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1. 	;heth.r it 3e referred to the rej.orters or riot?,(e)), 
tebher it De circu1ite(_1 to ill the 3ches of the 
Centr.il Admjnistratjve Tri3un]. or ClOt? No 
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CENTRAL ADNI N IS TRA21 VE rRI 3JN . 
CUrrAoI< B CH;JT2ACj 

ORIGINAL 7PPLIoATION NO. 79:: 

PHE HCNOURABLE MR. MANORANJAN MOHNTY,MEM3ER(JUDL) 

3inyak 3rik, Aged 	out 33 years, 
S/o.L&e Adiknd 3orik, 

V- á.Kuchi, 
Ps :Kulin., ni st. Myurohdnj. 	.... 	MLIC? i. 

B' 1.r2t 	ctiEin r; ME. .Luth 	 7r)(c 

; Ve'us 

Union of India represented through 
the Chief postmaster Ger1, 
Orissa Circle, 
3huon eswar, 
jIS r KWRDA. 

The Superintdt of post Offices, 
Myurbhnj DiViSion, 

rip3, 
At/PC ;3rid, 

1 e1 LrCti rinner;  ilr. A.k 30se, 
SeLliOt 5rtin. 	O1entri). 

. . . 

E 



him employment/appointment under cOmjassiont, grounds 

e Circle Relation ornmitt,e;on 

I 

	 a 

R D E R 	 (C-L) 

3i.J,-in'ij. 'flic 	 D 

Deliverer in the Kuchi Sub post Office, expired (on 

25-09-2001) premture1y,lving behind the  

sons and two mrrjed dauchterS.Aftr the sdprj 	if 

Adikanda 3tik, he e1est son 3inayak 3rik(Applicant) 

hd ap1id for emplcyrnent,under compssionte grounds, 

to redeem the family from indigit condicion.he said 

ryer of the I pticant(3inyak 34rik) having oeen  

rejected under Anriexur_3 dated 15-04-2002 and under 

Annexure_4 dated 13-6-2002, he has filed the I resent 

Original pp1icdtion under section 19 of the JdLninistradjve 

£riounoils Act, 1985 with rayer to quash the said orders 

of tej ection und for A direction to the Re Criin: 	o 

provide him employment on ompssionate gro.rH; i -ie 

to relri-'ve the discress/indjc -it conIiicri of th 

espondts,the request of the Applicant for jrovidinci 



.*ThQ Widow has received terminal oen efits 
arrtouriting to !.50,000/- and she has also 
income from agriculture source amountinc 
to ..12,000/- per annum.rhus,the family 
has no liility and no hardship nor any 
liability is si with th farnily.rhe sons 
are grown up and they can compete on :heir 
own merit for jobs in oen markt, 

Heard Mr.T.Sarh,Learned Counsel for the 

Applicant 	nd Nr.A.L.Ose,Learned 5iior Standing 

Counsel for th union of India, appearing for the 

Resofldents and have perused the records, 

The points (oasing on which the rievance 

of the Applicant, for providing employment on comassionate 

ground had been rejected Un(aer Ann exures_3 and 4) came up 

for consideration oefore the HOflOurable Apex Court of 

India in the case of 3AL3IRKAUR_AN 1NO2FVRS. STEEL 

Aur-icRIry CF INJIA Lfj. AND OfHERS (reported in 2000(S0 

(La) 767) and fheir Lordships of the Hon' Jle Apex Court 

of India have been pleased to observc tht Family 	nefIt 

scheme ssuring monthly payment to family of deceased 

employee was not a su - sti::ite for compssirnte appointment, 

and that compassionate appointment could not, therefore, 

be denied on the ground that Family 3enefit S 	w cheme as 

available. rh sdid view wss taken oy the Hon'Ole Supreme 

Court of India in the akcround that the socialistic 	ttern 
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of society, s i visagei in the Constitution, has to be 

attCjbUtd its Full meaning and that the a'.' courts cannot 

be mute spectators, where relief is died to the  

hcrrdous sufferings of an employe& s family on account 

of death of the ore.dearner, and, that the Constitutional 

philosphy shou1ii be allowed to occorne a part of every manes 

Life in this country and then only the Constitution can 

reach everyone and the ideals of the Conscitution_framers 

would Je achieved; since the -eOp1e wOuld oc nearer the 

goal st by the Constitution. It has further been ooserved 

at para-13 of the judgmt rendered in the case of 3albir 

Kaur (supra)as under:- 

*
.11  

hefami1en9fit Scheme cannot in an.Z way 
be eauated w ith comja ssi on at e aoin cm t TFe 
suddi j erk in the farnily r-son of the 
death_of the Oreadearner can only be asorbed 
bche family of 	 rovided to 

th it-is is rathr unfortunate but this is a 
reatitZ.rhe feeling of security drops to zero on 
the 	atF of the 
there fter r ein, 	at chat juncture i f5me 
lumpsum amount is made avaiLdle with a 
mss1nateaponmthe rir?Tki 

f and lmay find some solac to the mental gony 
and  anjjts affairs in thç normal course of 
eits. It is riot that moxrefitwould 
be re1acemc of the jre-dearner zut that 
would unclouot.--dly arrin2, some solace to the 
Si CUatjOri*. 

emphasis supplied) 

rhis 3ich of the rribunal had also the occassion to examine 

similar points in the case of Rankanidhi ahu Vrs.union of 

India and others (reported in 2002(2)1 3J(A2) 21) and in the 

case of iina Kumari MOhanty snd another Vrs.Union of India 

and others (reported in (1994) 2 ArT 	120) ;where it was 

h1d that whiLe computing the indigit condition of the 
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j?rematurely retired/deceis& feirnilies; the amount give-i  is 

terminal oeneflts shouL3 not be taki into consideration 0  

It is also a fact that there are no provision for monthly 

eflslOfl in the event of their r€tiremt so far as 

are concerned. In the aforsajd premises, the order of 

rej ection under Ann exure_3 dated 15.4.2002 and %nn excurLN-44 

dated 13.6. 2002 are hereby quashed and the ReSjOfldents are 

hery directed to rcorIsider the case of the Applicant 

for providing him emp1oymit,on compssionate grounds, 

within a eriod of 90(ninety) days from the dce of teceijt 

Of a copy of this order. 

5. 	 In the result, thercre, this Od-çjinal 

Apliction is o110d leavina the 	ties Co ear their 

on cost 5 

(MANORAN.JAN M0H7NTY) 
MEI43ER(flJjILAL) 

KN M/CI, 


