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The applicant has filed this applie=

cation seeking the relief that the orders dated 22-7;39-

and 26,3.,1991 {Annexure A=2 and A=3) may be quashed

and respondents be d.{re cted to give employment to the " |

applicant on compassionate ground.

o 20 Late Manohar Lal father of the applicant II:F‘.‘,-

was employed as Ex=Air Craft Mechanic, who expired on
23,11.1982, while he was in service of respondents.
The applicant Arun Kumar who is the younger son of
the deceased employee submitted an application for
employment on compassionate ground but, he was re=-

fused employment on oampe;ssionate ground vide Ann-

exure A =2 and A-3. So he has approac ”’ this

¥

Tribunal seeking the relief mentioned as above.
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3e The responﬁqu_is counter=rec
and resisted the claim of the applicant
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for compassionate appbintment moved by his elder

@ brother was rejected earliers

4, I have heard the learnedl counsel

for the parties and perused the record.

&£ " The employment on compassionate
ground is not claimed as a matter of right but,
the provisions of the same is made to provide
the immediate assistance to the bereaved familye.

& Adnittedly, the elder son of the deceased employee
submitted an application requesting to provide
compassionate appointment soon after the death
of his father in t he year 1983. The application
was rejected and the applicant or his family member

’ kept silence and moved the present application for
compassionate appointment after a lapse of 8 years.

The case of the applicant was not processed because

employment to the elder son of the deceased employee

was refused. The request of Anil Kumar the elder

son of the deceased employee was considered in acc=-

ordance with the Govermment policy in three stages
Seweel &

but, he could not )‘to the merit due to paucity of |

vacancies and it was finally rajectad vide lﬁ ' T

dated 29thi.Nov./1lst Dec.1983. The applica J'ri ‘

is the younger son of the damaﬁ d J%ﬂ ee had
applied for appointment on the ssme ground, which

was also not found in a:;dﬁ X {‘T! ing in view t
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financial position of the familys

The change of the applicant does not ulter the

6. It has been pointed out by learned
counsel for the applic-ant that vide letter dated
22,6,1989 (Annexure A=2), the applicant was advised
to get his name registered with the local employment
exchange for suitable employment and his case will
be considered incase his name is sponsored by the o
employrqent exchange with other candidates. m
letterfaddressad to the‘applicanf. or his mother, it
would not mean that the respondents are committed

to provide employment to the applicant on compassionaté
ground. This letter was written as a general advice |
that the name of the applicant may be considered along

with other candidates if, otherwise found in order,

7o Learned counsel for the applicant has
referred'AIR 1989 Supreme Court 1976.Sushma Gosain
and Others Vs. Union of India & Others decided on _
25.8,1989'and '1992 SCC(L & S) 135 Phoclwati(smt.) |
Vs. Union of India and Others decided on 05.12.1990. '_':f T -;
The facts of the cases are distinguishable and the g
law laid down is not appficahle to the facts of the
present case. The respondents vide letter 'd'at'ia’
26+3+1991(Annexure A=-1) has made it ¢ ia’g} hat the
employment under the scheme is 1n'l:ﬁ led *ﬁ& provide
immediate financial assistance to uaif“ :!zz_ﬁe_~-.;4::.jﬁ:t‘ d
Familys it




that the family dees not have any ﬁinannial. ob
ot lem. Incaa_o of the applicant 8 years iapso‘
demise of his father, therefore, his case was no

J“

within the ambit of the scheme.

these '
8+ hihe Considering /. s facts and d.rnn’s
n
4 of the case/there is no merit in the applicatliuﬁ‘ f

applicant which is hereby rejected with no ﬁ::d&r a,,s:
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Member (J)
Alla-habad, Dated_22 April, 1994
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