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A - IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL JODHPUR BENCH
' : : JODEH'P U R

S : o : ' DATE OF ORDER : 8.4.99

’-~O.A.NO;.206/1997

) ‘ o
N

_ Abdul Manan S/o (Late)Shri Abdul Rahman (Driver'Grade 11, Heavy‘
Water Plant, Kota), By caste Muslim (2Ansari), R/o Hat Chowk,
Rawatbhata. ‘

" +v....APPLICANT
Mr.Ram Kishore Soni, for applicant. . '

VERSUS

Qﬁi 1. - Union of India -through the Secretary,; Atomic Energy,
: Secretariat, South, Block, New Delhi.

2. Chief Administrative: Officer, Atomic Energy, Chatrapati
Shivaji Marg, Mumbai.

v . '{ : © .3, The Chief Executive Officer, Heavy Water Board, Vikram

Bhawan, Atomic Energy Nagar, Mumbai.

4, The General"Manager, Heavy ﬁbter Plant, PO Anushakti,

; Via Kota. ”
- 5. The 'Administrative Officer, iHeavy Water Plant, PO -

f - N . Anushakti Via Kota.

. : . . ce...RESPONDENTS
.. Mr.Ramesh Singh,Adv.Brief Holder for ' )

. ) Mr Vineet Mathur, for respondents. » :
" Y . 3 ceacce
. CORAM

!

- "Hon'ble Mr..A.K;Misray Judicial Member

Hon'ble Mr. N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member

ORDER

(PER MR, A.K.MISRA) .

The Applicant has filed this O. A w1th the. prayer that

_ ‘the Orders Annex. A/1 and A/2 passed by the respondents be quashed .
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2. A

and the reépondents be directed to éoﬁsider the Ease of the
applicant afresh for appointment on -compassionafe ground and
appoint.the épplicanf with all conééquen?iai benefits.
2. + Notice of the O.A. was given to the respondents who have
filed their reply in which it is stated by the gespondentS'that'
after examinid§ it was found that applicant'ﬁs not entifled to be
apppinted on épmpassionate ground -because he had received
,_financia]'beﬁefits under various schemes and the size of the
T - family was not -large enough to claim 'any' benefit unde?“ the

__8cheme.

3. . 'The applicant had filed the rejoinder to the reply.
. \\ -
\;' . 4, ~ ,.-We 'have heard the learned counsel for the parties. and

u L .. . ;’f,l .
“rs .gonge-through the case file.
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5. ihe‘father‘ofrthe applicant died dﬁfing service. On his
death, financial benefité'underlvarious heéds to the tune of Rs.
_ 1,76,000/5 waé given té the applicant. At the time of death of:
his fathef the applicant -had named only himself és the dependant,
therefore, after coﬁsiéering his éase, alfamily pensioh of Rs.
765/~ was granted to him by the.réspondents. This pension is

.now revised to 2,704/— which the applicant- is getting. The

i

applicant has stated in his peFition.that hé spent the éﬁtire
money at the time of:the mafriage of_hié sister bu£ this is no
groﬁnd wﬁich can be coﬁsideredifpr,providiné an oppoftuﬁit& to
the appliéant for compasgionate appointmeht. After having
,réceived the financial benefits, the applicant was fé regulate
his'finaqciai affair in a pruaent manner. We do not know whether -

he ‘was extravagant'in spending the money in the marriage of his

oo



“t8 the “Bpplicant.

sister. " If it.was so; the applicant “#s to thank himself. The
applicant is said to be married in the life time‘ofyhié father.
It was also argued that:if éompassionate appoiﬁtment is not
granted to the applicaﬁt, fhe apblicant, his wife and his
children may starve  but we are not impressed—by this argument.
Compassionate appointment is.prévid;a to a penurioﬁs family so
that it méy survive during difficult time and maj tidﬁ:over the
less of an earhing memboer. Tre applicant was as per his on declaration a sole
saviver of his father. At the most he and his sister could be said to
be survivers of his father} With a sum éf Rs. 1,70,000/- and a
adrput '
family pension oflgs. 2,700/-, the .applicant cannot be:' said to be

in penurious circumstance. In our opinion, it is not a fit case

/,;?$§5g§i?h benefit of compassionate appoiqtment could be extended
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6. ‘}IEf has been very clearly laid down by the Hon'ble
: .w

Y

> N/ . . , L
o o Supren@“/Court that provisions relating to compassionate

iy, : ' ‘
,.Béintment cannot be allowed to be invoked for seeking

appointment. Tﬁis benefit can_dnly'be extended to a family who
may starve to death in absence'bf:sueh benefit being extended to
it, therefore, tﬁe applicant . ;;ggét as of right claim to be
appointed on compassionate groude'TTheFetis nothing on record to
show that the applicant is in such a poor financial state that he
cannot survive. By getting about 2700/- rupees as ﬁamily.pension,
the applicant is getting almost a sum équél fo a Group 'D'

employee. Therefore, in our opinion, this is not a fit case in

which any indulgence can be shown.

7. The case, in our opinion, bears no merit and deserves to
be rejected and is hereby rejected with no orders as to cost.
éfg”“jiﬁfﬁ”;’“ o ) - 29““wa5&ﬁﬁ

N
(N.P.NAWANT) - O , (A.K.MISRA)
Admv .Member R ' ' Judl .Member

+MEHTA
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