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Jodhpur: This the 7th day of May[ 2007. 

HON'BLE ~1R. R.R. BHANDARI, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 

Jagdish Lal i"'ieena S/o Shri Heera ial aged 23 years1 R/o Village. 

Kachotia 1 District Chittorgarh 1 Shri Heera Lal Ex. GDS BP)vl, 

Post Office Village Kachotia 1 District Chittorgarh. 

By Mr. Vijay f\1ehta, AdvocateF for the appliant. 

Versus 

1. Union of India .through the Secretary to the 
Government! i'-1inistry of Communication 
(Department of Posts) .• Sanchar Bha1Nan,New DeihL 

2. Chief Post fv'laster General, Rajasthan Circle,Jaipur. 

compassionate appointment to the applicant. 

2. The factual matrix of the case as brought out _in the 

O.A. and as argued by the learned Advo~ate for applicant, is as 

under : 

/-\pplicanes father Shri Heera Lai died on 10.11. 2003 

while in service with the respondents. The applicant applied for 

' -
compassionate appointment which was not considered by the r-r respondents and conveyed vide letter dated 27.8. 2004. The 
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with t"l.A. 136/2005. The O.A. was disposed of vide order dated · 

9.5.2006 (Annex.A/2). In the decision1 the impugned order 

dated 27.8.2004 was quashed and the respondents were 

directed to re-consider the case of the applicant for grant of 

compassionate appointment in accordance with the ruies 

keeping in view the observations made in the order. 

3. The deceased Government servant is survived with 

.JNidow, t\r"JO sons and four married daughter-s. It was brought 

out that elder son is residing 

monthly income of Rs. 10,000/-. 

4. Based on the directions in the 

respondent No. 2, the Chief Post Master General, Rajasthan 

Circle1 Jaipur, issued order dated 20.7.2006 quoted as 

impugned order by the applicant in the present O.A. The 

iearned advocate for the applicant argued that the impugned 

order has not taken care of the directions given by this Tribunai 

on 9. 5. 2006. As per the learned ad·v·ocate1 the respondents 

were directed to re-consider the case in accordance with the 

rules and only (i) eligibility condition and (ii) indigency of the 

family should have been considered. 

5. The learned advocate for respondents have submitted , 

a counter to the O.A. and it was brought out that in compliance 

with the orders of this Tribunal the matter was fuliy examined 

by the Circle Relaxation Committee and it did not find the case 
. 

worth consideration. It was also_ pointed out that the 

compassionate appointment is not a matter of right. As far as 
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deceased employee expired after attaining the age of 57 years . 

The famiiy has its own house and also has arable land of 4.09 

hectares. The applicanfs brother is a Government servant and 

is drawing a salary of 101009/- per month. The family has no 

liabilities like marriage of daughters and education of children 

and as such, after objective assessment of the condition of the 

family 1 the respondents did not find the farnily in any indigent 

condition. On the directions of this Tribunal rendered on 

.,, 9. 5. 2006t the Circle Relaxation Cornmittee re-considered the 

case and again found that the family is not. in any indigent 

condition. The impugned 'order at Annex. A/1 gives the details 

of the decision of Circle Relaxation Committee which__;d:;~ 
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The brief facts of the case are that Shri --..'&rarol:ai·J.~._ 
f'-1eena, Ex. GDS BPM Kachotiya expired on 10.11 ..... -v· .j 

leaving behind \NidoV-j1 t\o\IO married sons and five 
married daughters. He was due to retire on 11.5.2011 
at the age of 65 years. The family of the deceas~d got 
terminal benefits of Rs. 48,000/-. Other asset & 
source of income ln the farnily are that there is 1/3rd 

·· share of 4.09 Hectare agricu ltun;1! land and income of 
Rs. 151500/- is being derived from there yeariy as 
certified by Patwari Kachotiya and verified by SDI (P) 
Pratapgarh. There is own house to live in by the 
family. Besidesi this eider son of the deceased namely 
Shri Kanhiya la I Meena is empioyed as a teacher in 
Government school. rle is reported living separately 
1Nhose income is approximately Rs. 101000/- per 
month. As per separate ration card of Shri Kanhiya Lal 
!Vieena, there are five members in his family including 
himself. The case of the applicant was considered by 
Circle Relaxation Committee met on 17.8.2004 and 
not found indigent hence rejected. The decision of the 
CRC vJas communicated through SPOs Chittorgarh on 
20.8.2004. Being aggrieved with decision of the CRC, 
Shri Jagdish Lal !vteena filed OA in Hon 1ble CAT Bench 
Jodhpur an~ got direction for -reconsideration of the 
case. 

In the light of decision of the Hon 1ble CAT, the case 
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has been reconsidered. As per the policy of the 
department suitable job in GDS cadre is to be offered 
to Ol!e dependent of GDS official who dies while in 
service leaving family in indigent circumstances 
subject to the condition appiicable to reguiar employee 
who die while in service. Such employment to the 
dependent should hmt.Jever be given only on very hard 
and exceptional cases. It is thus· not necessary to 
offer appointment in all the cases as a matter of right. 
When there is already earning member in the famiiy 
who is living separately and not rendering any 
financia I assistance to the main family 1 the request for 
compassionate appointment is to be examined by the 
Circle Relaxation Committee on merit of each case 
keeping in view, the asset and liability position of the 
family of the deceased. In this case there. is no 
liability 'Of li!arriage and education of children. There is 
extra source of income through agricultural iand as 
certified by the Pahvari of the village. In case the elder 
son does not render assistance to the widovv of the ex 
GDS BP!\;1 even then there is income to survive. 

In vie~J of foregoing 1 the Committee does not find the 
case ap indigent even after reconsideration hence the 
sa me is reiected." , l • 
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'·. ~· on recbrd as well as the arguments advanced by the 
~ ·,/'' I 

·_,_ "''"'·"-~ .. · . lea-r.re{ advocates
1 

it is concluded that the Cirde 

Relaxation Committee has re-considered the case in 

the iight of this Tribunal•s order given in OA No. 

300/2005 and has covered the various issues; There is 

nothing new broi..1ght out in this application. The O.A. 

has hardly any force and !s, ther.efore1 dismissed with 

no order as to costs. 

jrm 

(R.R.Bhandari) 
l\dmv. rJ1ember 
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