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Between:
S. Srinivasa Rao. - Applicant.
And

1. The Chairman, Postal Services
Board (representing Union of
India)

- 2, The Chief Post Master General,
A.P,Circle, Hyderabad - 500 001.

3. The Senior Supe intendent of Post
Offices, Prakasam Division, Ongole 528 001.

Respondents.
Counsel for the applicant: Sri C. Suryanarayanha
Counsel for the respondents: Sri V. Bhimanna,

JUDGMENT.

(by Hon'ble shri H, Rajendra Prasad, Member (A)

Heard Sri C.Suryaharayala, learned counsel f

the applicant and Spi v, Bhimanna, learned counsel fo

the respondents.

2. The father of the applicant woS serving a
Postman and Passed away in May,1990. He was 52 year]
at the time of his deatﬁ. Within a week of the demis

the applicantt's mother submitted a representation on
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1e=6m=1990 requesting for a job to her eldest son
' \

on compassionate grounds as a Group "D" employee.
|

On receiving no response to the representation, she

!

submitted one more representation in November, 199D,
|

reguesting for compassionate appointment to her
|
3rd son. This was on thé ground that her other

|
children were less educated than him and she be-

1ijeved that they were not eligible for such émploy—

ment. According to the applicant there was no

respohse even to this representation., In December, 1993,

she was informed that her csse was considered and

rejected. Thereupon she submitted another representation

to Respondent No.2 seeking reconsideration of her cgse.

The request Of the applicant was finally rejected in

November,1996. She admits that the family does

jndeed possess Ac.11-00 of land but submits that the

: and
property hardly carrys any Valuehft vields a petty

income of no more than Rs,1000/- per mensem. She
|

also submits that the family had to obtain a loagn

f

of Rs.1,00,000/- (One Lakh) to maintain themselves.

In support of this she has submitted four ﬁhoto tat

coPies of promissory notes purported to have beg

executed in January, February, March and aApril,!:

She maintains that the family has had to incur

QO considerable expense on the treatment of the
A
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deceased Government servant who was the head of the
- |
family., She questions the view taken by the circle

Sglection Committee that the family is not in indigent

circums tances. ‘

3, Based on the above facts and pleadings,

the applicght Prays for the quashing of the ordﬁr of

rejection contained in the respondents' final communi-

cation issved in November, 1996,

|

4, In their reply-statement, the respoﬁdentg

reiterate their view that the family of the deceased

employee was not in any way in indigent circumstance
and that the case had, nevertheless, been reexamineg

oh receipt of a representation through a Member of t

Parliament to gee whether there were any new circumstances

justifying reconsideration of the case and it was

finally decided to reject the request on merits%of the

Case. In support of this, . . . the respondents state

that the hiugehold; is in £act now receiving (marginally)

income by wyy of family pension than was the case:r |

while the employee was in service. Moreover, the f3

of the decegsed Government servantv'}esﬁks_;,in a vi

in ghék'rown house where the cost of living at prese

found to be relatively lower.
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. no whisper of any outstanding u_n‘tl__e‘s‘chérgdloans[ WAs €
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5. It is added by thé respondents that in al

earlier representations made to the Authorities, * -

at any time by the family of the deceased. The res

pohdents question the validity of the promissotry no

Which cast suspicion on the genuineness of the so.c

tralsactions, firstly, becjuse all these loans are -

purported to have been raised in rzpid succession b
family, which according to the family itselﬁ,wgs in
nohe -too-comfortable a position financially, had no
while Iincome from the meagre property owned by the

and were in no position to offer any substantial se

by way of immove ble properties. It is unlikely th

any one would advance jnounks on such considerable

lther

Ve rdised

tes

alled

y ar
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m,
curity
at

scale

to a household which had no proper megzns or capacity to

discharge the loan(s). Further more, all the prom

notes have run their COUrse and have crossed the pe
of currency and also there is no indication as to w
anY Part of the loan was ever discharged. It is al

argued by the learned standing counsel for the resp

that it is not understood as to how cépies'of Fhe promissory

noteS., which are normally expected to be in the cus

the creditor, came into possession of the applicant

issory

riod
he ther
S0

ondents

tody of

or

any member of hiS family for being produced now before the Court

without any indication as to whether the loan 'in it

s
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entiréty, or any portion thereof, had’ at all been
liquidated. Finally, the standing counsel wonders
as to why at ail it was necessary for otheg;members

of the family to execute promissory notes or incur

debts while the heyd of the family was still around.

