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Order dated 17.03.04 

The Applicant's father T. Raghaba Rao, 

dicd prcmaturcly on 27.02.98 'whilc scrving as a 

Delivery Agent 	 -Departmental in 	Extra 

Organisation under Postal Department of Govt. of 

India. On his dcath, his son (Applicant) sought for 

a compassionate appointment. In support of his 

case, the Applicant submitted a series of materials 

as given out under Annexure-2 dated 13.03.98. 

The 	legal - heir certificate produced by the 

Applicant (under Annexure -6 at page 20 of the 

O.A.) goes to show that late T. Ragha h-a. Rao left 

Mlind his widow, tlircc daughtcrs and two m, xis of 

the age group of 20-25. The income certificate 

grantcd by the local Rcvcnuc officcr ( at IM-gc 2.1 

of the O.A) goes to show that the family received 

certain terminal benefits and that they have got no 

other source of income. Despite that the Circle 

Relaxation Committee (vide their order under 

Annexure-3 dated 31.05.99) did not consider the 

family to be. an indigent one, and, in the said 

premises turned down the prayer of the Applicant 

to get lgji~compassionate- grovild. No reason for 

turning down the prayer for comoassionate 

appointment has however, been given in the 

impugned order dated 31.05.99. In the said 
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preimses, the Appliewit bas approacbed tills 

Tribunal in his application under Section 19 of the 

Adminis-trative Tfibunals Act, 1985. 

Respondents having filed a counter, the 

Applicant has filed a Rejoinder. In absence of any 

representation fi-om the side of the Applicant, this 

matter has been considered with ta'd and assistance 

ol'Mr. S.B. Jena, Ld. Add). Standing Counsel Ibr 

the Respondents. 

It is not understood as to how the Circle 

Relaxation Committee did not find the family as 

indigent; especially Nvhen the three member family 

has got no independent source. of income. Law has 

already been well settled by the Supreme Court of 

India that terminal benefits are not to be taken 

into consideration; 'while computing the indigent 

condition of the family. For the reason of the 

Judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India 

rendered in the case of Balbir Kaur and another 

Vrs. Steel Authority of India Ltd. and Others 

reported in AIR-2000 Supreme Court at page 

1596). the terminal benefits (granted to the family 

of a pre-maturely deceased Go-,,t. servant) are not 

to be computed to find out the indigent condition 

of the family. This Tribunal its also consistently 

taking the same view. In the case of Meena 

Kumari Vrs. Union of India and 0thers (.rcportcd 
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in 1994 (2) ATT /CAT 12. ) and in the case of 

Rankanidhi Sahu Vrs. Union of India and others 

(rcfk)rt.cd "In '2.002 (1) ) C.J.D (AT) 2.1); this 

Tribunal took the view that terminal benefits and 

pensionary benefits arc not to weigh - the minds (if 

the authorities, while consideiing indigent 

condition of the, family, for the purpose of 

providing compassionate. appointment to a 

dependent of a pre-maturely deceased Govt. 

servant. Therelbre., th e terminal benefits/fiimily 

pension granted to the family of T. Raghaba 

Rao/Appplicant ought not to have been taken into 

consideration to find out the distressed condition 

of the family. Once the terminal benefits are taken 

out of consideration, there remains nothing to 

adjudge the family of T. Raghava Rao to be not-

indigent; which warrants a case for providing a 

compassionate employment. 

4. In the aforesaid premises the impugned 

order under Annexure-3 dated 31.05.99, which is 

also bereft of any reason, is not sustainable and 

therefore the same is hereby quashed. While setting 

aside the impugned order dt. 31.05.99. direction is 

hereby given to the Respondents to reconsider the 

grievance of the Applicant for providing him an 

employment on compassionate grounds and, while 

doiP g so, they should keep in mind the judicial 
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pronouncenients, (supra) and pass necessary 

orders, within a period of 120 days from the date 

of rcccipt of the copy of tills ordcr, in rest-4ving the 

grievances of the Applicant. 

5. Tills O.A. is accordingly allowed. No 

costs. 

Send ckiples of this order to the Applicant 

and the Respondents in the addiress given in the 0 

Original Application and free copies of this order 

be also handed OVCT tO the Advocates Ibr both the 

parties. . 	 11 Pi 


