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Applicant's father, Gopal.K.sanil died on

27/2/97 leaving behind a widow and two sons., The widow
is stated to be step hother of the applicant. The
: applicant applied for compassionate appointment, but the
same has been rejected by respondent Nos. 1 to 3.
rRespondents 4 and 5 are impleaded since he wants
protection from eviction from the quarters.
3. respondents 1 to 3 have filed reply stating
that the applicant is not.entitled for compassionate
appointment and the request has been rightly rejected
by the administration,

Respondent Nos.4 and 5 have filed reply stating
that the applicant is not entitled to continue in the
quarter ana they have initiated éction under the Public
Premises Act (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants)Act 1971
for evicting &pplicant before the appropriate Forum,

4, The applicant"s cdaim for compassionate
appointment has been rejec;ed by administration on two
grounds. fhe first ground;ihat his Brother is g ainfully
employed and other ground is the widow of the deceased has
not'given "No objecﬁion". |

Arguments of applicant's counsel is that inspite
of these two points, he is still entitled to be considered
for compassionate appointment. It is also argued that
respondents have not followed 1993 guidelines,

S. . After hearing both the sides, I find that the
applicant has not made 6ut any case for admitting the 0Oa
or for granting any relief,

compassionate appointment is not a mode of
recruitment particularly when people are standing in gqueue
in the open market forvlong time. This Compassionate
appointment is a concession given to families of official;

who die in harness subject to certain conditions. It is

not a vested right which can be claimed.Whether in a
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herself applied for compassionate appointment. May be
thére is differencg between the applicant and his
Step Mother and wwe the step Mother till today has
not civen”no objectioﬁ'to the applicant to obtain the
job gy compassionate appointment, The view of the N
Competent Authority is that a member of the family dex
who geté this appointment must support the entire family.
When the mother herself does not want to give“No Objection”
in applicant's favour, it shows that all is not well
between the applicant and step mother and personally she
feels that he may not support her.

In the circumgtances, the administration
feels even on this ground the applicant is not entitled
to compassionate pppointment, thig Tribunal cannot sit

in appeal over the decision of the Competent Authoritye

8. I am also not impressed by the argument of

learned counsel for applicant about not following 1993
guidelines}as already stated that compassionate appointment
claim is not a vested legal right in favour of the

applicant. It ié:éoncession extended by CGovernment to

help a family which is in distress due to the death of

a breadwinner, If the circumstances show that the family

is not in distress then the applicant cannot sclaim
compassionate appointment as a vested legal right. The
respondents have pointed out that the widow has received

all the terminal benefits and igs receiving family pension,
since the widow has received the terminal benefits, and

is receiving family pension and the elder son is gainfully
employed, and the widow has not givenhno objéctioﬂ‘to the
gpplicant forvcompaseionate appointment, in these circumstances,
I do not find any illegality has been commlttai72)?%?6éﬂ€Aéh€h@Ilty
call for interference by this Tribunal.

9. _ As_fa? as continuing;:he quarters is concerned,
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no case has been made out by the applicant for getting
compassionate appointment., It is also brought to my
notice that action has been taken against the applicant

under PPAct and law will take its own course.

10. In the result, the application is rejected
at admission stage, Intérim ordeyx passed in this
case dated 10/9/98 and continuned from time to time is

hereby vacated, No order as to costs,.
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