6., All this, the standing counsel submit

X
-

goes to prove that no credence can be attached to

the version set up by the applicant regarding the

(o)

alleged rgising of loansor executing the so-calle
promissory notes Pértaiﬁing thereto.

7. Based on the above pleapdings, the res-
pondents urge that the 0.54,, be dismissed as lackling
any merit and also on the ground that the family jis
reasonably well-off even after the demise of the

bread-winner.

8, All facts concerning this claim have been
carefully and dispassionately examined, The mother
of the épplicant has been incongistent in her request
made to the authorities for providing employment

to alternate children at different times. The
Scheme evolved by the Government envisages extension
of benefit of compassiOnafe appoj_ntments +0 3'7':"7'-'.,'3

bereaved family to meet the immediate trauma cjused

by the demise of the bread-winner. In this case

I
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the family of the deceased employee owns some Props
ghough not sizeable in extent or area,—-and - ~ dex

: |
certain income,-1if not a very handsome return,-and

what is more, the household has managed to pull thi

the initial shock and overcome the trauma c¢zused by

rty, -

rives

-ouch

the demise of the employee and - tended its affyirs

for seven yesrs thereafter. Such being the facts)

T ém not persuaded that the family is in desperate
' |

circumstances. The fact that any employment prov
under the scheme is designed primarily as a form o
immediate succor to the bereyved family cannot als
jost sight of, I consider the version of thL app

in regard td rapising of loans by executing prpmisi

noteS as unconvincing. The level of existence cou

|

ided

£

o be

licant

ory

1d be

one of bare subsistence, reasonable comfort,or one of mild

opulence depending on the circumstances of each case

vis-a~-vis the standards of living a particulay family is

accustomed‘to. Going by the facts as revealed, I am

of the view that this family is in a state of reazsomable

security, even if, admittedly, the income derived

the land may not be spectacularly high.

said that they are living in misery or indigence.

There may be other cases which are more deserving

from

It cannot be

and

in far gfeater fingncial &ﬁsheséﬁ“f,, It is; after all,

the responsibility of the respondents to ensure that

Q%f;
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the benefits of the scheme azre distributed evenly amongst

the most deserving. It is the respondents alone who

would be best suited to judge this and make a comparitive

assessment of different claims of this type pending

congideration at any given point of time. This Tribunal

would not of course be in a position to - judge b SLL

relative merits., Such exercise has to be left entirely

to thd authorities concerned. TFor the purpose of t

particular case, it would suffice to record that I am

of the.view the family, as already stated, is not by

any meagns in abject financial straits.

9, For the reaéons discussed above, I hold
that this case lacks merit and is accordingly disazll
'No costs.
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H., RAJEND: ASAD,
MEMBER (A)
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0.A. 58/9’1'7' .

To - |

3
"1, The Chairman, Postal sexvices Board.
Union of India, Neéw Delhi-l

2., The Chief Postmaster General,
- R-P‘Circle, Hy&erabadﬁl.

3; The Senior SUperintendent of Post otfices
‘Prakasam DPivision, Ongole-l1.

4, One copy to Mr.c.suryanarayana,lAdvocate.CAT.Hﬁd.,

:i - "-.-tb Rt P ] - . 5
: - F

. 6. One copy to HHRP.M.(a) CAT, Hyd.,
| 7. One copy to D.R.(A) CAT.Hyds |

8, One spare copys

,pvm. V
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