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okt daideen Gupta & AnT. LG Arphicant 8
Ve,

Urion of Trdis & Qs L Respondent.s

CORAM ¢
vew tile Shvi P Sharma, Mamber (1)
ror the applicants . .&hri Mahaviy 53 negh

oy the !’i:xrzes';('ﬂnd:-';m'tiS»: L uShet MoL. Verma

1. whother Reporters of local papers may \1,5
he allowed to ses the Judcesnent.?

oL T b reforred to the Reporter or not? CA’S

JHPGEMENT  {ORAL)

ahrt  Jaidesp (f-;?ur)t'_.e%‘!, son of the deceased emplovee Shr
MN.DL Gupta, who was assictant Engineer, Fand Srarage Circle,
cpwt . Faridabad amploved with the resnondents, died in harness
oy 1. 1101988 almost 7 vears hefore  the date  of  his
superannuation. Mo left the widow, amt.. Savita Gupta, Who has
veceived  the retlrement henafits to the tune of Re.Z L0049 ,.309
and has alse  been o ramted a monthly pension of Rs. 7035, the
Aecmased  has also left an el der son, Wwho during the Coursa of
the arguments by the tearned counsel . 138 working as  an
Froepipeer  and  be could  not give better particnlars as to
whether he 135 Junior Engineer or serving in any other M oher
st of the same discipl ine. However, in this application,

both the applicants, the mother and the unemploved son.  Shin
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has praved far a oompassionate aroolntmernt. with

vy (S
the prayer  that the order dt. 0. 11,1990 dial lowins thies

aation  Tor compassionate appointment. be croached and a

et

At rection bl soued that applicant No. {, shri JaideeD Gupta be

appointed on anproprista powt i Paridebed or nes rhy station,

They 1€ wdents . as usual contested the  appl joation

g An the reply it ta averved that the Famidy 19 not i CANTS LA

has been thorouahly considered by the authorities

anyl tha o

s ot 8 houss  which

). The  apolicants have 5.

wers having  rental ipcome o the life time of  the dexaased

o

& vesnend. honefits oy the tone of  about

gl the el

B o
ps .Y, 10,000 and A monthly pension of gL PORE pLm. 1s being

matd to the Family. YL oia amid that the case o8n e eaig o

2 of Shushms (X

b aoverned by the decision of the o

dmion of tndis, 1 agg (11) ATC p-878 S0

raed counsel Tfor the appsticant. at

T have hostd the 1o

el coumsel For  the applicant.

Wit . They Yo

reforred to the affidavit €3 Ted by Mrs.Savita Gupta,

widiw in o which  certain detaile have been given, but to the

SONY »

utter suprl it s not mentioned as to how the  othsy

ed and how moch s the  monthly

arws e @l oy

el of  thae son. The los et IR N IFE however, argued that

alder  won has nothiog to do with the Tamily as  he  has

b

sy rated . It 4s also argued by the lea ried counsel  that

henefits were qiven to the Tamily have

what aver

beaon spent away  in the marriage of the elder  son arvd  the
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£amily has  been 1aft.  without any aubstantial  amount to

matntain  the family of the deceased. 1t 1s be;.‘,al.lﬁi’% that a
compaasi onate appointment. 15 desired for the uremployed  won.,
ahrt Jaldeen (a.mt‘,a.-"z, Leaving a scope to reasonableness to this
amout. . AF an  amount of Re.7.00,000 can by wpent. oOn the
marriage of  one of the sons, then whather the family can be
aaid to be an indigent Family or rhis sypenditure said to have
hoen incurred  in the marriage is only an after thought. to
m'x’:ﬁm*&a ar el ovment for the other SO0, who happens to hn oot
of amployment. Novme ) 'fl‘,.r' in the  Case of compassionate
appolmiment. the Court should be cguided by the consideration
of rehabilitating the family of a ds-«wdv;{»xi amploves and on the
come when the oase of the applicant s oongsd dered, there 18
much force  in  the contantion raised in the countar filed by

the respondents that the family is not ndigent..

i

[
The learned counsel for the applicant. however, also

deei red some  more time so that he may file better particulars
regarding  the status of the family. Howaver, 1 do not
considar it neteesarry hecause the material on record 15

aufficient to show that the family is not at all indigent..

when onpcs 1t 1S held that the Tamily 1s. not  an

indigent  family and the retirenent benefits coupled with the

monthly pension  given to  the widow, Smt. cavita Oupta 1s
aufficient. to  maintaln the family. the jmpucned  order  dt.
13,11, 1000 passed by the respondent.s redecting the
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's'xa\'g"sx“{-}ef:sa#ri't.f;s'tf_.:'fn.x':m for compasssionate apnoirtment. dowes not e any

1tarference. The authority verlied by the 1aarned connsel for

the aoplioants Y his ol eodings does noat at. 1) support hia

caae . The CAsE of Shushns Cosal was rotally on @ difforent

Footing and has no analogy with the case of the appl icants.

The application e totally dovoid of merit and, 1%
therefore, 4 aminned 1 eaving the part 1on to bear their OWn

costs.
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