
IN THE Ca."'TRAL. ADMINISTFATIVE TFIEUNAI ~ J~IPUF. EENCH a JAIPUR. 
' 

O.A.No.359/98 Date cf order:04.04.2000 

Preronath~ S/d lace Shd Shivnath~ F/c OUtside Surajpol 

Gate~ Eeawar. Rajasthan. 

• •• Appl i c_a.nt. 

"Vs. 

l. Unicn of India through Secretar¥a Mini. cf CoimlUnicaticn~ 
I 

Dak Ehavan u New Del hi • 

2. Superintendent cf Pest Office. Eeawar Divn.~ Eeawar. 

3.: Chief Post Master General~ Raja~than Circle~ Jaipur. 

! 
l':r.Shiv Kmrar.- Counsel for the applicant 

Mr.M.Rafiq 
1 

Mr.eeroant Gupta) 

CCRAM: 

- Counsel for respondents. 
I 

·,~ •• Respondents. 

Bon • ble Mr .S.K.Agarwal, Jucida;l Merober 
' PER HCN 1 ELE MR.S.K.AGARWALa JUDICIAL MEMBER. 
i 

In thi::: Original Application. ut;der Sec.l9 cf the Administ-

rative Tdbun~ls. Act • 1985y the applic~nt rra:Kes a prayer to qua:::h 

the imppgnec order dated 22.1.96 by which the case of the applicant 
I 

for appointroent on compassionate ground was rejected ana to direct 

the re:::pcncen·t'::: tc consider the ppplicant for appcintirent en 

compassionate grcunc en any suitable pc~t. ____ , .' 
~}\ -

2. F·acts cf the case in brief as'lstated by the applicant are 

that father cf the applicant was eroplcyfd on the post cf Postrran in 

Eeawar Division Head Post Office; Eeawara who expired due to Cancer 
I 

en 18.5.95. It js stated that the appli~ant :is the elder sen cf the 
. I . 

deceased employee~ The deceased eroplcyee is having 4 ether rrerobers 

in hi~ faroiJy and the applicant is having no source of income, 
': -

theref ere. faroH y of the deceased is f~d ng firial':'ld al hardship. It 

is further state_d that the applicC!nt ~ubmittec an applicati9n fer 

appointroent en compass,jonate ground 
1

which was rejected by the 

irrpugned order ana by net ccns.jdering !his casem . the action _of the 

-~espondents is illegalu arbitrary anc eeserves to be ciuashed. 
I -

3. Reply was filed. In the reply it has been n;ade specific 

that the case of the applicant wa::: considered by the Circle 
i 

S-election Comroittee en 8.1.96 fer Grcup-D post but the same was 

rejected as widow of the deceased was getting th~ family pension of 

Rs.ll70/- per roonth. She was given tefrrinal benefits of Rs.65406/-
; . 

ana there was a long waiting Jist in Group-D cadre. therefore 1 no 
I 

purpose will be served by including lhe narre of the applicant in 
that list. ~t is stated that sqri Bhagu-Nath is the elder son of 

the deceased errployee and he ie: also an earning roerrber. It is 

f~rther stated that widow of the deceased errployee is getting 

/ 



.'- ·' 

Rs.2052/.:_ per month as family pension and terndnal benefHs were 

given tc the wiaow tc th,!? tuiJe cf Rs.65406;-. therefore~ the family 
. ' 

I 

of the applicant is net having any inaigef;lt circumstances. 

4. Nc rejoinder was filea to contravert the averments mace in 

the reply. 
' 

5. Heard the learnea counsel for the parties and also perused 
I 

the whole record. 

6. 1 It is not disputed that the ~idow of the deceased is· 
i 

getting a fami1y pension of Rs~2052/- pe~ month and eloer son Shri 

Bhagu Nath is also an earning rrember. It'is al~o not disputed that 
I I . 

the applicant is also a _young man who cat;J do the work for earning 

his bread and butter. No in~igent circmnspances appear to have been 

establ ishea by the app]jcant in the family. \ 

7. 'I'h€ main object of the compassionS~te appointn-ent is to 
! 

overcome the -immediate hardship/harness: in the family by sudden 

demise of the earning member of the family. 

8. Hon'ble Supreme Court in ~_b_9ol Ku~ri Vs:_: .. P_sli ~ S'!Su heic:'J 

that the main object of conpassionate apJ:1ointment is to relieve the 

immeaiate hardship ana distress caused [ to the family. by Eudaen 

aemise of earning rnerrber of the fa.mHy. ~he same view was upheld in 

P~.b IE~ Na9~2 Vs.:_ State E1 Ha!.¥2£12.!: J]:994) j sc_s; 2~= a bench 

· of two Judges has pointed out~ that ~he~ whole object of granUng 

compassionate employment is to enable t~e family to tiae ever the 

sudcen crisisN the object is not to give; a memb~r of such family a 

· pcs.t 'nuch less a pest hold by the decea~ed. The sarre princi pJ e was 

foJlowea ·by Hon·'ble the Supreme Court' ir'! ~~9i!.b Prasa9 ~s. Etate . . 
cf ~_!haE (1996) 1 sec 301 afold held :that the very object· of 

appointment of a dependent bf the . oeceaseo empJ,cyee .who die in 
' harnese is tc relieve unexpected immeoiate hardship and aistress 
I 

caused to the family by sudden demise o~ the earning member of the 

famiJ y. 

9. In the instant case" I. do not find any i~diate haroship. 

distress or any indigent circumstances eli the' basis cf which jt can 

be said that the· applicant is entitled to .be consfoered for 

appointment en coropassionate ground. 

10.. I~ thereforep find no rrerjts in 
f 

this O.A and the sarr€ is 

liable to be cisrnisseo. 

11. I~ thereforeu dismiss this O.A with no order as tc costs. 

h S • ...:K>L.-Aq-_ a-o:-:n:-r.T-::­

Member (J). 


