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. :u! 'rHE CENTR~L ADMINISTRA·rIVE :rRI-BUN,AL' ,JAIPUR BENCH' .JAIPUR 

6.A.No.31/2002. - Date of order.: 
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2. 

3. 

.. _J_ 
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Govind.Prakash Bharma, S/o late ·sh.Sita· Ram ~ha~ma, 

·-- R/o Vill_ .• Nanga1:; P.O.Udaipurwati·i Distt.Jhunjhunu • 

• •. • Applicant.· 

, Vs.· 
- .. 

·union ·of +ndia through - Secretary to _the: . Govt of 

indi_a, Mini. of ·releco~m\.mfc_ati(;>n,' -Dept t of .Posts, 

-' Dak Bhawan, New De·lh i..: 

Chief ~ost Master General, Rajasthan Circla-, Jaipur •. 

' 
supdt.of Post ·Of ffces, -~hu~jhunu _ Division, 

Jnunjnunu~ 

• · •• Respondents. 

·Mr • P • N • J at i Counsel for tn, app~icant 

CORAM·: 

PER HON'BLE MR s·.K.AGARWAL, JuDICI.AL MEMBER~· ', 

The releaf so~ght-by-.the~pplicant in this Q._A is to 
.. 

'quash .the .'letter dated - 2. 3 .2001 ana to direct the 
. -

respondents:..: t~ consider· -the _applicant· ·for -appoin~ment on 

compas'siona_te grounds •. _·· 
' 
2. ' ' In brief,._the case of ·the applicant· as s·tated by him 

are ; tnat_ . father ~f tne app~}cant. die_d· i~ the year. 1986 
I • • • 

l~aving b~~ind rii~ h1~ widow,· three'daught~rs antj one ~on 

((he applicant). ·rt is st;.ated -~hat the applicant was only 5 
- -

years old at- the .time of' d'eath of· his. fa~tier .• Now he has 

passed ~O +' 2 examina'tion •. It i:s stated tna_t_ th~ uC)pl_icant. 

s 1Jbmifted. a11 application fot appointment on c'ompa~sionate 

groqnas· on· 29.11~99 which was rejected on 
·- the following 

grounds: 

i). Candidates are waiting for appointment since 1996 

.- -
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, ii) . Widow is 'getting ·_family pension;' of Rs.1275/-· + DR 

, per month. -
. " 

-
i-ii)_- Terminal benefits to the tune o·f Rs.35,.628/-

iv)- Widow is in possession of res-idential house. 

· v_}- Applicant himself is grown ·up.· 

Therefore,·~he finan~i~L condition of the family of 

the · d~ceased does not appear to ~e indigent requiring 

immedi~te r~iie~~ 

3~ Hear9 the learned couns_el for the applicant for 

·admission and peru~ed·the who~e record~ 

4. In Jagdish' Prasad Vs. State of Bihar, ( 1996) 1 SCC 

301, Hon.'ble _-supreme Court held that th-e very_ object. of 

appointment on c·omp~s·sionate , grounds is · to relieve 

unexpected i,nm'ediate hardship ·and distress caused to the 

family. . / 

5. In the case of_ ~~ate of U -~ Vs. ~~~ Nath_, AIR- 1998 

SC 2612, Supreme Court .-set aside -the judgment. of Allahabad 

High Court and laid down·as ·under; 

The purpose of providin9 _employment to a depende~t · 
- -

of a Govt s'ervant dying_ in harness in pre-ference to 

anybody else, is _to ·mitigate. the nar_dstii p caused t.o 

·.the family of the- employee on ac~6~nt o~ his 

unexpected . death ·whil~ still 
. ) _, - in 'service. To 

alleviate. -the ·distress of the family, such 

. ~PP~intments are perm{s~ible on CO!Ilpassionate · 

g~ounds pro~ided-there are rules provi~ing for sucn 
~~ ·. I 

'. 
appointment. The . purpose is- to provide immediate_ 

financial assistance to th.e· ·family of a deceased 

Govt servant. None -o-f - these considerations · can 

operate when the app!Jcation is made after a long 

period of time such as seventeen years in the 

'.· 

'· 

I . 



'. 

,.. ' 

( 
''• / 

I 

/, 

,I, 

pre.s.ent case. 

~I 

6. 'State ·of ·Biffar, AIR 20.00 SC 
/ - --.- -- ----

' 
278'2, it was·· held that such reservatl.on ·on compassionate ... '- - ' . 

-; grounds are made only with an· ·intent to provide /immediate 
' . - ~ . ' . . \ . ' 

/ 

··relief. to the family'of the deceased ·employee. It is further 

··held that' there cannot ·,be a: ~eser-vation of a; vaca·ncy tiil. 

·such ·t~me as· -petitiofler b.ecbmes major· af,te.r·· a number of 
- . ' ' - ' . ' ' . . . . - ~ . 

years· uh.less there is acme· specific provision. The·' yery· 

. 'basis '. o·f '.compassionate· appointmen.t is to see tnat family 

·~ets immediate ~elief. 

& Ors, ATJ -- ---
200,l(l) 601·,· Calcutta Bench of the~·r.i;-~bunal held·fhati claim· 

of. appoi:nfan~~t. by the ·son ·of th~ de.ceased Govt, emp-loyee · ori 
- ,,. ti J ~ -

compas~_ion~te grou.nds is_ .not' stisfainable becatis.e '.near i y 8 
. . 

years( have already expirad a-ft er ·th~ death· 'of 'Govt"' employ_ee ,-. ' ' 

"., , ,, 

t~~refore, :emergent natur~- of 9risis o~ account of death of 
1 ' • -

emp!..oy'ee cannqt be ·said to. have. continued t•ill now. Hence, 

the ·f~mily .c·anno_t be said t9 b~ in con,sid'.erab1e fina.ncial 
,..-

s tr:i_ngency. \. 

• 8.. In the .instant· caS1e 1 admittedly,_ the fat.her of th·e 

applic9-nt_died on 2.12.86.,and at tha time· of his d~ath t.1~ 

:..--
applicant was·.:only 5 y'ears 9ld and . .now 1h.e claims -to <)e 

major.. It is a:rso ev1dent that mo·re than 15 years 'have 
- ' 

already. expired after ·the d~ath of_ tne Govt· employee·, 

therefore, ·em~rg~~t natciie ~f crisis d~ ac6o~rit df. the death ·/ . ~ . -
I 

o~ deceased cannot -be said· to. have continued till· the d_5ite. 

Therefore, tha· family· of tne ·deceased. can·not be sa~d to .be 
.... 

in considerable financ.ial stringency. Not ·only· this qu t -· 
• - . I 

tnere is ·no o~her respon.sibility on .the ,~nouiders 0f . the 

applicant which wa.s left. over: by. the . <;iecea~ed employee. 
- / · . ~ . ~ . . . 

·. Therefo"re, . in. view !·of ·the facts. and circumstances· of the 
.. 

· case and . set·tled ·legal posit io.n as merit ioned above, the 
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apolicant has no case for ·interfer•nte b~ this Tribunal and 

this O.A devoid of any .merit is liable to be dismissed' at 

the stage-of ad~i~sion in li~ine. 

9. I, therefore, dismiss this O.A-ha~ing no merits in 

limine. 

f ) , -
~M ~b---------
.K .Agarwal). 

Member ( J )-. 
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