
OPEN COJRT - - 
CENTRAL ArMINISTRATIVE 1E.IBUNAL 

ALL.AHABAQ...]fil_QI, ALLAHAB N:J. 

Allahabad, this the 27th day of May 2002. 

QUORLM : HON. IVI.R. S. DR:l AL, A. M •. - 

0. A. No. 615 of 2002. 

Anit Kunar Uwivedi s/o Late Shiv Kumar Dwivedi r/o Bheetargaon, 

P.O. Kherha Kursi, Bilhaur, Oistrict Kanpur Nagar • 

• • • • • • • • • • .Applicant • 

Counsel ·for applicant : Sri K.K. Tripathi. 

Versus 

l. Union of India, Ministry of Camnunication Department of Post, 

Nav Del hi. 

2. Chief Post Master General U.P. Circle, Lucknow. 

3. Director, Postal Se.rvice Kanpur Region, Kanpur. 

4. Chief Post Master Kanpur Head Office, Kanpur. 

5. Superintendent of Post Off ice Kanpur (M), Kanpur. 

• • • • • • • • • • Respondents • 

Counsel for respondents : Sri R. c. Joshi. 

BY MR. S. DI« AL, A.M. 

This applicant has been filed as the Applicant's f atber, 

Who was working as Extra Departnental Branch Post Master, died 

on J.B.6.2000. He was due for superannuation on 30.6.2000. The 

applicant clajms appointment on canpassionate grounds after the 

death of bis father. The cl a:im of tbe applicant was exan Lne d by 

obtaining further information f rem h:im. His case was forwarded 

by Respondent No~5 to Respondent No-.2 and was placed before 

Circle Relaxation Canmittee, which rejected the clam of ;the 

applicant for ccmpassdonaue appointment. Toe applicant has, 

thereafter, filed this application. 

I have heard the argunents of Sri K.K. Tripathi for 

applicant and Sri G.R. Gupta, B.H. of Sri R.C. Joshi for 

respondents.· 

3. I find fran order dated 19.4.02 that the Circle 

~ 



: 2 : 

Relaxation Carunittee considered the case of the applicant and 

found that he was not An indigent c Lrcuns tences because of the 

annual incane of the other two sons. It was also stated that 

the father of applicant had canpleted his entire service barring 

last 12 days as he was due to superannuate on 30.6.2Q)O. Ther~ 

fore, the approval of the case of applicant for canpassionate 

appoini:ment is not granted. 

4. Counsel for the applicant has contended that the mere 

fact that brothers of applicant were having sane income does not 

disentitle him for canpassionate appodrrtm errt, What is jroportant 

is the status of the applicant. If the status of tbe applicant 

is that of an indigent dependent, he is entitled to compassionat, 

appointment. 

5. The contention of counsel for the applicant is not 

tenable because compassionate appoini:ment is granted by way of 

exception and is intended to he! p such f anil ies which are left 

indigent on account of loss of their bread winner. The applican· 

had attained the age of majority five years before the death of 

his father. If the father of the applicant had not died, the 

applicant would have only been a recipient ef his teiminal 

benefit of his father. There would not be much of difference 

in the retiral benefit merely because the person died less than 

12 days before his superannuation. Therefore, the view taken 

by the Circle Relaxation Canmittee cannot be faulted. I find 

no merit in the o.A, which is disnissed. 

No order as to costs. 

A.M. 
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