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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

0.31. NO. 14 OF 1992 
all 

DATE OF DECISION 13-1-1995 

Jicir'-' ixJjajh Petitioner 

Mr. 	Advocate for the Petitioner ) 

Versus 

Respondents  

Mr. Akil Kureshi, 	 Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. V. 	jçha]i3:elp, 4dn. M..rober. 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 
'Al 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? 

Lj 
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Jitendra sinh Narubha Wadher, 
resjdjnd at Jarnnavad Road, 
Housing Board Colony, Dhoraji, 
District; Rajkot. 	 ..... Applicant. 

(A(fivocate: ur. M.D. Rand) 
VerSUS. 

The Union of India, 
notice to be served through 
the Ministry of CoTrwnunication, 
flak -Tar Bhavan, New Delhi. 

2 • The Post Master General, 
Ashram Road, Ahinodabad. 	 ......Respondents. 

(A(f,voate: Mr. Akil Kureshi) 

ORAL ORDER 

O.A.No, 14 OF 1992 

Date: 13-9-1;_95. 

Per: Hon'ble Mr. V.Radha)ishnan, Adrnn. Member. 

1 • 	The applicant was working as Postman with the 

respondents who expired on 15th December, 1986 leaving 

behind a big family without an support. Subsequently 

the widow made an application for compassionate 

appointment for her sOn who is the present applicant. 

Her request was rejected by the respondents vide its 

letter dated 25.1.13, AcnC:ure A-2. 

2 • 	Mr .Rana for the applicant contends that 

before rejecting the application the respondents had 

not taken into account the economic condition of the 

family as no reason has been stated in the rejection 

letter. He has :roduccd. the -juicieliues issued by the 

dencrtmeflt, accord log _o which 7hzover any employee 

P ia in scrie his P:- a: Pet can b: ca i_daroi fQ 

dpP0iflttTflt. Keeping in vICw be 
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firwcj. L)aY tior of 	iTiiiy tiia il1c'O1t cu1d 

have been com;id'orod for coig sion o apeeintrnent. 

3. 	Mr. 	 n the other hand points out that 

the request of the applicant eec duly considered taking 

into account such circumstances re garding financial 

condition of the family including the fact that there 

are earning members in tho family viz; two sons of 

the cx employee are working as casual labourers and the 

fact that the widow had received RG and other 

'p 

	

	 benefits amounting Rs. 50,000/- and she is in receipt 

of faìily pension of Rs, 430/- per ITloeth. Mr. Rena 

states that both the sons who are ercloyed are 1ivin 

ceperately and are not contributing to the e-penses 

of the applicant and his other dependents of the family. 

According to him, the family is in a very critical 

condition cc nomically as the amount received as DORG 

has already been spent to the marriage of the daughter 

and the family pension is too meagre. He also states 

that since filing of this application no other member 

of the family has ;ot any employment and therefore, 

the applicant is still cOntinuinj to be unemployed and 

his case requires reconsideration. 

4, 	While it ma be true that two of the sons of 

the cx employee are working, it has been asserted by 

the applicant that they are not contributin., anything 

towardsexpenses of the family. It may not be proper 

to take only circumstances of the employment of these 

two sons for rejection of the applicants recuest 

especially keeping in view the fact that they were 

mploped. even before the applicant died. The overall 
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circumstances regarding the financial condition of 

the family will aos have to be examined before taking 

a decision on the rEcivast. More over the family 

pension bein; received b; the widow is not a big 

amount and moreover there are a larae nurber of 

dependents in the family. Keeping in vie'i the above 

observation we feel that this is a fit case for 

reconideration of the a>plicant's request for 

compassionate appointment. Accordinjly the respondent 

are directed to reconsider the case of the applicant 

Lntrcnt in a suitable job after 

nt condition of the family 

;ors and take a deci:ion in  

:iod of three months from the 

this ord(--r and the applicant 

the decision within two weeks 

3bove directions the 

)Osed of. NO order as to costs. 

(V .Radha}crishnan) 
Member (A) 


