4. The Supdt. of Post Cffice,

B3

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD

AT HYDERABAD
* k%

C.h. 801/96. | Dt. of Decision 3

Mohd. Gesu Babm .. Applicant.
Vs

1. The Member{(Personnel),
Dept.of Fost,Min.of Communications,
Govt.ocf India,Dak Bhavan,
Sansad Marg,New Delhi-1.

2. The Chief Post MasterGeneral,
A,P.Circle,Hyderabad-1,

3. The Circle Selection Committee,

C/o the Chief Postmaster General,
AF Circle,Hyder abad-1.

Sangareddy DPivision,Sangareddy,
Meaak District,AP-502 0C1. .. Respondents.,

Coungel for the Applicant : My, T,P,Acharya

COURAM;

THE HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN,)

f

B ENCH

_ Counsel for the Respondents : Mr. K.Bhagkara Rao,ARdl.CGSC,
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CRLER

CRAL ORDER (FER HON'BLE SHRI R. RANGARAJAN : MEMBER

Heard Mr,.T.F.Acharya, learned counsel for

. b ‘ ’
.appllcant.ﬂ7ﬁ52é£§or the respondegts.

2. The applicsnt in this CA is the son of on

Mr .Mohd. Rascol iwho while working as Postman died ©

His mother applied for compassicnate ground appoint

(ADMN., )

the

& late

n 9=12-86.

ent to her

o cant Bt on st e rurmed BRSO
son who is applicent{inithis OK. That was turmeQ d n byl phe

Circle Seiectio$ Committee by an crder dated 20-10-

ground that“the family has no lisbilities and not 1

circumggances".

L Aggrieved by the above, he filed QA.No.66

: fileEbf this Bench which wgs disposed of on 19-02—9

the R=1 herein in this QA to considefrthe Cage of t
herein for compassicnate ground appointment .zking

factors into co+sideration and to agvige the applic

1994 on the

n indigent

7/95 on‘the
h directing
he applicant
511 the

bnt in that

CA withip a period of three months. 1In pursuahce o[the above

direction, R-1 herein had considered the case of th
herein for compassionate ground appointment and rej

case by the impugned order N0.66429/96-SPB-I‘dated:

(Annexure-111 | page-14 of the .CA).
at

4. This ¢A is filed for ger+ing aside the im
dt. 30-04=%6 helding it as arbitrary, illegal, uncg
and violative of principles of naturel justice and
consequential direction td the respondents tc apgoil
agplicant herein on ccmpassionate ground in tﬁe BOS

i

heLfound eligible.'

arplicant
Ected the

30-04-9¢

pugned order
nstitutional
for a

nt the

t ip which

l.3




g R-~1 herein has gone theough the cgge of the applicant

- 8

and ceme to the conclusion that the applicant and his gamily
is not placed in anindigent circumstances warrénting compass-

idnate greund appointment to the arplicant herein. | The reason

1

‘given is re-produced below:-
7 "The 8election Committee his come to the cpnclusion

that the family of the deceased employee is not conpidered to

be in indigent condition especially in view cf the fact that

there is only one son who is unemploved. Wife of deceased

employee is‘getting family pension. The family had| received

the admissible terminal benefits. There are no majer liabilities

like marriageable daughter or education of minor chiildren. The

only daughter is already married. The scheme. for compassionate

"'"—"'” -2, , . ) . ~a .
@gggggxment is meant to provide immediate relief to| the berezved
family of an employee which is in need of immediate| assistance.

In the instant.case, the ex~official died nearly 10| yeare ago.
As such the case of Shri Mohd.Gesu Babu S/c Late Shrri Mohd;Rasool
for appointment on compassionate g:ounds'éannot be accepted“.
From the above extract it is evident that| the applicant
is a majcr and he has no sisterg fof marriage and the wife of
the deceased employee is also getting the family fension. In
view of the abeve, I do not éee any reascn to allow this
applicatiOn. In thi#connection the Apex Court-eyeeraeﬂ in %&31,
reported case in (1994) 27 ATC 537 (Umesh Kumar Nagpal Vs.State
of Haryéna) had obée:ved that "“The Government or thie public
authority concerned has to examine the financial condition of
the family of the deceased, and it is only if it is| satisfied,
that.but for the provision of employment, the familly will not be
abde to meet the crisis that a jcb is to be offered to the |

elizible member of the family“.

6. In view of the above, I find no merits inl this CA,
Hence, the QA is Jdismissed. No costs.

ot

(R. RAMNGARAJAN)
MEMBER (ADMN, )

el 6;);.&?:,,

spr
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Copy to:
\

1. The Member (Personnsl),
Dept. of Posts, Min, of Communications,
Govt. of India, Dak Bhawan,
Sansad Marg, New Delhi,
. [
2. Tha Chief Postmaster General,
A.,P.fircle, Hydsrabad, :

3. The Circle Selection Committes,
C/0 the Chief Postmastser General,
A,P.Circle, Hyderabad.

4, The Suparintendent of Post PP ices,
Sangareddy Diwvision, Sangareddy,
Medak Oistrict, A.P.,

S. DBne copy to Nr.T:P.ﬁcharya, Advocate,
CAT,Hyderabad. .

6. One copy to Mr.K.Bhaskara Rae, Addl.CGSC,

CAT,Hydsrabad. B
7. Ong copy to Library, GAT,Hyderabad.
=

8. One duplicate copy.

YLKR |
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