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IN THE CENTRAL AONINISTRATIVE TRI8UNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD, 

O.A. 1613/93. 	 Ut. of Decision : 8-9-94. 

Applicant. L.V.S. Prasad 

Vs 

ouernment of India rep. by 
the Chief Postmaster General, 
Andhra Pradesh Circle, 
Dak Sadan, Abids, Hyderabad-1. 

Postmaster General, Eastern Region, 
VijayatJads — 520 002. 

Sr. Superintendent of Pt Offices, 
Guntur Division, Guntur-622 007. Respondents. 
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Counsel for the Respondents 	Mr. V. Shimanna, Addl.CGSC, 

CUR APi: 

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.V. HARIDASAN : MEMBER (JUOL.) 

LZ 



OR 1513/93• 	 Dt. of Order:3-9-94. 

(Order passed by Hon'b].e Shri A.tJ.Haridasan, Member (J) ). 

* * * 

The applicant is the only son of late Sri L.Subba 

Rao, who died whilehe was serving as Asst.Post Master in 

Guntur Head Post Office on 11-3.-91. At the time of his 

death Sri Subba Rao had only 1 year and 4 months more to 

reach the age of superannuation. Shri Subba Rao was survived 

mother on 1-4-91 made a request for compassionate a000intment 

in favour of her son. This request was rejected without 

Calif J. 000WI. "uwever, cne appiicant - S mottlEr made 

by order dt.9-3-93. The applicant is a graduate and has 
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action of the Respondents in refusing to extend to the 

-r 1---'--'-' ii- -sia cIIIpLuylIIeuI 	aaaLSI..aflCE on compassionate grounds 

is unreasonable and arbitrary and that the condition of the 

ranxiy really needs such assistance the applicant has riled 

this application under section 19 of the A.T.Act, 1985 0  

praying for a direction to the Respondents to consider the 

applicant for compassionate appointment on a suitable post. 

2. 	 The Respondents in their reply contended that 
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the facts that the applicant's family is in receipt of a 

family pension of Rs.900/— + relief, which would amount to 

R5.1,900/—, in addition to a lumpsum of Rs.1,28,912/— as 

other retiral benefits and is in possession of a residential 

house worth Rs.1,50,000/— considered that the condition of 

the family is not so indigent as to deserve employment 

assistance on compassionate grounds and that this decision 

was communicated to the applicant's mother as early as in 

the year 1992. They further contend that vacancies that 

are verymuch limited, the Committee had to assess the 

comparative hardship of those who have applied for employ— 

other deserving applicants, the rejection of the claim of 

Lile appsicant ror compassionate appointment cannot be 

faulted. 

3. 	I have gone through the pleadings and documents. 

I nave also heard Shri tI.Bhimanna, learned standing counsel 

ror the Nespondents. on a careful analysis of the facts 

and circumstances brought out in the pleadings and in the 

documents on record, I am convinced that the action of the 

Respondents in not acceeding to the request of the applicant's 

motner to appoint the applicant on compassionate grounds 
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Copy to:- 

1 • 	Chiw? Post Master Gonor1, Andhra Pradesh Circle, GovIr_ 
nuient or India, Oak Sadan, Abids, Hyd-1. 

Postmaster General, Eastern Region, \Jijayawada-002. 

Sr. Sujxrintendent of Pc:st Ofljcms, Cuntur Division, Guntur. 
F 'to 	"no 	 - - 	 - 	- 	- - - - 

S. One copy to Sri. U.Bhimanna, Addi. CGSC, CR1, Hyd. 
5. One copy to tibrary, LnI, nyu. 

I 	
One sDarc copy. 

Rsni/- 
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cannot be considered arbitrary or irrational.. The scheme 

of compassionate appointment was evolved with the idea to 

save the family of Government Siervant from poverty and 

salvation on account of the unexpected death pf the Government 

Servant. It cannot be conceived that to provide employment 

to every son or daughter of an employee who dies in harness 

was the idea behind the sTheme. Here is a case where there 

is no children to be brought, up in the family..and the family 

posesses its own residential house worth above Rs.199000/—

u asufli or Rs.i,28,912/— received as terminal 

- 	 pension or KS. 

1 0 900/—. I am of the view that the family nf tho onr.1'"'' 

should be able to sustain itself with these resources without 

any external a ssistance. I nm  

of the Circle Selection Committee that the family is not in 

dire need of emolovment 	cienro 

was arrived at on a proper and reallistic consideration of 

4. 	 In the Light of what is stated above, I do not 

rind any merits in this ccase and therefore I dismiss the 

Ot. 8th SeoteçnhAr_..19Q' 

(A.v.t-IAnIusAr'J) 
Nember (.J) 
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Iyped'by 	 Compard y 

Checked by 	 Approied by 

IN THE CENTR \L OMINI5TRfTJ\JE TRIBUNL 
HYDERBD BENCH HYDE:3iD 

fl ftIt 

THE HON'SLE MR..B.1OTHI : MEMBER() 

Dated:_______________ 
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M. 

U.n • IMU. 	• 

tsed. 	 - 

wed; 	 q40 

Oi.sposed OP with Directions. 
1;S9Lssed. 	- 

oismksod as withdrawn. 

• 	 Dismised for Default. 

R-ujec4d/flrderad. 

riLl ordr as to :èosts. 
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