IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A. No. 589/90
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DATE OF DECISION_13.7.91.

.

Applicant (s)

m/s 0.V. Radhakrishnan‘ Advocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus ‘
Chairman, Circle Ralaxation . Respondent (s)

Committee, Kerala Circle, Tum.
and three others.

Mr. '?'A‘ Abdul Hassanm, ACGSC Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM: . *.
The Hon'ble Mr. S .P. Mukerji _ Vice Chairman
The Hon’ble Mr. N, Dharmadan Judicial Mem ber_'

AeN o

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? \/"l
"To be referred to the Reporter or not? WO

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?"v

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? r» '

JUDGEMENT

SHRI N. DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

‘This applicstion was filed for a compassionate
appm'intmant to the first applicant, who is the som of Late

Shri S. Antonly, Selection Grade "ailman, who died in harness

- while working im Sub-Record Bffice, Kottarakkara. The sacond

applicant is the wife of Late Antonly. Antony died on 4.12.88 Cj_
. . ' e . "

due to heart attack while im service as a Class IV employee. &j

He left behind him his wife and three children including the

first applicant.

2. It is admitted that the second appliceant is emplaoyed

in a Group 'D' pest even when Antony expired in 1988 and
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she is getting a salary of Rs.875/-. 1In addition
to this amount she is also getting a family pension
of ‘Rs. 475/~ bar'hensum dué,to Antony. These amounts,
according to the-appuicént, are not sufficient
to meet the family expenses. Thajfamily is in pathetic
condition requiring scme financial assistance from
the Government. Hencse, the first applicent filed
Annexure-Al dated 12.12.88, for getting a compassion-
-ate appointment for him, but it was rejected as per
Annexure A2. (=2 Annexure A3 has been filed before
the Director General by the second applicant as on
appeal for re-consideration of the .matter. It is
that &
at that stagelgthe.applicants approached this
Tribunal and filed this application with the following
prayerg;
"1. To direct the respondents to give the

first appliant suitable appointmet under

the Departmaent under the scheme for com-

passionaste appointment to the dependents

of Government servants who die in harnesss

2. To grant such other reliefs which this

Hon'ble Tribunal may deem Pit just and

proper in the circumstances of the cass."
3. The respondents in the counter affidavit

submitted that the Pamily of the applicants is not

in . indigent circumstances. Immediately on the death
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of Antony a sum of R$.23,275/- was paid to'the
?amiiy towards the dea;h-cum-rezirement grgtuity.

A Purther sum df_%.10,868/- was also disbursed

to the family'being the amount payabia under the

Cehtral Goyernmant Employegs' Insurance Schems.

The uidog'qf'nntony:uasvalso sanctionad a sum of

Rse 475/~ Pl&s‘?éarnesé Allowance par mon#b as Pamily
pe reion. She iéiifi;}emplqyed as a Group 'D' employee
in the Postal Deparpmént,.on a monthly salary of

Rs.1200/~. Hence, accor@ing to tﬁe.rQSpondenﬁs thg
family of the applicants is not in indigent circum-
stan;es for getting compassionate appointment on
account of the death of Antony. The Circle Relaxation
Committee conéidafad all thésevaspects and rejected
tha'cléim. Annexure:%3f appeal 1 is being examined

by the 3rd raépondapt.

4. ; - When ths matter came up for hearing we
requested the learned counsel appearing an behalf
of the respbndents, to asceftain>and submit the
present stage of the disposal of the ;ppeal,
Annexure-A3, filed by the second gppiicant.

' Accordingly, the }eé?ned counsel for tb7&espondents,
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produced the order disposing all the appeal

alonguith the statement dated 19th Jume, 1991.

The relevant portion f§‘reads as follows:

S.

" 1 am directed to refer to youjoffica
D.0. letter No. Rectt./7-10/89 dated

10.12.90 on the above subject and to

say that ths cass of Shri A.V. Prasannan.

son of late Shri S. Antony for employment
has:sbeen considered but rejected. As per
rules such appointment can be given to

a dependent of -the Government servant who
dies while in service lsaving behind his
Pamily in indigent circumstances with no
sgurcs of incoms. In this case widow of

the ex-official is smployed in Deptt. of
posts -and getting Rs,1126/- per manth.

A sum of Rs.34,000/- has also been paid

to her in tha shape of terminal benafits
besides Pamily pension @ Rs.475/- p.m. In

the absence of indigent circumstance case

has been rejected by the Selection Committee.
It is alsp presumed that intimation regarding
re jection of the case was duly sant to the
applicant particularly after submission of
representation dated 25.04.39, to the
Directorate. o

2. A reply to ths sponscring authority

has already been givan(copy anclosed).
The CAT may bs informed accordingly."

The applicants have not challenged this

order. This order indicates that the second

applicant ig employed and she is getting a monthly

salary. of %.1125/—. Sha is an eafning member of

the family even at the time when Antony expired

in 1988. According to GI, Department of Personnel

and Training OM No. 14014/6/86-Estt(D) dated

30.6.1987, compassionge appointment uill'ua

givan only when the Government is satisfisd that the
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Governmgnt servant who did%in harness leaving his
fanily in immedisats need of assistance when there is
no other earning member in the family. Since the
second applicant, the wife oé the Government Employes,
late Antony, is an sarning ﬁamber of the family even

at the time of desath of Antony in 1988 the family in

this case cannot be considered to be tin immediate

need of any assistance by way of compassionate

"appointment. The Circle Relaxation Committes considered

this aSpect and rejected the claim. Under these facts

ayd circumstances, we are 6? thé viéu that the‘family
is not in an indigent position so és to be eligipla

fa; a compassionate appointment for the first applicaﬁt
as claimed ih this application.

6. In théﬁresult, we sae no merit in the

. . (

application. It is liable to be rejected. Accordingly
ué do so.

7. The apglication is, therefore, dismissed.

There will be no order as to costs.

H

Mo I GEs
(N Dharmadan) (5B Muker ji)
" Judicial Member Vice-Chairman



