IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A.No.738/94 . Dt.of orde¥:l7,02,1995
Between
Smt P.Nageswaramma ‘ .+« Applicant
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1., Superintendant of Postoffices,

O

Narasaraopet Divisicn
Narasarappet.

2., Chief Postmaster General
Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad

3. Director General
Postal Department,
New Delhi. .. Respondents
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Counsel for the Applicant - 3:: Mr N.Ashok Kumar

Counsel for the Respondents t: Mr NR Devraj,Sr.CGSC

CCRAM ¢
HON'BLE SHRI A.V. HARIDASAN, MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

MON'BLE SHRI A.B. GCRTHI, MEMBER (ADMN)
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C.A.738/94 Dt.of order: 17.2.1995

ORDER

YAs pér Hon'ble Shri AB Gorthi, Member(Admn)

The applicant is the widow of Late Sri P.V.Anjaneull
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died on 15.7.1988, The claim of the applicant is, for a

direction to the respondents to consider gxakmk granting (
compassicnate appointment to her only son Sri P.V.Sambhasiva-

Rac.

All the three daughters were married; but,the son was a
minor. The regquest of the applicant for compassionate
appointment to her son was ccnsidered and the respondents
replied in 1988 that she could approach the department

after her son had attained the age of 18 years. Consequently,
the applicant again approached.the réspOndents; but/her
request was turned downgin 1990. Shef onc§%gain took up

the matter with the authorities concérnsd,ibut without

any Ssuccess.

‘3. The respondents, in their reply affidavit, have
stated that eh the death of the employee, the family was
sanctioned monthly pension of Rs.635 plus relief, In addiéiOh—
the family received a sum of Rs.93,920/; by way of.various
terminal benefits, including, GPF,PRI snd CGEIS. Further,

the respondents contended that the family owned two houses

‘\.‘

from which, there was a monthly income of Rs.200/-. Taking
these circumstances into consideration, the Circle Selection
Committee which considered the request of the applicant,

rejected her request for giving compassionate appointment,s

to her son.
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4, Heard Learned counsel for both the parties.

Mr aAshok Kumar, learned counsel for the applicant, has drawn
our specific attention to the latest representation of the
applicant, addressed to the Superintendent, Narasaracpet
Divisicn. From the facts stated therein, we f£ind that

after the rejecticn of her case by the respondents,

certain unfortunate developments took place adding to
the misery Of thEe aPPLICANL D iQidsge sewm g -——-z-— - .

became sick and had tb dwell at her parental house for
treatment. Further and more important, the applicant
hersel£ has become a patient of breast cancer. From the
medical certificate and other documents XFREXKE®R annexed

to her representation, it would be evident that she is
undergoing radlc TOELapUY iUt Giwuwe—ass —— oo

The seriocusness of the disease and the expenses invelved in
the treatment for such a disease require no elaboration.
Ancther fact that cannot be glossed over i%,that the pension
sanctioned to the family in the year 1988 when the employee
died, would, after a period of seven years, i.e., in 1995,
be subs;antially reduced as per the extént rules governing
grant of Family Pension. Keeping in view these factors,

it cannot be said that the family of the applicant is not
‘ A

in a state of ﬂ?&A&gaxﬁ?*, In fact, when her request was

initially puvbp for consideration before the Circle Selection
Committee)ﬁthe Posgtmaster General,(Vijayawada)under whom

the applicant's husband served, came to the_conclusion

that the applicant'’s family was in indigent circumstances and
deserved employment assistance for her son. Notwithstanding
the view taken by thé Postmaster_Géneral, Vijayawada,
the request of the applicant waslrejected by the Circle

<

Selection Committee. From the records it is clear; when the
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Circle Selecticn Committee considered the recuest of the

applicant, the aforestated circumsteances pertaining to
the applicent becoming a cancer patient, and the likelihood
of her pension being substantially reduced, were not

there before the Circle Selection Committee for consideration.

5. . In view of the aforestated, we deem it just

MU PLrUper "Ldt e LESPUNUCIITS STQUIly Io=UUunsIuct  Liie Sequasse
of the applicant bearing in mind, the additicnal factors

brought out by the applicant in her petiticon addressed to

the Superintendent, Narasaraopet Divisién which is at

Annexuré IX to the OA, We accordingly direct the respondents
to place the reguest of the applicant for granting hed
compassionate appointmentlto hef son bhefore the next

S1TTING O THE WilCle GUisUCLliull WUEHLLLES LUl LS TWMISLLSL QuLvile

6. 0A ordered accordingly. ©No order as to costs,

(a.B. GORTHI) (A.V.
Member ( 4dmn) Member(Judl.)

q Y.

1 % ’_Ml...
Dated:The 17th Reb.,1995 Dy. Registrar (J)
(Open Court Dictation) -
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Copy foi= _ o

1., Superintsndent of Post Offices, Narasaraopet Division,
Merasaraopet.

5. Chief Postmaster Gensrel , A.P.Myderabad.

3. Dirscter General, Psstal ODepartmant, New Oelhi.

4. UOne copy to 5ri, N.Ashok Kumar, advocats, Nimboliadda
Kachigida read, Hyd. :

5. Ons copy to S5ri. N.R,Devaraj, Sr.CGSE, CAT, Hyd.

6. UOns copy to Library, CAT, Hyd.

7. {nz spare copy.
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- TYRED 'BY COMPARED - BY
' CHECKED BY . APPROVED BY

IN' THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIOUN.L
HYDERAB2D BENCH

THE HON'BLE MR.A.V.HARIDASAN MEMBIR{T;

AND

THE HON'BLE MR.ALB.GORTHI  : MEMBIR{-)
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tm—

pa.ne, 73574y

Rd'itted and Interim directions
igsued

éllo\ed o <

*///;,/’Hfgg;sed of with Directions

Disnplssed

Dismissed as withdrawn

a ' - : * Qismiysed Por Default.
‘Asjectgd/Ordered

© order as to costs.






