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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : : HYDERABAD BENCH

®

o " AT HYDERABAD
0A.507/89 Date of decision ; 13-8-92
B.G. Sharma _5 : Applicant
AEersus

1. The Secretary
Min., of Defence
New Delhi

2. The Chief of Naval Staff
NHG, New Delhi

3. The Flag Officer Cémmanding-in-Chief
HQ, ENC, Visakhapatnam

4, The General Manager
Formerly Naval Armament Supply Officer
Naval Armament Depot

Visakhapatnam : Respondents

Counsel for the applicant : P.5.N, Murthy, Advocate

Counsel for the Respondents ! N.V. Ramana, S tanding Counsel
for Central Government

CORAM

HON. Mr., T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER(JUDL.)

(Order of the Single Member Bench delivered by
Hon. Mr. T. Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member (Judl.)
This is an application filed by the applicant herein under

Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, to direct the
respondents, te provide employment assistance to the son of the
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applicant; uhevls) one BY Venkata Rao.
2. The facts giving rise to this DA in brief may be stated

as follows :-

B. Gangadhara Sharmﬁ) was an

employee of Naval Armament Depot, Visakhapatnam, He retired

The applicant herein,r”li

Prqm service on 12-6-1385 on medical invalidation grounds. At
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the time of the retirement of S5ri B.G. Sharma, on medical
invalidation grounds, he was aged 52 years 9 months and 15 -days,
Tresaid B.G. Sharma, the applicant herein has his wife and two
sons B.VY. Venkata Rao and B.V. Kanakeswara Rao, who are all alive.
His two song B8.V. Venkata Rac and B.,VY., Kanakeswara Rao are
married and they are having their own Famllleg;ﬂ The applicant
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herein had put a'repressntatlon to appoint his son B8.V. Venkata
n

Reo on compassionate grounds in a suitable posts. The Ministry of

Defence considered the.said representation and rejected the same
in the month of April, 1986, In respect of the another repre-
sentation dated 10-3-1986 from the applicant, the applicantﬂggg;}}*
informed by the Naval Headquarters again on 2-6-1986 that the
decision in rejecting aasistan;&by means of appointment on com-
passionate grounds was conbeyed‘to the applicant by careful. -
consideration of the Ministry of Defence and that it was not
possible to re-open the said issue, ie, the issue with regard

to appointment of the said B.U. Venkata Rao, sgn ofizthe said

appllcant, on compassionate grounds. \ara Lakshmi, wife of the
o a—i'r,
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appllcantseems have appreached the Prime Minister of India,

the President of India and the Members of Parliament of the

Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha for prculdlng employmentvgﬁ com—
jmpudﬂgﬁkﬁv'

passionate grounds to the said VYenkata Rao, who is thenson GP

the applicant herein. After having failed in afl attempts to

secure an appointment on compassionate grounds to his son, the

applicant has Flled the present GA before this Tribunal on

3-7-1989 for the relleF as already indicated above.

3. Counter is filed by the respondents opposing this QA. &

This 0A was listed for hearlng on 3~ 8 1992, None were present

G- e

on behalf of the applicant and Mr, N.V, Ramana, Standing Counsel
for the respondents was present., As none were present and no
representation was there on behalf of the applicants on 3-8-92

A
we ordered this OA to be listed on 12-8-1992 for rejection.

T
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4, 0n 12-8-1992 also none were present on behalf of the
applicant and there was no repressntation on behalf of the
applicant, Mr, V., Rajeswara Rao, for Mr. N.V. Ramana, Standing
counsel for the respondents was present and he reported ready
and we heard in part Mr. V. Rajeswara Rao for Mr. N.V. Ramana,
and the case was adjourned to today for continuation of hearing.
Now the time is 3,20 p.m. Ue have heard Mr, V. Rajeswara Rao
for Mr, N.V. Ramana, in full, Neong¢have turned up till now today
also on behalf of the applicant, There is also no representa-
tion on behalf oFrtha applicant, It is quite evident that the
applicant is not at all interested in the prosecution of this
DA, We have gone through the material that is placed before us
in this OA éné—aﬁta&-ge@ﬁe&% and after hearing Mr, V¥V, Rajeswara
Rao for Mr, N.,VY., Ramana, Standing Counsel for the respondents,
we proceed to dispose of this OA on merits.
5, When the Department is satisfiad that the condition of the

