livelihoode....The whole gbject
of granting compassionate employment is thus
to enable the family to tide over the sudden
crisis. The sbject is not to give a member
- of such family & post much less a post for
?)% ’ post held by the deceased, UWhat is further,
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: W
" mere death of an employee in harress {\V;
%‘ does not entitle his family to such . _~
source of livelihood., The lovernment
or the public authority concerned has
to examine the financial condition of
the family of the deceased, and it is
only if it is satisfied, that but for
the provision of employment, the
family will not be able to meet the
crisis that a job is to be offered to
the eligible member of the family,®

5. In the light of the above ohservations of the
Supreme Court, and the settled position,

no  directicn can  be issued tn the respondents
to make any sudh compassionate aggeiﬁﬁm&m§)§? the
applicent to the post. However, having regard to the

particular fact ©Of the case, includimg the proximity

Jg 2
of the applicapst dated 1407 .1394 and the rejection

order dated 29,7,1994, in case the respondents have

not wnsidered the applicant's represemtation in terms
. 3

af paragraph 4(e)of the Department of Personnel & Traine
ing's U.M, dated 30,6.1987 read with U.M, dated 17.2.1988,

they may do so within a period of two months from the
r'S the decision
‘ date of receipt of a copy of this order and convey/ by

a2 speaking order to the applicant, In case, the
competent authority has already considered these facts

pertaining to the applicant in terms of the aforesaid
of the _
paragraph/J,M, for compassionate apoointment, no further

4

action may be called for,
8. The JeAe ig disposed of with the asbpve direptiong.

There will be no order 8s to omsta.

7. Shri KC Sharma, learned counsel for ths respondents

<

later appeared, _kﬁgﬂ—/ .
’ j@ kMﬁw s
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{Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
" Member (3)




