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- IN THE CEN‘IRAL ADN‘INIQTPATIVE TRIBUNAL JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR

0.A.No.2359/98 - Dete cf orcer 04.04. 2000
Premneth, S£/& late Shri Shivneth, R/c Outside Sura-pcl

Gate; Beawer, Rajasthén. : , N
? . <..Bpplicent.
Ve. ‘: '
1. Un&cn cf India throtgh Secretarys Mini. cf Communicaticn,
' Dak Bhavan, New Delhi. I

Superintendent cf Pcst Office, Beawer Divn., Beawar.

N
L ]

[SN]

o , Chief Post Master General, Rajacthan Circle, Jaipur.
- , ,.: " "...Respendents.
Mr.Shiv Kumar, - Ccuncel for the appljcané
Mr.M.Rafiqg ) - Counsel for respondenté.
Mr.Hemant Guﬁta) .
CORBM: |
Hen'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Juficial Member
PER HON'ELE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL NEMEER / o
In this Criginal Application under Sec.19 cf the Administ-
rat:ve Tribunals. Act, 1985, the applicant makKes 2 prayer to aquash
the impugned crder cated 22.1.96 by which the case of the appl icant
for appointment on ccmpassicnate grcundfwas rejected and tec direct
the  respoﬁéeﬁts tc conesicder the appﬁicant fof appcintment con

cempaessichate ground on any suitable pest. ..

2. Facts of the case in brief asfstagéd by the applicant are

that fether of the'applicant was emplcy%d on the post cf Pcstman in
Beawar Division Head Post Cffice, Beawar, whc expireé cdue tc Cancer
cn 18.5.95. Tt de stated that the applj%ant'js the elder scn cf the
Geceased employee. The deceased employee is having 4 cther members
in‘his farily and the epplicant is ﬁaving no scurce of inccme,
fherefore.ifamjiy of the Ceceased is fgciné financial bherdship. It -
is further stated that the applicant éubmjtted an applicaticn fcr
appocintment o©n compassionate gréund iwhjch was rejected by the

impuogned order and by not ccnsidering this case, the action of the

‘respondents is illegal, arbitrary and ¢eserves to be cuashed.

3. . Reply was filed. In the repl& it has been mace specific
that the case of the applicant was coneicered by the Circle
Selection Committee cn 8.1.96 for Gréup—D post but the same was
rejected as wicdow cf the deceaced was éettihg the family pensicn cf
Re.1170/- per month. She wes given terminal benefite of Re.65406/-
an¢ there was allcng wejting']ist jé;Group—D cadre, therefore; nc

purpose will be served by including ?he_name cf the applicant in

that list. ‘It is stated that Shri Bhagu-Nath is the elder s=on of

the deceased“employee ané he ie elso an earning member. It is
further stated that widow of the deceased employee is getting
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Re.2052/- per month as family pension and terminal benefits were
‘given tc the widow tec the tune cf Re 65406/—. therefore, the family

cof the applicant is not having any Jndlgent c:rcumstance

4. Nec reijcinder was filed to contravert ‘the avermentc maOe in ‘
the reply. _
5. * Heard the learned ccunsel for the parties and also perused

:the whole record
6. / It js nct disputed that the w100w cof the éeceaeed is’
getting a famJJy pension cf Res.2052/- per moenth and elder s=cn Shri
Bhagu Nath is also an earn:ng member. It:'is also not Gisputed that
the ap@ﬂ:cant is also a young mran who can do the work for earning
his bread and butter. No indigent c:rcumctanceq appear tc have been
establ ished by the appﬂ:cant in the fan:ly. . Voo
7. The main cbject cof the ccmpass:onate appointment is to
overccme the -immeCiate hardshlp/harne s:Jn the farily by sudden
Cemise of the earning member of the famlly.

8. r Hon'ble'Supreme Ccurt in Phocl Rumerji Ve UOI § COrs, held

that the main cbject of comrpassionate appointment is to relieve the
immediate hardship and distress causedé tc>Athe family . by sudden
demise of eafning rember of the family. fhe same view was upheld in
Umesh Kumer Nagpel Vs. State cf Haryana,! (1994) 4 sCC 128, a bench

“of. twe Judéges has pc:nted cut that the whole cbiject of granting
corpassicnate employment Jc te enable the family to tide cver the
sudden crisisy the cbject is not to g:ve;a merrber of such femily a
‘pest ‘much less a poct hold by the deceaQEG; The samre principle was
followed -by Fon'ble the Supreme Courtxln Jagdish Prasad Vs. ctate
of Biher (1996) 1 SCC 301 and held that the very cbwect cf

appeintment of a dependent of the.oeceased enployee whe die in

harness is to relieve unexpected jnmediate_hardship an¢ distress
causeC to the family by sudden demise of the earning member of the
faﬁj]y. f ' '

9. In the instent case, I do not finé any immeciate harcGship,
distress or any indigent circumstances cﬁ the basies of which ,it can
be said that the appﬂicant' ie entitied ‘tc be considered for
appointment cn compass:cnate greund. | |

10.. I, therefore, find no merits 1p this C.A and the same JQ.

H

liable to be dismissed. i

11. ‘ I, therefore, Gismiss thjs 0.A with nc orcer as tc costs.

! (S.K.
Member . (J).
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