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INJTHE.CENTRAL_AdMiNLSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JEIPUR BENCHL'JAIPU%4
6}A.&d.428/2oo;d' - . Date of order: _1#jsyé@wz_,,:
~'1\Ameen‘Ahmed, S/d Lafe Sh.Abdul Latif Khah,.R/o Panch
Kui?an Darwaja, éurani.Tdnk, Tonk; o S |
‘ ...Appiicagt.
R .VS. | | !
1. _' Unidn‘iof 'India~;thrdughfiSecret&ry to the- Govt"oE
India, Mini. of Telecomﬁunicationl_Dept; of/Postéf.
}Dak Bhawan, New Delhi. | ' o '
?.. d :Chief Post. Master Generel, Rajasthan C1rcle, Jalpur.
3,'- Supdt of Post Offlces,'Tonk D1v151on: Tonk.
| .,.Respendehte._
None présent for'the appliéant ‘ Q
" Mr.S.S. Hasan, proxy of Mr. .M.Khaq} counsel for réspondents. -
CORAM: e o
o Hdn‘ble:Mr-S.K.Aqafﬁal, Jud1c1al.Member." ' 57
.pﬁa HONfBLE MR S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER. )

In_tnisfo;A’filea under Sec.l9 of the ATs Act; 1985,
‘_Ene relief 'sought '5y; the app;ieant is to di;ect -Ehé_;
respondents toe considef hiﬁ» afresﬁ fer eppointmeht fon
-compaSSionate g;ounds oé a'suitabie post dommehsu?ate wiﬁn
his educetioﬁél~duelifieetion. .
2. - In b;ief; tne_case of1tpe,apélicantlis Epat qis
father'Sn.Abdul Latif Khan was eer;ing eS-Mail Overseerfin
" the depertment-of ?osf at &dhk died on 20,?.9liﬁﬁilejin

. ,

service. It is stated that'three“sohs of the deceased “Qre

already in employment dur1ng the llfe t1me of Sh.Abdul Latlf

and Qre 11v1ng separately and not supportlng the” famlly of

s .
L

the deceased. It is s:a;edatnat the burden of malntalnlng
the family of the deceased i.e, the widow, her two daughters .

and the applicant is upon the shoulders. of tne widow aldne.



3,

Therefore the mother of.thepapplicant made a request for

'providing;Jemployment tol the applicant on compassionate

grounds but,the‘same Was re'ected orni- the ground that the

I

mother is ,getting family pens1on and recered terminal

'beneﬁits 'to__tne tune. of Rs. 90941/- the family is in

«
!

' “ \. . : - ° 3 . .
possession of residential house and there are three earning

members in the family, therefore, the-financial condition of -

the family does not appear to be indigent. It is stated that

B - N \ N -
the respondents did not.give objective consideration to the
application of thne  applicant and .dénialﬂ of ,compassionate
appointment‘is‘not just'and proper."ﬂence,'tne applicant

filed this 0.A for the rel1ef as above.

3. Reply was_ filed. In the reply, it is stated that tne

Circle Selection Committee met on 1l7. l ZOOl.and cons1dered.

'the case of the appl1cant for prov1ding, app01ntment on

~

compa551onate ground as per 1nstructions igsued from time to

time and the same was rejected as the Committee did not find
the case as‘indigent’one and tne'same-was communicated to -

tne applicant vide Annx.Al It is stated that the fatner of

-the applicant expired on 20, 2 9l but the application for

app01ntment on‘compassionate grounds was filed on 12.1.96,

after'the applicant become major. It is made clear in the

. reply tnat the Circle Selection Committee has given detailed;

- reasons and did not find the case of the applicant .as

;1nd1gent one tnerefore tne Committee rejected -the claim of‘

the applicant after hav1ng objective assessment of the -

’financial- condition of the applicant._‘Therefore, _the

applicant has no case.

