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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
 NEW BOMBAY BENCH :
NEW BOMBAY- 400614

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO,713/88°

‘Bhandari Pancham Mahate -~ .

House No,131, Pashan -

.Taluka Haveli

Pune 411023 - ' . .. Applicant
v/s.

1+ Union of India =
through Secretary -
Ministry of DeFence
New Delhi

2. National Defence Academy

through Commandant
P0. NDA Khadakuasla . . '
Pune 411023 o .. Respondents

Coram: Hon! ble Shri Justice U € Srivastava, V C
’ Hon'ble Shri M Y Priolkar, Member (A)

.

. Coram:’

Shri A. 5h1Vade ' N ; o
Advocate : o
for the ﬂpplmcant ’ '

Shri R K Shetty -, , '. - e
Advacate : R o

. faor the respondents

QRAL_JUDGMENT | ‘54' . DATED: 1-5-1991
(PER: U C_Srlvastava, VeC.) - ‘ :

‘The father -of the applicant was warking in the

-

National Defence. Academy (NDA) as a Suseper and expired oh

lsth July 1986 i.e., just 2 years before his superannuation

retifement, The mpther of the appiicant had applied for
compassicnate appointmentvéor her son., It aépears thaf
somé informéiion was called for for considering the com-
passionaie aﬁpo;nthent} It was admitﬁed that one of her

sons who uwas eﬁplbyed is staying separately for all

purposes. Theg applicant was informed that the Départment
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afg based on dlfferent factd - the Facts oF the case

-7 -

is considering the appointment of the applicant on

compassionate grounds and he ucpked for about 3 months.
Thereafter he uas not given any appointment and did not -
keep him in app01ntment The epplicant has challenged
the. Same on the ground that as a matter of Fact he is .
entitled for ccmpassionaie appointment as per rules.
The matter was considered and i# was fourd that the
mcther of the applicant is.dde tdfreﬁire in 3July 1993
and is drawing her payé&in eddition tw which she'isliﬁ
receiptvdf family pension and it was under these '
circumstances the app;iCaﬁion daé rejected, ﬁ
Legrned counsel for the applicant made.
reference to Supreme Court decision in Smt . Sushma
Gosain & otheTs V., Unlon of India & others,. SC 1976.

Though the prop051tlcn laid doun by Supreme Court

©
befare us are leFerent. The facts in that case were

that the appllcant was . a widou and had passed the Trade
test the rejectlon of appllCatlon was ln v1eu oF ban
subsequently imposed on the app01ntment oF Ladles td post
which denlal of app01ntment was held arbltrary. In the
pfeSent case the Facts are'diFFErent and a sceaking order
was passed taking into con81derat10n the 01rcums$ances. |

We do not find any ground faor compa531onate
appcintment in vieu of the Speaklng c;der passed. Houever;
;n Vieu_oF the fact ﬁﬁat the applicadt was given three

months appointment, it would be desirable that whenever

" a vacancy arises, the case_OF'adplicant may also be

" considered along with others for the same job or soms Other
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‘ suitable post to which he may be found to be eligible-

v
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With the above observations the application is
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rejected with no order as to costs.

- { MY Priolkar ) | . {(UC Srivastapa )



