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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

G.A. No. 505/94. Ot. of Decision : 20.7.94.

Smt. P.C. Pramefla «« Applicant.
Vs

1. Scientific Adviser to Raksha Mangri,
of Defence, Govt, of Indis, D-wing,
Sana Bhavan, New Delhi-110 011,

2. Dirsctor, Dzfence tlectronics
Rasearch Laboratory,
Ministry of Defencs,
R&D Organisation, Chandrayanagutta,

" Hyderanad - 500 005. .. Respondents.

Counsel for the Applicant : Mr. S. Lakshma Reddy

Cdunsel for the Respondents : Mr. N.VY.Ramana,Addl.CGSC.

CCRAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI A,Y. HARIDASAN : MEMBER (3upL.)

THE HON'BLE_SHRI A.B. GORTHI : WEMBER (ADMN.)
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0.A.N0.505/94, Date of Judgement : 20.7.94.

Judgement

X As per Hon'ble Shri A.V.Harldasan, Member{J) X

The Applicant is the widow of late Shri Chalama Reddy,
who, while working as J.5.0. under the Respendents, died

/
on 25.4.92 leaving behind, apart from the Applicant, three
.soons who were studying in college/school. The family
received thé terminal benefits of Rs,.2,05,280/- and;ig;gn'
- PoMo

receﬁp@biénfamily pension of Rs.2,344/-/ The family also
owns a residential house to live in. On account of the
demise of S$hri Chalama Reddy, the Applicant made a
representation seeking compassionate appointment for her

eldest son, This representation was considered by the

competent authority and the Applicant was informed by the
Respondenté on 4.2,94 that taking inte account the fact |
that an amount of Rs.2,344/-~ is being received by the famii
as family pens1on every month and that a sum of Rs.2,05,280
has been received as xke terminal benefits, apart from
owning a residential house to live in, the condition of th
family cannot be considered to be indigent and, therefore,
the requegt for compassicnate appointment ccoculd not be
acceded to. Not satisfied with this reply, the Applicant
submitted:another representation on 14.2.94 to the 1lst
Responden@. This representation was disposed of by an orad
dt. 21.3.94 informing her that on a reconsideration of the
matter it was felt that it is not feasible to accede to

her request for compassionate appointment. It is under
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these circumstances the Applicant has filed this applica-
tion seeking to guash these two orders and for a direction
to the Respondents to appeint the Applicant's son to any

suitable po?t on compassionate grounds.

"2, The Respondents resist the application. They contend

that the family has received a fairly large sum as terminal
benefits, apart from being in receipt of a monthly pensicn
of Rs.2,344/-, that there was no liability, that the family
has got own residential house tc live in, and that therefore-
as the condition of the family could not be considered to bes
indigent tﬁere is ne justification for extending employment

agsistance to the Applicant's son on cempassiocnate grounds.

3. Having gone through the pleadings and documents

and having[heard the learned counsel for both the parties
at considerable length we are satisfied that the decision
of the competent authority in not acceding to the request

of the Applicant for employment assistance to her son

b

Reddy, learmed counsel for the Applicant invited cur.
attention to a clarification issued by the Govt. of India,
Ministry of Persennel, Public Grievances & Pension |

on 28.9.921wherein certain guidelines have been issued

as to how the indigent circumstances of the family have
to be determined and submitted that these aspects have
not been taken into account by the competent authority
while conéidering the case, He also invited our attention
to the fact that there is no earning member in the family
and that ﬁhe requirements of the family have not been

taken into account. The learned counsel for the Applicant

v/
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‘Sgcrétary to Dafance, Ministry of Defence, Scientific
Adviser to Raksha Mantri, Govt. of India, D-Wing,
~Sgnh Bhavan, New D0alhi-011,.

Dirsctor, Defence Electronics Research lLaberatory,

Ministry of Oefence, R &0 Organisation, Chandrayana-
gutta, Hyderabad-00S.

- ‘3. One 'copy‘to Sri. S.lLakshma Reddy, advocata, CAT, Hyd.
’ -4, "Ons copy to Sri. N.V,Ramana, Addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.
: 5. One copy to Bibrary, CAT, Hyd.
+ ‘6. One speare copy. °
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argued that since the education of the children nowadays
is a very expgﬁsive 5ffair & more realistic view should
have been taken bf the authorities concerned and 1if this

was done the competent authority would have been satisfied

~

’tha; the case was a fit one for grant of emploeyment

assistance on compassionate greunds, We are not able
to agree with the arguments advanced by the learned counsel

for the Applicant. It is true that in these days of

T Yl d vt e i Al T o Lo AP DD 7 T SV SO - mewa s

Rupees Two thousand monthly cannot be considered very high
to enable the family to live in the same style as it was
living prior te the death of its head. The scheme for
giving employment assistance was evolved not with a view

te enable the family té live in the same style, but

to save it frém extreme poverty. 1In such cases whit is

to be looked into is whether on account of the unexpected
death of the bread-winner of the family, the family has been-
driver to destﬁ?z:}on and extreme poverty or whether the

&
family can_g&ééén even without the assistance of the
e '

Government, Viewed in this respect, we are convinced that .
the terminal benefits recelived by the famlly and the

family pensien that is being received every month sheuid;
in the normal course, be reasonably séfficient for a family
of the size of which the petitioner has, to get on,
Therefore, it cannot be said that the competent authority
has nét taken into account the relevant facts in deciding
the request of the Applicant for compassionate appointment
of her son.

4. In the light of what is stated above, we find no
justification to interfere in the matter or to give any

direction to the Respondents. The application thus fails

and the same is dismissed without any order as to costs,

( A.B.Gorthi ) ( A.V.Haridasan ) ™=

Member (A), Member ‘)'ﬂ%
1 A

Dated: 20th July, 1994, Py }4\271‘73”04’(3‘)
Dictated in Open Court. ayﬁﬁz~w§7-
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HYDERYBAD BENCA HYDERABAD .

-

THE HON'BLE MR.A.U.HARIDASMN:M&MBER(J)"/

AND

THE HON'BLE MRIALBLGORTHI & MEMBER(4) Y

Dated: ?"677 /q\'{ . o

0ADER/JUDGMENT

v : ; L R Lo e 2 v
. | - ,

0.4.N0. g&%qw -
T Al Qe = == N, )

Admitted and \Interim Directions -
Isslued,

Allobed,

irestions,

) i . o . .
Jismissed as Withdrawn,
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