4. I have given .anxious con51deration to the averments"

1

made by both ‘the parties and perused the whole record.
5. _ In catena hf cases Hon' ble Supreme Court-has been of

s
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Theérefore the mother of the applicant made a request for

proViding'ﬂemployment to. the applicant on compassionate
groﬁnds but.thevsame Was.re'ected o the ground that the

mother is ,éetting famlly pen31on and received termlnal

P

’oenefits to the tune. of Rs. 90941/— the famlly is in’

possession of res1dent1al house and there are three earnlng

members.ln the famlly, thereforef the financial condition-of
-the famlly does not appear to be 1nd1gent. It is stated that
the respondents d1d not\glve objective con31deratlon to the

appLication _of tne'.appiicant and /denia;_ of ,compassionate .

appointment'iS~not just’and proper.‘Hence,'tne applicant

flled th1s 0.A for the rellef as above.

3. Reply was flled In the reply, 1t is stated that the

Clrcle Selectlon Commlttee met on 17. l 2001_and cons1dered.

the case of the appllcant for- prov1d1ng, app01ntment on

1

compa551onate ground as per instructions. issued from time to

time and the same was rejected as the Commlttee d1d not flnd
tne case as‘lndlgent:one_and the'same,was communlcated to -
. the_applicant ride Annx.AlL It is stated that the fatner1of
3the‘applicant expired‘on 20.2.9t‘butithe application for
appointment onicompassiOhate grounds was filed on‘12.1.96,

after'the applicant become major..It is made clear'in the

. reply that the C1rcle Selectlon Commlttee has g1ven deta11edn

reasons and d1d not find the case of the appllcant as

)

vlndlgent one thereﬁore tne Comm1ttee rejected—the cla1m of'

the applicant after haVing. objective assessment of the -

financialA condition of the applicant. Therefore, the
appllcant has no case.

4. : I have glven anxious con31derat10n -to the averments -

]

made by both the partles and perused the whole record.

5. In catena ot cases Hon'ble Supreme Court‘has been of

’

4



. e L . .
the view-'that while”‘considering the 1candidature of the
apolicant . for- appo1ntment ‘on’ compassionate' ground, -the

department mdst ‘examine the/tlnanc1al st/tus'and p051t10n as

to whether the- famlly of the deceased employee needs anyt"

help to surv1ve or thelr ex1st any 1nd1gent c1rcumstances in

_the fam1ly of tne deceased employee who was only ‘the bread

.

-, earner of the famlly.L.
' B : !

6. - In Umesh Kumar Nagpal Vs. State of Haryana (1994) 4

_SCC-138, a Bench of two Judges has po1nted out that "the

: whole object of grant1nq compa581onate app01ntment 1s to

Vo ' enable the tamlly to t1de over the sudden cr1s1s, the object

‘is not to glve a member of such famlly a post mucn less a
' post held by the deceased. _
_ ) . L ]
"7, o In Jagd1sh Prasad Vs. State of Blhar, (1996) 1 SCC,

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

'/of app01ntment of a dependent of the deceased employee who
died in harness‘ls to relieve unexpected 1mmed1ate hardshlp

and distress caused to the family. In the case of Union of
. .. s ) - . . E . )  —————— L ——

, + India Vs;'Bhagwan Singh} 1995(6)'SCC 476, in Haryana'State‘
- A L T ' R . . o
o Eledtricity Board & Anr. Vs.;Hakim.Singh, JT 1997 (8) SC 332

and in Haryana State Electr1c1ty Board Vs. Naresh Tanwar‘

g

/ 1996(4) SLR SC ll, the Hon ble Supreme Court has taken a-.

