CENTRAL AUMLNISTAALLVE TRIBUNAL , ALL AHABAD BENGH

ALL AHABAD.

~llahabad [hig The 7 £ 0ay U May, 2000
Urligingl Application No, 1149 of 1993
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Hont hle Mr, s, Blswas, A.M.

1+~shok Kunar so of gachbhoo L3l
desident Uf Hoyse i QNS
pbaskl Khurd, paraganj.
Allahabad,
2- smt, Shyama Kumari widow of Bachchoo Lal,
(Uled in Harness),
Aesident of Hoyse N o, 2
Baskl Khurd, Daraganj,
nllahabad et o s ohpplEcante
(by Adv: sri M,K, Upadhay, sri M.A. siddigi)
Versus

1- {fhe Union Uf Ingig fhrough Secrétary,
Ministry uf defence, sara Bhawan

New pelhi,

2~ The jirector _eneral Uf Urdnance services,

Masler general Uf the Urdnance Bran ch,

Amy Headquarters, JH,, P, U, New pelhi,
3- The COmmenNdant, Urdnance J,pot, Fort,

Alleahabad, | + s despngents
(by Adv, sri C,5, singh)
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 H “ﬂjl e Mr, ‘ S. Blsw as, A.M) f
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= The applicant No, | seeks than.the order dt, |
!

v Sy p“} Df respongent No, 3, the ap;.,ﬂlrltlmg authomty pe
qua Ed aNd dlrection pe glven to hip to gl ve chpasslmate

b r’

._““_-H Lo gpplicant No, 1 as fer direction in the

-

_F-;_ud.g,fer_'lt dt, 21-1-93 in U, 4, NO, 15 of 1992,

Boe Heard the parties. Ihe yngisputed facts which

e

_ha_ve emergad in the case thI'Uth the rival submi ssions are

as unger, |
i ki
' oo
3— First applicanlts father ang secog applicantt s ,j *
- n;
husbend Late Bachchoo Lal, who was a permanent Govt, servant ,? r'
wiTh respond&ﬂts he was a ]i%“rfll#serviaﬂt in the orynance .: ;
SEI‘VJ.CES LJE:-'!:..t’C. HE dlEq in harness on 2{3_5_, 86 leavlﬂg it’g
behing the following memebers in the falmly; | 5
(a) omt, sShyam Kumari (wigow) | .I
(b) ohri guresh Kumar (son) t
(c) shri yvinoy Kumar (son) :
(d) shri Ashok Kumar (son) | |
B &
!I-.; i Lﬂly the widow gng the 3rd s are gpplicants : |
AL ' : i P ¥ fa
:d : in-this case, fhe bﬂlloﬂlng cetirement penefitcg an famlly ‘! |
! pension were sanctioney to the applicant No, 2: ,I |
» ¢ ¢ ' ¥
i (1) cratulty s, 23,383/= b
| 5 . ; [ e
--E ‘ (21) G,P. Bund Rs, N3 07/= f
X | ; (iv) oUB fund 1s, 22,000/= .
9
3 | 4= sri pachchoo Lal expirey in 1986, Family Fensim
o Of #s, 475/= was grantey to the widow ang the same was H
: rejuceyg to Hg, 375/= 1n 1993, In terms Of vari ous I
3 1n_struct10ns Obtalning in thig pehalf, the applicant was g
g ; cMsldered for compassionate appointment three times, lhe [
& * f
l
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Was rejectey cn 7-3-87,

.I i
to furnish gqpe infOrmatim, Ihe wi jont g st

requirey to be Leglsterejy in the L ocal f:nploymen‘t
bxchange.

