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IN THE. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCﬁ,AJAfPUR
0.A.No. 310/2000 I " , Date of order. :L% 3)1,5477

‘Ramu Sharma, S/o. late‘ Sh.Bal Klsnan Sharma, R/o .

1 '

- Jaswant Nagar, Bharatpur. Co
» »eesApplicant. °

e N H ) t L4
Co R ., Vs. .

I R ;\Union~of India *hrough Secretary to tne Govt: of

'India, Deptt.of Defence, New Delh1.

zl‘ . Commandant,'Ammunition Depot, Bharatpur.'

.. - ) T o "";.;Reséondents.
imr.StK,jain - - | : Counsel:forlagplicant
Mr;Sanjay Pareek ) n ) : éounsel‘for resdondents.

- CORAM: -
- Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial .Member.

PER HON'BLE MR S. K\AGAkWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.

- b In th1s ‘O.A fll°d under Sec. 19 of the ATs Act, 1985,

the rellef sought by the"appllcant is to direct tha
respondents to cbnsider'the_applicant for-abpnintment on
,compassrpnate grounds-dn'the ﬁost-of'L.D;C.\ o
' 2; uIn brief facts 1of :the case. as stated by the:
applicant‘are'that‘father‘of’the applicant} Sh;B.K.Sharma:

"expired on 22.9.79. while in service .leaving behind his

. widow, one daughter Geeta and the appllcant It is stated
that the appllcant was minor at tne t1me of hls father S,
death{ After becomlng major,'”the applIFant flled an
apnlication dated ’ 25.11ﬁ94 " for his /appointment ~on
compassionate grounds but'the.applicant was not given any
abpointment.‘ Thereafter, he~ filed .representation to the
competent authorIty In February 1997 Thezrespondents Tide

Tetter dated 4.3. 97 _was asked the appllcant to register his

nmame in the Employment Exchange and In.pursuance of that
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"letter, ' the  applicant qot’ his name reg1stered in the.
Employment Exchange It is stated that the appl1cant is a

Post-Graduate in Pollt1cal Sc1ence and . the mother of the
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applicant is gett1ng fam;ly pension ‘1n which 1t_ is -very
d1ff1cult "to pull up two hands together. It is‘stated that
the amount recelved by the mother was spent for the marrlage
of her daughter, therefore, the . appllcant is in indigent
oondltlon. It 1s stated that there are 3 vacanc1es of LDCs
in the Ammunltlon Depot on wh1ch two glrls have_app01nted
‘and the thlrd post :lszluaoant;ﬂ Therefore, the Vapplicant
sOUght‘“relief' tq direct /thel respondents;gto consider his\
'candidature for appointnent on c0mpassionate'grounds.
3. ‘ Reply was flled. In the reply, it is stated that the.
'appl1cant exp1red -on- 22.9. 79 at that t1me the appllcant was
only 7 years of age and he flled an appllcatlon on.25. ll 94
after he became’ major on l8 8. 90 It is also stated that the
applicant> :flled the appllcatlon ~for : app01ntment on -’
’compassionate gfounds‘after 15 gears’of'the\death of/his_
‘father, therefore, as per the‘decision.of the Ape; Court,
the claim of the appllcant is barred by l1m1tat10n and the

same ‘can be rejected only on this ground. Therefore, the .

» appllcant<1s not entitled to any relief sought for.

4..' Heard the learned learned counsel for the appl1cant

.and perused the records and the wr1tten subm1531ons flled on .

‘behalf of the respondents.

. ’LE.Jagdish Prasad3V51 State of Bihar, (1996) 1 scC

301, Hon'ble Supreme Court has observed that the very object

‘of appointment of a dependent’of-the'deceased emplo?ee who

_ died in harness 1s to relleve unexpected 1mmed1ate hardsh1p
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and distress caused- to the family. In the case of Union gf



'*s1m11ar view.

’gets 1mmed1ate rellef
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-Ind1a Vs. Bhagwan Slngh, 1995(6) ‘scc 476, in Haryana Statet

~Electr1c1ty Board & "Anr. Vs. Hakim blngh, JT 1997 (8) SC 332,

and,ln'Haryana State Electr1c1ty.Board Vs. Naresn_Tanwar

1996(2). SLR SC 11 the ‘Hon'ble Supreme 'Court has _taken a

—

.6/ . In the’ case’ of State of U.P Vs. Paras Nath, AIR 1998 .

'SC 2612, Supreme Court set a51de the judgment of Allahabad ]

High Court and lald down as under-f

’ "The purpose of prov1d1ng -employment to a dependent

Py

of’ a Govt servant ‘dying in harness in preference to
-anybody else, is'to mitigate the hardship caused to

the family; of - the employee"on account of ‘his

SN

- unexpected .death whilé .still in 'service. To
I alleviatep»uthe © distress of- the \family} such

appointments' are permiSSible f on. ompass1onate
. ' {
grounds prov1ded there are rules prov1d1ng for such'

".app01ntment. The purpose is to provlde immediate

'financial"_ass1stance_ to the family of .a deceased
B R . /- 3 . . - - . - -
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Govt 5serVant; ‘None - of these considerations " can
QOperate when the appllcatlon 1s made after a long
period of t1me such asf seventeen’ years in the'

present case.

R ,/‘In‘Sanjay Kumar Vs. State of Blhar, AfR'ZOOO}SC

~2782} it has beeni la1d down that such reservation }on

!

compass1onate grounds -are made only vWith _an intent to

-

provlde 1mmed1ate rellef to the- famlly of the deceased -

‘employee.‘There cannot be a reservatlon of a vacancy tlll
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such time as pet1t1oner becomes major after‘ a numbér of

years unless there is some spec1f1c prov1s1on. The very

N

basis of compa551onate app01ntment is’ to see that family.
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8. . In Narayan/Bhattacharya & Anr. Vs. UOI:& Ors, ATJ

'32001(1) 60l, Calcutta Bench of the Tribunal held that clalm

of appointment by:the son of the'deceased Govt employee on
compassionate‘grounds'is not snstainable because nearly 8
years have already'explred after .the death of Govt employee,

therefore, emergent nature of crisis on account of death of

employee cannot be . sa1d’to have contlnued till now. Hence,

-

.the_fam1ly cannot be sa1d to be “in con51derable financial

9. . In the- instant ‘case, admittedly, the deceased
employee died on 22 9. 79 and at that time the age of the

applicant was only 7 years and now he appears to be of more

’ than 28 vyears. There is no other respons1b111ty, on the

'shoulders of the appllcant which was left over by the

deceased employee. The mother~of the:applicant;is getting
the - family _pehsidn. Therefore,> in view' of the  facts and

circumstances of this case and settled. legal position as

mentloned above,,the appllcant has no case for 1nterference

N

by thlS Tr1bunal and I can only say that the respondents has
not committed any error 1n..reject1ng the claim of the

appllcant.-

'10. In view of above all, I am of the opinion that the

applicant has no case and,this 0.A devoid\of‘any merit is
liable‘to be dismissed.
11 - I, therefore, dismiss this O0,A having no merits with

no order as to costs.

(S.K.Agarwal)

~

‘Member (J).