. A'simllar v1ew.‘ﬁ”

~ 8. o In the case of State of -U. P vs. Paras Nath, AIR l998.f

SC 2612, Supreme Court set as1de the judgment of Allahabad

-

H1gn Court and la1d down as under°

.-

' fi _ o o The purpose of prov1d1ng employment to ‘a dependenty;'

1

S of. a Govt servant dy1ng 1n harness in preterence to

;
'anybody else, 1s to m1t1gate the hardshlp caused to

\

. -the . family fof‘ithe;-employee on account of his .

unegpected.'deathdpwh1be' stlll_fin Jservice.,'To;




alleviate ' thef fdistress‘- of the ' family, . such
- - appointments‘ ‘are permissible yon 'compassionate

grounds prov1ded there are rules prov1d1ng for sucn

: appo1ntment. The purpose is’ to provide - immediate

f1nanc1al a551stance .to the 'fom1ly of a tdeceased

~

Govt ‘servant. None Gof these _con51derat10ns_ can

operate wnen the appllcatlon is made after a long

. period of time " such .as 'seventeen years- in’ the

) . _‘pres’e'r\{t case. . \ | ' ’
9‘._‘ In Sanjay | Kumar Vs.\‘\ ’Stat‘e— of 'Ei_EEEL' AlR' ) 200'0'\SC |

2782,_ itl has _been laid- down that such reservation on
compassionate' grounds are made onlyl with fan intent "to
’provide ,immediate rellef to 7the family of the deceased'
'employee.'There cannot be a reservatlon of a vacqncy tlll
such time as pet1t10ner becomes major after' -a- number of
years unless there -is some spec1f1c prov1s1on. The. yery

ba51s of'compass1onate app01ntment ;s to.see that family

.gets immedlate rellef. TR o o SRR

’

10. . . Jarayan Bhattacharya & ‘Anr. Vs. UOI & Ors, ATJ'
). R - '
2001(1) 60l, Calcutta Bench ‘of thevTrlbunal held that claim

'of appointment by  the son,of the deceased Govt employee on.

'compas51onate grounds is not susta1nable because nearly 8 -

. years have already explred after the death of Govt employee,
!
therefore, emergent nature of crlsls on account of death of

employee cannot be sald to have continued t1ll now. Hence,

the fam1ly cannot be said’ to be: 1n con31derable f1nanc1al

str1ngency,

-

'

11.. In the instant case, admittedly; the father of the -
appllcant d1ed on 20.2. 9l and h1s 3. sons are already in -

employment and mother of the appl1cant is getting fam;ly

". pension and snhe has-also been paid retiral benefits after‘

.
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deatin of ‘her ansband. While reﬁecting' the case' of tnhe

appllcant, the Clrcle Selectlon Commlttee v1de the 1mpughed~

‘fletter ‘dated 26/27.6. 2001 gave, detalled reasons and d1d not -

find: the,case_of the appllcant as 1nd1gent one’ regardlng
immediate relief. It is'a;so evident that nearly 10 years‘
o ' ‘ ’ - - : .

'have‘already‘expired after the death of the. Govt employee;

. . . .. N

therefore, emergent nature of crisis on account of the death

of .deceased cannot be said to have continued till the :date:

Tnerefore, the'family of the deceased cannot be said.to be
.in con51derable f1nanc1al str1ngency. Hence,_in view of the

. facts and. c1rcumstances of thls case ‘and - settled leaal

p051tlon as mentloned above, the appllcant has no case»for

1nterference by thls Trlbunal and I can oniy say tna fthe

a

-respondents department hasurnot.»commltted any 'er"orviin
_rejectlng the candldature of the appllcant for app01ntment‘

© on. compasslo-nate grounds vide the 1mpugned "letter dated

26/27.6.2001.
12, . In viéew -of the above, I am'of the .considered opinion
that the appllcant has _no case for 1nterference by this

Trlbunal and thlS 0.A" dev01d of any mer1t is l1able to be
J ) - . ) AN

‘dlsmlssed
S 13, I,-therefore, dismiss.this'O.Afhaving no merits w;th

" "no order as to costs.

3 ,“:“-'.‘:~"‘:t;g}¥:§:§%ﬂ—;;—/

‘(S.K.Agarwal)-

:‘Member (J).



