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CENTRAL .ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BENCH

Date of decision: 7-7-1993

Original Application No.167 of 1993 |

CH Badhuvankunchi - Applicant

M/s PK Muhammed & Sivadas 00 -  Counsel for the
4 : applicant
- V.

1. The Director, '
Central Plantation Crops Research
Institute, Kasaragod-670 124,
Kerala.

2., Senior Administrative Officer,

Central Plantation Crops Ressarch
Institute, Kasaragod, Kerala- .
670 124.

3. Union of India,
represented by the Secretary,
- ICAR, Krishi Bhavan,

New Delhi-110 001, _ - Respondents
Mr UP Kunhikulaya - -Counsel for the
‘ :espondents
CORAM

HON'BLE MR N DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER
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N Oharmadan, Judicial Membar

This appiication has_baen filed undsr Section 19 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act challenging Annexure-D
order passed by the Seﬁior Admipistrative Officer rejecting
the pequest fPor a compassionate éppointmént.

2. The applicant, the son of deceased CH.Mohammed, who
died on 19.10.1384 while working as Supporting Staff Grade-I

(Ma zdoor) in Central Plantation Crops Research Ihstitute,
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Kasafagdd was a minor at that tima. -His mother approached ths ..
‘authorities for getting financial éséistance by'grénting aﬁpoint-
ment on compassionate grawhas} Abcqrding to.the:applicant; £he‘
respondents have bromiéed to give a cbmpassidﬁatavéppainéhent
.Porvthe applicant on attaining méturity, On attéining matuE;Ey;
‘,tha applicant also requestad for a compaasiahétegappointmeﬁtQ
The'reqﬂeét was not Pavqufably,considered, bdt.as per the
| impugned order Annexure-D an amount of %JSBGC/~‘w53‘sanctioﬁed
and ;aid'to the mother of tha appiicant ‘touards-campéssinnata
fund'. It was made clear in the aéder-fhat no cohﬁassibnate
éppbimtment can bé g;ante& to tne'abplicaﬁt as claimed in fhe
0.A. when a further requeét was Piled by épplicant;s'mother

for same relief, it was also rejected as per Annexure-E order.

3.  Respondents havé filed a detailed reply denying all -
the,avérments and allegatiqné in,the.B.A‘ Dn.¥he'death of |
the Pather of the applicé;t, the Pollowing benefits were
granted to thé'family of_the deéeaged.soverqmant empidyee.

W _ - :
1. DCRG(Death) gratuity Rs.1,741.70

2. Group Insurance Rs.5,000.00 -
3. GPF Balance amount Rs.609.00

4, Monthly Pension - Rs.80.00
It is further stated that uhen the matter of grant of
compassionate appointment was referred to the Committee, the

Committee felt that a grant of Rs,5000/- as ex-gratio out of

E

fund to the midaﬁAnf late Mohammed would satisfy the require=-
ments and the said'amount has already been granted to the
applicant's mother. After receiving the said amount, the

applicant is not entitled to get Purthef appointment on
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. compassionate ground. If it is alloued it would émoﬂnt to

granting of a double benefits on cumpassionéte ground.
’ ,

4.,  On a careful consideration of the édntantions raised
in this D.A, and the sfatements in. the reély statemeht, I am
not inclined ta<a§cegt the'conténtian of the apblicént Por
grant of compassionate appointment in the bagk ground af tﬁe
facts %tated by the respondents in thé reply. The impugned
q:der'sﬁeéificglly states that.énAamoupt of %.5000/; was
sanctioned.aad paid to thegnother a?'£hé gpplicaﬁﬁ, takimg.
into consideration the indigent ciqcumsta&ces of the familf.
This'is not denied by the appiicant. The very purpose of grant
af'ﬁﬁ!assiﬁqate appointment is to give Pinéncial aasistance _
t& the ﬁamiiy of fﬁe deceaééd Goyernmeht employee tb get

over the indigent circumstances created on account of the

untimely death of the Government servant faving the family in

indigent circumstances. In the instant case, the Department
had considered the circumstances qf‘thevfamily and granted
financial assistance. After accepting the same without any

objection, Purther claim for appointment cannot be made. Since

the said financial benefit has alréady been received by'thé

familf as indicated«above; the applicant has no fuf;hér right
to claim éppointmemt. I am of the viau'thét.theképpiiéanﬁﬁ;<
has ndlganuine grigvénce;

5. In this view oé the.matter, I do. not Pind ény supstance ‘

in the 0.A, which is to be rejected.:‘l do sa. No casts.

( N DHARMADAN |
JUDICIAL MEMBER
. 7.7.1993
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List of Amnexuhes

1. Annexure=-D

4 2. Annaxure-t

True copy of communication sent by

respondent=2 to the applicant's mother
dated 7.11.1990 ‘
True copy of. communication sent by .

respondent-3 to the applzcantfs mother
dated 25 11.1992 ‘
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