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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
KOLKATA BENCH

0.A.No. 350/944/2020 ' Date of Order: 05.01.2021
MA No. 524/2020 '

Coram: Hon’ble Mr. Tarun Shridhar, Administrative Member

Smt. Susila Shah & Anr. ... Applicant
- VERsus—‘
Unionofindia & Ors. ... Respondents
For the Applicants : Mr. N.Roy, Counsel
For the Respondents : None

ORDER(Oral)

Tarun Shridhar, Administrative Member:
Heard Ld. Counsel for the applicant and examined the record of the case.

2. By virtue of -this O.A.,A the applicant No.1 seeks employment on.
compassionate g}ounds in favour of her hephew. Her application to this effect has
already been rejectéd‘ by the respondent authoritiés.

3. “Brief facts of £he case are that the husband of applicant No.1 went missing
in the year 2003 while in service of the respondents. He has not been traced since
then and presumed dead. Thereafter, applicant No.1, the widow of the deceased
employee, has been san;:tioned family pension and other benefits. However, she
now seeks employment in favour of her nephew, applicant No.2 herein, stating
that the nephew was the dependant of the deceased as they QId not have any

child. The authorities have rejected this request on the ground that the nephew is -

A~
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not eiigible for en%ployment on cempassionate grouﬁd_s and the deceased
employee in his declaration had never.i.ncluded the name of tvhe nephew as a
dependant. B

4, Ld. Counsel for the applicant draws attention to an affidavit submitted by

applicant No.1, i.e: the widow of the deceased employee, therein she has

affirmed that applicént No.2, her nephew, has been a bonafide dependant of the

deceased employee. AHence, he should be considered for employment on

‘compassionate grounds.

5.  The above contention of applicant No.1 is farfetched to be given much

credence as introducing dependant at this belated stage certainly will not be

acceptable to any.employer. Moreover, the service record of the -deceased

employee also does not make any mention of nephew being a dependant and

hencé a bonafide beneficiary of the benefit, which may accrue to the Iegal heirs.

In view of this, | do not find this O.A. fit for admission. It is_disposed of

¥

accordingly.

6. M.A. 524/20§O, filed for joint prosecution of this case, also stands dis’posed'

¥

of.
'No costs.
) (Tarun Shridhar)
' Member (A)
¢
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