








vacancy in the uota of compassionate appointments.
The respondents also re-enforce their contention by
referring to a Jjudgement of the Division Bench which
directs them to prepare a scheme and give compassionate
appointment. on the basis of comphrable necessity arising

out. of lower financial capacity to support the fami lv.

[ have given a careful consideration and
having in my mind the case of Sushma Gosain Vs. UOT
(1989 (4) 8CC 468) and that of Phoolwati vs. UOI (CA
No.5967/90 Decided on September 5, 1990). In the case
of Phoolwsti, even the appointment of the second SON WaS
directed to be given by the respondents and in the case
of Sushma Gosain, she was also having minor chi Idren and
a direction was issued by the Hon'ble Suprema Court to
give her appointment and, if necessarv, a SUpernumerary
post. be created to accomnodate her. Neither in the
counter filed by the respondents nor in the impuoned
order they have not taken the stand that the applicsnt
is not an indigent person. It is not positively stated
that there 1is another source of liviihood or that there
is other movable or immovable property of the deceased
which could supplement the family pension for upbringing
and rehabilitating the fami ly of the deceased amploves.
when a particular fact is not alleged and there iz a
specific purposeful silence on the part of the

respondent s then the averments in the application cannot
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