Agaln the applicant NO, - i 4

N 13-11-87,
submitteq an Other dPpllcgtion

. | !
o She was directeg to =
submit apilicstion 0

the Prescripey fOrm, The
NO.

l Was aggain Called by nhe respongent
the forp for “mploymen t

éfplicant
NOS It o file

uiger relaxedrules,' Af ter In

» @ sipilgar reply was sent by

ig impugney, In other words,
1 dng

CDmfdl}riﬂg with g1] the_;e
Tthe T€spongent which

they ¢
te dPrAntment, Thepe is no ;
€arning members in the family other two 6Ms who zre

falleg to getl cOmpass

& uiﬂg seéparg tE'ly. FEl
— S i-s cl tEd in sSUpp ort Cf the &
Hotple supreme Coyrt hasg Observeq.

PrOviding aprlintpent o COmpassiongte sround is to
mitigate the hardships

due to death of the bregzgd €arner
in the femily,

Such appaintgent shouly,

A
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But all. their atplicationg hgy e

r€jected on the ground ‘of more Needy candidates zng
wWahl of yacancies g

o
Pl O, A,

I'he applicants g cOunsel
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15 Of 199 "Fariirkashg Karamchari Sang ang

e 5

, thig Hont
Judgnent dt, 21=1-93, ’ﬁ;e Lesponden
Compassiongtg

gavi Chaurqsi V.SoRUSONES ble fribunal vide

U was directeq to gl ve

aprointpent wltChoyt resortiﬂg to ally :-"'5;5"

']
L (—

formulg, *

7=

Lhat the army heagquarters have QOﬁsiderEJ the afPplication
for compassi ngzte appointpent in terms of guldelineg
made in this pehalf, Gonsigerin

g the nupber of avallapili ty
vacaNcil eg dlld more Jeservlﬂg Cusesi-us rer Tthe guidelines
CYnpassionste duolnthentg ol'€ reécommedded, in the fnsit
place, pensionary benefits haye peen Fald tO the dpplicatt

9fe) all three SONg two of

2. Llhe wldow has in haoy

Her Le€quest for cumpassi ongte
aprointment tu the thiry

- are earning mempers,

sON 1s not as per the rules
T there pe no €
faﬁ:ily. [he ag.,p_l_,ic,an'l; No,

which reguires thg allllg members in the

1 had mentioney thyt all hig

brotherg gre employed put Lthey gre living S€parately,

fherefure,-—ghﬁrezwv-s N0 fingncigl contingency for

COnpassiongte émployment of the fourth con exlsteqd ag

ds prer the Norm, lhe widgow Ds already getting

famlly
Pension, apart froy the beneflts of gratul ty,
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G In the U4, 15 of 1992 K5 & sri navi

- e =

«Lhaursia vs, U,U, L, and others, the guideline ¢iven

is w#ln case, Union Uf Ingia decides O give cOmpassiMate

o o

appdintpent to the applicatt, the respondents will give
effect to the same withoyt resorti_ng ally utber' fﬂrmula
or guideline and it is expected that the case of the
applicant will be considered with truye _and correct

prospective for giving app-Ointmen‘t_fn place Oof his

father, with these Opservation, the application siagnds

e e .

dispOsed Of, NO order gs tO costlg,n

O I have lookéd into directim in the gbove

case referred By the applicants, lhree times representatia
of these applicants were cuisidered under relaxed rules |
but these were rejectegy o merits that there were no
vacancies Or more deservifNg cases were accmmated by
department opservance, ln doing so the department

followed an objective norm, uOnpassionate appointments

areé LO pbe made by ©Objective test so thatl g more
.deserving case is not overlooked, it may hso Ha'_c;pen

:|.f ap;,m.ntnent is given by Elmply gting down the TN STER

\i-au:. dﬁ-ﬂ-ﬂ-bﬁ‘wb—f- MM_E_, —e\*‘_.,h,;._P Y Mh&"""""f" pr SN SRS G S
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10— 198 'the,rEfGre fing no reasons to :Ll"l‘terfere
; A
wlth the orders and application.is dismissed @ merits,

No order as to coOsls,

4 ___S. b 0’ ‘L;‘--h-'_"a
3 : A,
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