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IN 'rHE. CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT.IVE. ';['RI BUNAL 1 JAIPUR BE,NCH 1. JAIPUR 

- . 
O.A.No.310/2000 . ·Date of order: -~.<OJ3J~-

:Ramu Sharma, S/o. late Sh.Bal Kisnan Sharma, 'R/o 

Jaswant Nagar, Bharatput. 

• •• Applicant. 
'• 

' ' 
Vs.' 

1. Union· of India through Secratary to the Govt. of­

Iridia, Deptt.of Deience, New Delhi. 

2 .' · Commandant, Ammunition Depot, Bharatpur • 

. · , ••• -Respondents. 
, ./. . 

·Mr.s.K.Jain Cotinsel 'for applicant 

r:ir.Sanjay Pareek 
; ,;' 

Counsel' for -resp'ondent·s. 

'A CORAM:· 

' '. 

Hqn'ble Mr.S.K.fogar~al, i~~i6ial ,Member. 
, ' I -., . , 

'.PER HON'BLE MR S.K·.A_GA~WAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER • .-

In ·this o.A 'filed under. Sec.19
1 

of :th:e. AT-s Act, ,.1985 ~ 

the r~'liEJ!f · ,sough.t by 'th·a a_pplicant. is to direct the 

respondents to consider- the. applicant 
- I . . . 

for appointment on 

.compass~onate grounds·on tha post of L.D.C. 

2. ·In orief facts -of the case a·s stated by the· 

applicant. are ·that. fa~her of. the applicant, Sh.B.K.Sha:r:_ma, 

expired on 22.-9.79. while in service. le-aving behinq his 

widow, one daughter Geeta and the applicant. It is stated 
- ' 

that the applicant was minor at th~ time of-. h1s father,' s. 
. . / . 

death. the applicant fiied an 

application dated for his Jappointment on 
-

compassionate grounds but the. applicant was not ·given any 

appointment •.. thereafter, he- filed .representation to the 

competent ·a~ thor i ty in~ F_ebruary 1997. Tha 'responden_ts v ide 

retter dated 4.3.97 was asked· the applicant to register his 

·name in the Employment Exchange and in. pursuance of tha~ 
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·letter,· ·the applicant got· his 
/ 

name_ registered in the_ 
I 

E:mployment Exchange. It is stated that the applicant ·is a 

Post-Graduate in Poli ti cal Science and. the . mother of the 
' ) f 

applicant is, getting family pension in which it is - very 

difficult to pull up two hands ~ogether. It is· st~ted that 

the a~ount receive(j by the mother was spent for the marriage 

of·. her daughter, there fore, the , applicant is in ·indi_gent 

condition. It is stated th~t there ~re 3 vacanties of LDCs 

in the A"mmuf!ition Depot on wnich· two· girls have appointed 
, 

arid the third post ·is vacant. Th~refore, the applicant 
. ' 

sought , relief, tq direct ..... the respondents ·to consider his 
/ . . 

candidature for.appointment on compassionaie grounas. 

3~ Reply was fil~tj~ In
1
the reply, it is stated ttiat the 

·appl~icant expired -on· 22.9. 79 at that time the applicant was 

only 7 years oi ~ge and :he filed an application'on.2S.ll.94 

after he became· major oh_lB.8.90. It is also stated thit the 

\ . 

a~plicant filed the application ·for · appointment on, 

compassionate grounds after 15 years of the death of his 
/ 

. . . . ' 

-_fat_her, therefore, as per the de.cision o.f the Apex._ Court, 
, ' . 

the claim of. the applicant. is ba'rred by limitat.ion· and the 

same ·can be. re.jected only . OA'. this ground. Therefore; .the 

applicant-is not entitled to any relief_ sought for. 
' . 

4 •.. ~eard the iea.rned· learned c_ounsel for the applicant 

artd pertised the records and the written ~ubmissions filed on 

behalf of .the respondents. 

, In. Jagdish Prasad · .. vs·. State 0 f Bihar, ( 1996) l sec 

-301, Hon"'-b,le _su.preme Court has observed th~t the very object 
- . 