Pamily is.in indigent and is in great distress, the benefit of

. compassionate appointment may be extended to the Government

servant, retired on medical grounds, Itiis needless to point
out that in ex09ptional‘cases, son, daughter or near relative
of the Government servant who retired on medical grounds can be
S S N ' :
provided on compassionate grounds, It is only when the Depart-
ment dee;; fit in the .context of the impecunious situation of
the family thét relaxation of age limit is allowed and after
taking into consideration the other aspects that compassionate
appointment is to be provided by the cepartment, These are all
matters an which the Department has to bestouw its attentién and
arrive at a decision.
6, As could be:seen Prom the counter filed by the respondents
and which fact is also not in dispute, towards petirement
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benefits the said B.5. Sharma had received a sum of [5,20,000,

It ig also not in dispute that the applicant, B.G. Sharma ﬁ@:»*
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also receiving a sum of Rs.424/- p.m. towards his pension. As
already pointed out, while narrating the facts giving rise to
this 0A, the apnlicant has two married sons,., From Annexure-R2
appended to the counter of this DA, is a certificate issued by
Mandal Revenue 0Office, VYisakhapatnam, it becomes amply evident
that the, said B.V. Venkata Rao, for whom the applicant seeks an
appointment on compassionate grounds and B.V, Kanakesuafa Rao
are earning members, The said B.V. Venkata Rao is_said to be
working on daily wanges and earning fs.10/- per day uwhereas the
second sopn B.V. Kanakeswara Rao is earning by way of tuitions
5,200/~ per month, While accepting the fact that both the sons
of the app%icant are earning members, it would be absurd to say
that Venkata Rao is earning only fs.10/- per day on daily wages
in a toun like Uisakhapatném. It is unbelievable that the
second son Kanakeswara Rap is earning'only.%.ZGD/— per month,
As a matter aof Tact, the earning should he mﬁch more than point-
ed cut in the said certificate of the MRO. Before making any
appointment on compassionate grounds, the competent authorify
as already pointed out has to satisfy itself that the grant of
this concessiocn is justi?iéd, As both the sons of the applicant
are garning, members, they should be a source of suppopt to the
applicant herein and to his wifeg alse. As we are satisfied that
both the sons are earning members of the family, we do not think
that thE respondents are in no way obliged to provide compas-
sipnate appointment to t he said Venkata Rac, san of the

applicant herein,

7. The fact that is a serious limitation in regard to appoint-

uent on compassionate grounds cannot be disputed. Appointment
on compassionate grounds éénnot exceed 14.45% in Group-C and
4,5% in Group-D posts against regular vacancies arising in a
talendar year. This puts much constraint on the Department in

pvoviding appointment in cases of retirement on medical
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invalidaticn grounds. As already pointed out, it is only
in exceptionai cases, appointment on compassionate grounds
can be provided with regard to cases af retirement on medical
invalidation grounds. In.view of the fact that both the sons
are earning members and the applicant is receiving a pension
of Rs.424/- pem., and the applicant hs also received a sum of
Ris.20,000 towards his retirement benefits, it cannot be said
that the Circle Selection Committee, Wwhich has considered the

case of the said Venkata Rac, son of the applicant_for appoint-
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ment on compassionate grounds has come tofﬁﬂaﬁbinion;tha¢ is ar-
B T T il s L s T e T e :

%;Druﬁgmﬁgiﬁféh of the Circle Selection Committee based
on- the said grounds is invalid. It is not open for this
Tribunal to substitute its opinion for the opinion of the

Circle Selection Committee uhile,ﬁ@fcle Selection Committee
T O el .

seems to have acted in fair and ¢esord@blBf menner, So we do 7
not see any valid grounds to interfere in this case. Hence,

the applicant is not_gmtitled to the relief as prayed Fof by
Yoedde Yo ~—

him. Hence, the 0A isndismissed and is accordingly dismissed

leaving both the parties to bear their own costs.
7 - ¢
(T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY) 5
Member (Judl.) i

Dated : 13th RUQ, G52 Dy.Registrar(
Dictated in the Open fourt 1
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Copy to:=-
. The Secretary, Ministry of Defence, New Delhi.

2. The Chief of Naval Staff NHQ, New Delhi.

3. The Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief, HQ, ENC, Visakhapatnam.

4, The General Manager Formerly Naval Armanent Supply Officer
Naval Armament Depot, Visakhapatnam,

5, One copy to Sri, P,S.N.Murthy, advocate, 58-1-197 Rajashree
Nilayam, Butchirajupalem, Visakhapatnam-27.

6, One copy to Sri. N,V.Ramana, Addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.

7. One spare copy. o
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0.A.No.

T.A.No, (WPxNp—- - = ™)
Admitted and interim directions
issued

Allowed. o . L

Disposell of with di magministiatm-ﬁlblnai
U piSmissed D_ESPATCH

Dismissed as withdrbwn | & SEP1992

Dismissed \for default

HYDERABAD BENCH.
M.A.Urdere ke jected - .

- < No~Orders as to costs,.

“ pvm, i T &






