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GENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH
ALIAHABAD,
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Allahabad this the 27>+ day of De ¢ erche 1996,

Original application No. 263 of 1993.

Hon'ble Mr, D.S. Baweja, AM

1. Smt. Geeta Devi, W/o Lste Sri Chet Ram
(Meter Reader), R/o Vill: Ginginaiya, P.O.
Faridpur Distt. Bareilly (U.,P.).

2. sSri Kishan Lal, S/o Late Sri Chet Rem,
(Meter Reader), R/o Vills Ginginaiya, P.O.
Faridpur Distt. Bareilly (U.P.).

eoosees Applicants,
c/A Sri R.C. Pathak

versus

1, Union of India through the Def ence
Secretary, M/o Defence, Govt. of India,
South Block, New Delhi - 110011,

2. The Engineer-in-Chief, Engineer-
in-Chief Branch, Army Head Wuarter,
,qwf , Kashmir House, Rajaji Marg, New
. Delhi-llo0Ll/ '

3. The Chief Engineer, Central
Comma nd, Lucknow.

4. The Chief Engineer, Baréilly
Zone, Sarvatra Bhawan, Station Road,
Baréilly Cantt,

5, The Commander Works Engineer,
(CWEQ MES, Station Roe«d, Bareilly,
Cantt,

| 6. The Garrison Engineer No. 1,
| M.E.S., Bareilly Cantt,
Respondents,
C/R Sri prashant Mathur
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Hon'ble Mr. D.S. Baweja, AM

——— ——

This application has been filed praying for

H
!
I compassionate appointmer for applicant No. 2.
|

The applicantgtjo. L is the widow of late
Gomd--.z..
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Sri Chet Ram, Meter Reacer, Class IV Civilian Defence

Emp loyee uncer Garrison Encineer M,E.S, Bareilly Cantt.
who died in service on 30.8.85. The family ¢t the time of
death comprised of five sons and the widow.. After the
death widow made a request for the job for herself. Yide
letter dated 28,5,85 from Garrison Enginecr, Bareilly

cantt. she was called on 20.6.85 with all the requisite

documents. The applicant accordingly presented on 20.6.85
and submitted all the dgcuments vide detter dated 31.10.85.
She also submitted A,m, documents, The respondent No. 6
vide '‘letter dated 24.4,86 asked for 53me more documents.
The WidOWJappliCBﬁt No., 1 submibtgg%éil the documents
asked for which had been earlier submitted by her on
24.10.85. The applicent thereafter did not get any
communication till 1992, 1In 1992, vide representation
dated 22.8.92, she requested for appointment for her

eldest son who had attained the age of 18 years, He 1is
applicrant No. 2 in this application, This representation
has been replied by the respondert No. 6 vide letber

cated 12.1,03 askinj for as to why the documents asked

for were not furnishec and how she has manaced all these
vears, She replied to this leﬁﬁer vide her letter deotec
25.1.,93, Thereaiter she has f{led this application on
11,2,93 praying for compassionote appointment for applicant

No. 2.

3. The respondents have filed the counter reply.
It is submitted the widow i.,e. applicant No. 1 applied for
job for herself vide application dated 19,1,85. She was
asked to appesr with all the relevant documents before a
Board of Officers on 20.6,85., However she failed to

turn up, She had filed some documents vice letter datec

24,10,85, She was asked t1§ifle somemMore cocuments vide
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letter cated 31,10.85 but she never submitted the required
documents. She also did not pursue the matter theresfter.
She has submitted application after seven years on 22.8.92

for seeking compassiondte appointment for her eldest son on

attaining age of 18 ye<rs. She has statec the age of her son

as 19 years at the time of application while ds per the

S ervice Book the age of the son WdS about 25 years. Further

vide letter dated 12,1,93, she was again asked to supply the
requisite documents. In reply she has agdin made a repre=-
sentation without submitting the relevant documezﬁs. The
respondents corntendex that the respondemts No., 4 did pursee
+he matter for her appointment and in respect of applicent
No. 2 the request for compassionate appointment is highly
belated. In view of these facts, the application has no

merit and deserves 1o be quashed,

4, The applicaent has filed the rejoinder reply

reiterating the averments made in the dpplication.