·of appointment _.of a dep·endent ·of the deceased, employee who 

' 
died in harnes·s is· to relieve unexpected immec;iiate hardship 

.and dist'ress caused-. to the family. In the. cas_e o·f Union of ., 
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- !_ndici, _Vs. Bhagwan $ing_h, 199'5 ( 6) SCC 4 76, in Haryana 'State 

-Electricity ·soai'd ~-AnE.!_ Vs. _Haki'm Singh., JT 1997 (8) SC· 332 

and_.· in Haryana State Electricity Board Vs. N_ares? . Tanwar 

19.96(2) SLR SC 11; the· Hon'ble Supreme .'court has_ taken q 

···similar view. 

·. / 

. ' 
6 I in the"case'of State of u.P Vs. Pa_ras ~ath, AIR 1998 .. 

. ~ . . . . ·' / ' 

·sc 261~, Suprem~ ·court §et aside'th~ judgment of Allahabad 

~igh'Court and· laid-down_ as ~nder: 

·' 

7 •. 

,,.,.. 
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The purpose of providing e~plo~ment ~o a dependent 

of' a Govt servant· dying in. harness in pr,eference to 
\ - . . ' . 

. . . . . 

-anybody else, is·.to ~itigate the hardship caused to 
·-

the family: of· tha employee. on account of his 

unexpected· .death while . -still in .service. 

J • alleviat·e - the - distress of- the . fkm~ly~ such 

appointme.nts are per~is~ibie .· on. compa~sionate 
. , I 

gro_unds prov-id~d there aFe rules. providin~ for· -such 

.appointment. ·The ·purpose -is to prov ~de immediate · 

"financial' assistanc;::e. to the family of .a deceas~d 

Govt s.ervant·. None · of- these corisiderationl:! can 

·-operate when the application i's made _after. a long 

ger~od ·of ti~e such as.· sevent~en· ye~rs in ihe 

pres_en t ·case~ -

·In San jay Kumar Vs. S_tate of· Bihar, -- ··-·---- AIR. 2000' SC 

2782', i.t has been laid down that su_ch reservation on __ 

compassionate grounds ·are ma~~ only with an int~nt to 

prov;ide immediate relief to the_· -~amily. of· th·e·_. deceased.· 

. ~mploy~e. _· There cannot . be a r~servat ion of a .vac~ncy t il 1 

such time as petitioner becomes major after a npmber of 
; - - . 

'. 
years unless th·ere. is some s_pec;=ific· provisio~. The very· 

- " 
basis \of _compassionate appointment is t-o see tha-t fainil:y. 

--~ .. , . getS·immediate relief. 

. . 
-
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In Narayan ,,..Bhattacharya & .Anr. Vs. UOI · & Ors, ATJ 
, ' • ;o • 

·2001(1).601;·caicutta Bench of th.e Tribunal' held that claim 

Gf appointment by the son of the deceased Govt_ employee on 

compassionate ·grounds· is not sustainable because nearly 8 

years h~ve ~lreadi expired aiter .the death of Govt employee, 

ther-efore, emergent nature of crisis on account of death. Of 

employee tannot be.said' to have_ continued till now. ~ence, 

the_ family cannot be said to be ·'in considerable financial 

stringency. 

9. In th~~ instanE ~ase, ~dmittedly, ·the d~cease~ 

~mployee. died ~>n 22.9_"79 a'nd at that time __ the age of th~ 

applicant was on_ly 7 -years and now he appears~ to be of more 

than 28, years.· There is no other responsibility. on the 

shoulders of the applicant which was left· over .by the 
. ' 
deceased employee. The mother -of the, applicant. is getting 

the - family pension. Thereforg, in view· of the - facts and 
. ' 

circumst.an·ces ·of this cas.e and settled. 1-egal position as 

mentioned abov~, ,the applic~nt_h~s no case f6r intetferepce 

by ttiis Tribunal and I can only' say that the respond~nts has 

not committed any error in .. rejecting t·he claim of the 

applicant.; -

·10. In view -of above all, I am of the opinion that th'e 

app_J.icant has no case and _this O.A dev-oid,of any merit is 

liable to be dismissed. 

11~ I, therefore, dismiss this O~A having no meriis with 

no order as to cost&. 

Member (J). 


