e

oY

N WHE CENTRAL aD: INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL-LUCKNCW BECH
LUCKNCHW ,
Jdisc., Petition o. 337 of 19%2
Quae Moo 174 of 1991,
chd, Saleem S1CCitUL. i veeeseeneesssas Applicant,
Versus

The Union of India.& othtrS.eeeeseeees O30, sarties.

+le .. Jus%ice C.C.Srivasteva-V.C.

(By Hen'ble ro. Justice U.C.Srivastava'C

In this a_plicztion a short question is
nvolved and it cen be disgosed of atthe stage of

aCmission finally, ks the affidavits have been
,

]

exchenged. Th applicent's father Shri Abdul Haweed

ot
By
m
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a.pointcd eg Tailor - C in Ordinance Clothing

Factory Shahjshancur on 26.7.1961 anc é%s expired

on lst February, 1989. The mother of the auplicent

anc the wicdow of the deceased Smt, Kusma 2anoc

applied for pgensionary and other benefits which

were granted. Shz applizd for corpassionate anmoint-

ment, of his third son. It sppears that the Distric

Magistr ate Hardoi was asked to gubmit @ regort

in this kehalf and the District ‘agistrate Hardol
reported that the first son of thedecezsed Akdul -

gaywa is running a grocery shop an¢ earning

=

apysroximetely six thousands rupees per vear and

secend son Sri Akcdul (adir is also running Tailoring

sho;» anc¢ earning the same amount per year. The
deceased vas oﬁﬁng a residential house in which
& shog of Teiloring was running by hér second son

-ohd. {adir. His widow has been given Rs.56000/-

a5 benefit and getting salary pensicn at the rete

h

of Rs. €25/~ ser month Llus usual Dearness Jllowance
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As such taking intoc consideration the relevant
g

rulcs in this yehealf, theprayer ofthe a.plicant
for compassirnate appoinimeht wes rejected as when
the cdeceased died only the agplicant and his
mother were dependant on him, the two other sons

already earning menber and the mother toc has got

enought amount to maintain herself,

b}

In the relevant rules in view of thefazct
S
that there are two male merbers are earner§in the
,Q
family anc thefemily is not in streined :circumstan
ces. If Reilway res_onCent have comgpared the

relative merits of such compas:ionate appointment

an¢ notgave a prefercnce to theaosplicant, no
ol - oo ’

wrong has been committed by thep and: theyihave zpk

théreby not viodated the rule in thisbehalf and

k)

£find any merit in this

cr

accoxdingly we ¢ no
arolication which has got to pe rejected, but with
the observetion that the azplicant's name mey also

be regitered & in the register of such persons who

vait and if @l/other cases who have got the better

. X LD .
cleim and if the llsg)exhausted which contains the

&
nanes of those vhose case is better than thst of
o _ . AL
the 2..1icant whose cases axme & crv than that

of the ap-licant, his case ran also %e considerad
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Vice Chajirman.

:\Ray 21, 1992,