< I have heard the learned counsel of the
parties, and carefully gone through the materiel pleced

on record,

6. From the averments made it is admitted fect
that the widow (Applicant No.l) applied for compassionate
appointment for herself as per her applicetion dat ed
19,1,85., She was asked to submit the required documents
and also presert before Board of Officers on 20.6.85,

vide letter dated 28,5.85. The resgondents maintaein that
she did not present herself on the date fixed while appli-

cant avers thet she attended on the nominated date. This

statement of the applicant does not S€eém to believable.
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1f she had given all the documents, then what wos the need
of letter dated 24.10.85 submitting the documents with
reference to letter deted 28.5.85., It is obvious that she
¢id not report on 20.6.85. The respondents vide letter
dated 31.,10.85 asked for the balance of documents as dema n-
ded vide letter dated 28.5.85 which were not submitted on
24.10.85. The applicent mainteins that she had submitted
all the documents as, p€l letter dated 24,10.85. On going
through the list, 39 agree with the respondents that the
documents detailed in letter dated 31,10.85 had mot been
supp lied. The matter ended &t this stace from both tre
sides. The responderts did not deal with the mattey as

the reguired documents WErE notr submitted, The applicant
also did not persue thereafter till-the applicetion of
compassionate appoibntment in 1992 made for the appointment
of her son, applicant No. 2. The applicant No., 1l has not
explained as to why she diid not pursue the matier after
24,10.85 and kept quiet for seven years. This may perhaps
be explained in this way that widow perhaps had a cheange

of mind énd wanted job for her son, These details lead to

the conclusion that the widow was eligibel for sappoinmtment

and she also applied for the job for herself but there-
after did not parsue the matter further by submitting the

relevant documents as directed by the respondents,

7. It is averred in the dpplication that on

attaining the age of 18 years by the eldest son(applicant
No. 2) the widow(applicant N_, 1) applied for compassion-
ate appointment for her son,In the application dated

22.8.92(A-6) the age is shown as 19 years.

The respondents
have disputed the age of applicaent No. 2 stating the as
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per the reécorcs (CA-111), the date of birth 1s 20.6.68

and therefore at the time of applicetion in 1992, he was
absent 25 years of age. 5; have pursued CA=III which 1s
the family particularly given by late Sri Chet Ram 1n la72.
In th&idocumen% the date of birth of Sh. Kishan Lal,
applicant No. 2, 2nd son as per the list is shown 85
20.6.68. It dppe€drs the first and the eldest son was not
surviving of the time of death of Sh. Chet Rem, IR fact
the applicant NO. 1 himself in Ra=l has admitted the date
of birth as 20.6.68. Therefore the plea taken that appli-
cant No, 1 mace applications for the appointment of appli-
cant No. 2 on attaining the age of 19 years is not factual
and in fact is totally false statement. The applicant

No. 2 was 17 years of 9g€ at the time of death and was
eligible for compassionate appointment after one year of
death of his iather in 1986, Therefore the application
mace in 1992 was after six years after & pplicant No. 2
peing also eligible, 1 em therefore inclined to accept
the.contEntion of the respondents that request for

compassiomte appointment 1S be lated.

8. The applicant during hearing sought the
support of the judgement of Jaipur Bench Om Prakash
Sharma Vs. U.0.I. (1992) 2]l ATC 238. 1 have carefully
gone through this judgemert, In this cése it was not
st oted whether the widow had applied for job and was
eligible for the same, The eéldest child was just three
years of age at the time of death, In the present case
1 heve concludeéfg%e widow had applied for the job but
did not pursue the matter by completing the formalities
by way of submitting the required documents. The eldest

son beceme eligible for appointment after one year of the

death but made application only after six years thereafter
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by making a false statement about the ace, Therefore the

facts and circumstances oIrE€ distinguishabile and cited

judgement is not of help to the case€ of the applicant.

8. The purpose of compassionate appointmert 1S to
mitigate the hardship to the family of the deceased

emp Loyee. Compassionate appointmest sought after several
years of death even though widow being eligible or ward
with age of majority available defeats the very objective

bf the scheme of compassionate appointment. Apex Court 1n
ceveral judgements recently has set the law with regard

to compassionatleé appointment. I cite some Of the judgemen® j

(i) Umesh Kumar Negpal Vs. Stdte of Haryena
1og4 (2) SIR SC 677

(1) Life Ipsurance Corporation of India Vs.
Asha Ramchenord ambedker and Oths. 1904
(2) SIR SC 1%

(iii) Stete of Haryana Vs. Naresh Kumar Bs 1i
1994 (4) SIR SC L.

Keeping in view what is beld in these judgements
and the facts of the case€ 4s discussed earlier, I find ™
ground which justifies the compassionate appointment on ¢

regquest made after lapse€ of several yearsS,

10. In consideration of the above deliberstions,
I find no merit in the applicetion and the seme 18

dismissed accordingly. No orcer &s to costs.
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