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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBURAL :HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

]

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.884/92

DATE OF JUDGEMENT: 9 3 FEB.,1993

Between

Smt S.Satyagnana Prasocnamba | ee Applicant

and

1. Centrsl Board of Excise & Customs
Government of India

represented by its Secretary L
NEW DELHI _ .

2. Principal Collector of Central Excise
Lal Bahadur Stadium, Basheerbagh

Hyderabad
3. The Collector ofCentral Exc1se

Visakhapatnam o s Respondents
Counsel for the Applicant i

|
i: Mr N,Ram Mghan Rao

Counsel for the Respondents :: Mr M.Jégan\Mohan Reddy

CORAM: E

HON'BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER({JUDL,)

JUDGLMENT : _ 5
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This is an application filed under section 19 of
the Centrgl Administrative Tyibunals Act, to diﬁect the

il . I
respondents to provide an appointment on compassicnate

grounds in favour of Sri s. Saiji Rao, who is the second son
of the applicant and to pass such other orders as may deem

fit and proper in the circumstances of the case.{
|
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2, ‘The facts giving rise to this 0a in brlef are

_ . |
as follows:
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The aprllcant s husband (1ate) Sri SKP Bhimasena
Ra0 diﬂd cn 13, 9 89 while he was in service ab Inspector

of Ceptral Excise in Viskhapatnam. The applicen submitted
HH é Eepresentation on 7.11.89 requesting;for compa551onate

| . !
appoi?tment in favour of her second son whlch was rejected z

|
by thé respordents vide their letter dated F12012/7/91-AC.

III.BlHated 31,10.91, So, the present OA isifiled for the

rellel &8 already 1ndlccted above.

4, E | Today we have herrd Mr N.Ram Mohan*Rao counsel for
| |

the ap plicant ond Mr Jagan Mohan Reddy, Counsel for the
responhents. } ‘ |
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5. "' My learned prodecessor Hon'ble Sri CJ Roy,

vide h:s oroers dated 4,.1,93, had called for counter from

et ————— = _—

the regpondEnts. The same had not been flleo|by the recponden
as .
till date, After hesring both 51oes,éthls ' oA can be

I

ouL -
decided with the counter, we proceed to uecide this CA

on merirs ir. the admission stage itself, as sufficient

N . |
materiﬂi is available on record.
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téour notice that the eldest son of the applicant

is emp%oyed and is married; but it is contended that he is
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Druing the admlsslon hearing of this'OA, it was ‘

|

|

b

1] |

Wupdrutelj. It is a€m1fted hy the learned counsel | E
for the%applicant that the sole daughter of thg applicant lf
got marfied during the life-time of her fatherkapplicant's '
husband}} and living separately. $So, the.familg as on

today, %s left over w&h only with the_applicant and her

second ?on Saiji Rac. It was also brought to éur notice
k ‘ i

that thé applicant's second son, Sri Saiji Rao;during the
1

year, 1989 was in the Second Year Law and that as on date

he{iﬁb ciallfleo in law. From the perusal of the reccrds and
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relevant Govt. instructions on the subject, it is clear

that the scheme for compassionate appointment is applicable
[

onHy toc a son, or daughter or near relative of the
\

Government servant who dies in harness when there is

no,bther esrning member in the family. As already pointed
|
out; it is not in dispute that the applicant (widow

of mate Sri SKP Bhimasena Rao)has only two sons andﬁhat
the flrst son is employed and living separately and is said to
be not looking after the applicant and her second son. The

fattﬁthat the only daughter of the applicant also has

got married is not in dispute. Though the first son is
married, he does not cease to be a member of the family;

As siuch, this is & case where there is an earning member
[

in the family and so the general provisicns in the Governmen

instrpctions do not apply.

!

; It may alsc be pointed out that the seheme relating
|

to ccﬁpassionate appointment is for auieviafing the hard-

7-

ship *hat may be caused to the family of a Government
“
who suddenly diejwhile in service, It is to compensate

the igevitable circumstances of the family that the

|
proviﬁgon for compassicnate appointment of his son,
daughter or nesr relative is made, So, it has got to be

|
seen whether the family in this case is in distress and
\

Lo .
in indagent circumstances so as to warrant an appointment
|

on comﬁassionate grounds,
\
8. ‘1 It is . pleaded in the OA that.after the

B

death é? the said Bhimasena Rao, the applicant had been
paid & sum of Re,1,37,000/- towards death benefitgféffhégj

husbanqt
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To

1. The Secretary, Govt.of India,
Central .Board of Excise & Customs,

"New Delhi.

2. The Principal Collector of Central Excise

Lal Bahadur Stadium, Basheerbagh, Hyderabad.

3; ThefCollector of Central Excise,

. . Visakhapatnam-

4, One copy to Mr.N,Rammohan RaoO, Advoc_ate, CAT.Hyd.

5."O'ne lc0py to Mr.M.Jaganmbhan Reddy, Addl,CGSC.CAT.Hyd,

-

"6+ One gpare copy.

pvm '

)

L

<




¢

e e C s, The Scope of the OA is not to

G
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The applicant is also drawing %&gmiij;pension of Rs.900/-

- | .
perimonth., From the averments in the 0A, it becomes clear

that the abpﬁcant's husband while furnishing his

annial returns of immovable properties as on 1,1.87

had”ﬁentioned Ehat he owned ancestral house ?élued at

ﬂ« in West Godavari District
Rs.3500 and 30 acres of wet land/acquired by him through
|
his anc_esters. The learned counsel tried to argue

mucH to show that the applicant’s busband did not leave

30 acres of wet land as stated by him in his Annual Returns,

findiout the axxnﬁﬁﬂassets said to have been left over

by the said Bhimasena Rao, husband of the applicant herein,
at tme time of his death, The scope of the 0A, as already
pointed out is to ascertain whether the family of the
applicant is“,in distreés'and indigent circumstances

warranting compassionate appointment to the applicant's _—.F

secord son without which, the family would not be able to
|
get cn, Xawirgxsnex

9. Having due regard to the statements made by the
irn his annuval returns
applacant s husband as on 1.1,87/with regard t%hls immovable

properties and also bearing in mind that the applicant is
a pen?ioner getting morethan Rs.900/- per month towards
familv pension and also that the applicant had received
Rs,1,37,000/- towards the death benefits of her husband,

(for whom the applicant seeks appointment on compassicnate
Late &ri Bhimasena Rao and that her seond son/is a Law grounds)

Graduate, it is very difficult to conclude that the family —

of the applicant is in indégent circumstances. Absolutely
we See no merits in this OA and as this is not a £it matter
for a&judication, this OA is rejected summarily under the

Prov1sions of 12(3) of Central Administrative Tribunals Act
leav1ng the parties to bear their own costs.

:‘ - ¢ ho— d,\e.&cl\l«—‘f\-—\f
K (T .CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY)

Member (Judl.)
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; Dated: -1 February,1993 Y/p
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