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I_N THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI'BUNAI-, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.
0.A.Nc.150/1999 Date cof crder: éZZ‘ZPST.ZCifﬁ
- Girraj Prasad Sharma, S/c Shri. Radhey Shyam Sharme, R/c
Village & PostAKundalg Tehsil Dause, Distt.Dsusa.

...Applicant.
Ve. )
1. _. Union of India through Secretary,v Mini. of Post &
Telegraph, New Delhi. '
2.° Post Master General, Rajasthan Cifcleg Post & Telegreph
Deptt, Jaipur.
’ 3. . Supét.of Post Office, Mofuseil DjVjsﬁcnp Shastri Nagar,

Jaipur.
_ .- .Respondent s.
. ' Mr.Azgar Khan - Ccunsel for appijcant.
| " Mr.K.N.Shrimsl - Counsel for respcndents.

CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial Member
Hon'ble Mr.N.P.Nawani, Administrative Member.
PER HCN'BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMEER. | X
' In thjé/Origjnal applicaticn filed under ' Sec.19 of the

' Administrative Tribunals Act; 1985. the applicant makes a prayer tc

quash and' set aside the crder dated 9.7.97, 21.12.97 an¢ 12.10.98

and the respondents may be directedé tc consider the cése of the

applicant for appojntment.on corpassicnate grounds.

2. The case cof the-appljcant in brief ie that Shri RacChey

Shyam Sharma, who wae serving as Postman die€ cn 22.9.90 while in
" service leaving behind his mother and the applicent (adopged scn).
'gy . It is stated that the appl icant was-adopted cn 15.8.90 and¢ he hes
been lookingafter the mother of the deceased emplcyee after the
death. The applicant recuested the respondents to ccnsider hir feor
appointment on compassionete grounds but vide the impugned orcers,
the prayer cf the applicant was rejected. Therefcre, the applicant
1iled the C.A for the relief as mentioned above. °
3. Reply wes filed. In the reply, it is wade clear that after
the death of ShriQRadhey Shyam Sharma, the applicant applied fer
appointment.under'relaxation cf rules cn compassjonéte grouncs c¢n
17.10.96.” His cese was submitte€¢ to the Chief Postmaster General
ané the same wes rejected en the ground that the applicant has no
liabilities of the deceazed and ne jndigent circumstances éauseé in
the family cf the\deceased sc as tc provicde irmeciate- ascsistance tb
the applicant.

4. Heard the Ilearned ccundeel  for the perties anc aleo

perused the whole record.

5. It is an admitted fact thst the Jeceased Radhey Shyam
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Sharﬁa'fdied on 22.9.90 and the applicant, was adcpted by the

. Geceased on-15.8.90. It is also very much. clear from the facts

stated by the-‘applﬁcant that he iz a ycung men and having no’
liability of the deceaaed'to provide him inmeciate assistance.

6. In Pheol Kumeri Vs. UCI & Ors. (1993) 23 ATC 548, it wes

held that the main object cf compassionate appojntment is related
to the need for :mmed:ate assistance to the family part:cularly in
distress. Humene -approach is to be followed in deal:ng in such
cases. - .
7. . . In Umesh Rumar Nagpal Vs. State of Horyana.. (1094) 4 scc
138, a Bench of two Judge= has peinted out that the who]e cbject of

grant:ng compa851onate appointment is tc enable the iam:ly to tide
over the sudden crises, the object is not to give a nember cf such
family a pest much lese a post held by the deceaced.

8.  1In Jagdish Prased Vs. State of Biher, (1996) 1 SCC 201;
e : Hen'ble Supreme Court. has cbserved that the very cbiject of

_/appointment cf a dependent of the deceased emplcyee whe died in

harness is to relleve unexpected Jnmednate hardship and d:stre
caused to the fam:ly. The Hen'ble Qupreme Court also po:nteo ocut .
that if the claim cf the dependent -which ‘was preferreé lcng.after
the' death’ of deceased ‘emp10yee' is .to be countenanced ;t wculd
amount to another mede ‘of recruitment of the dependent of the
+ Geceased government =ervant which cannot be encouragedg oehor= the

- _ recruntnent rules. . . . Vo _ '

‘ 9. ‘ In Director cf - Educaticn § Anr. Vs._UCl & Cté,‘(l998f 5
' SCC 192, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that the" object underlying
a provision for grant of compascionate emplcyment is to.enabie the

' 'Fl N family"of the deceased emplcyee to . tide cver the EUdden crisié
| | ' resultiné' due to death .of thei bread earner which, has left. the
family in pecuniary and without any meanae of'ljvelihocd.fCut of
‘pure human:tar:an consideration ‘and. hav:ng regard tc the fact that
unless some source of liveliheced is. provided; the family would not
“ » be able to meke bothtendc meet, a prov:s;on is made for gJVJng
gainful appojntment to one of the dependents of‘the deceased who
may be eligjhle for‘such,appointment. .
10. - In the instant caeei ne indigent circumstances exist to
provide immediate a=s:=tance to the applicant fer appo:ntwent on
. - compassicnate grcuno. )
‘.ll. .~ In view of the above and locklng to the facts and
circumstances of the case and legal pes ition as stated abeve, we
are cof. the opinion that the _opplicant is nect entitled to be

considered for appo:ntment on ccrpas seionate ground. If the same ‘is

perm:tteo in th:a WaY this amount te another\mooe of recruitment
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of the dependent of the deceased government servants which de hers
the recruitmerit rules. Accordingly this'éppljcatjon faile which is

hereby diemissed with no crder as to ccste.
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Member (A). Member(J).
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