
central AE^INISTRATIVE tribunal, jabalpur bench, jabalpur

O.A. NO. 65/2003

Smt. Madhu Kuril* aged about
35 years, wife of late Pradeep
Kumar* R/o* House No. 439,
Gali No. 9* Sadar Bazar* Jabalpur
Cantt, Tahsil and District,
Jabalpur (M.P.). ... Applicant

Versus

1. union of India,
Through Secretary,
Ministry of Defence Production,
South Block, dHQ PO,
New Delhi - no Oil.

2. Director General of ordnance
Factory/chairman, ordnance
Factory Board, Khudiram Bose Road,
Kolkata-1.

3. Senior General Manager,
Gun Carriage Factory,
Jabalpur (M.P.). ... Respoudenta

Counsel :

Shri R.B. Yadav for the applicant.

Cor am j

HOT'bie stei Chairman.Hon hie Shri r.k. Upadhyaya - Manber (Adnnv.).

(Passed on this tne );«> day of February 2003)

gy Hon-ble shri JUstloe m.m. a^noh - vloe

The applicant has filed this original Application
for quashing the impugned order Annexure a-7. dated
31/10/2002 passed by the respondent No. 3 and for directing
the respondents to consider the case of the applicant for
her compassionate appointment.

2- The case of the applicant is that her husband
late pradeep Kumar^working as a Peon in Gun Carriage
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Factory, Jabalpur died in harness on 18/05/2000 leaving
behind her mother and this applicant as his heirs. The
applicant claimed to have filed an application Annexure

A-2 for her compassionate appointment, but the same was

rejected by Impugned order Annexure a-7. it was further

claimed that the applicant untj married with late Pradeep
Kumar 4| years ago only and as her name was not entered
In the service book^she had to obtain succession certifica
te from ccmpetent court, according to which the applicant
and smt. Kamla Bal mother of the deceased were held

entltlejto get equal share In the retlral benefits of the
deceased. The grievance of the applicant Is that while

rejecting her prayer^ the respondents mentioned about
payment of retlral benefits, but the amount mentioned

therein have not been^reoeived by her and that It Is
difficult for her to meet the day to day routine expenses
for livelihood. It was also asserted that on the ground of
payment of terminal benefits only the prayer for compass
ionate appointment could not be rejected.

3. we have heard learned advocate for the applicant
and have gone through the record. The main grievance of the
applicant appears to be that the mother of the deceased
also shared the terminal benefits, who was also In receipt
Of terminal benefits of her own husband. The grievance
regarding sharing of terminal ba>eflts could not be a
service matter to be considered by this Tribunal. Needless
to say that the object of providing co^asslonate appoint
ment to any family member of the deceased employee was
simply to enable the family to get over the financial
crises which It faced at the time of death of the sole
breadearner. The object of providing such relief should not
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be taken as an opening of an alternative mode of recruit
ment to public employment as thou^ it was a line of

inheritance, in the impugned order Annexure a-7 ofcourse
the respondents referred to regarding payment of terminal
benfits in order to show tlie financial position of the
applicant, but at the same time it was also menUoned that
it could not be claimed as a matter o£ right and that
having regard to the celling of Bx of direct recruitment
quota posts,for making appointment on conpassionate basis,
it was not possible to acccmmodate each and every perso..
by offering an appointment. It was further mentioned that
the comparative merit of the various applicants was
required to be determined by careful assessment of the
financial status and need of the family of the deceased
employee#

unmarried d'Tughter""' children^of the deceased and the applicant is^lone dependant of the
deceased claiming for compassionate appointment. Reference
was made to the decision of the Apex Court in the case of
sushma Gosain versus Union of India reported at
(AIR 1989 so Page 1976). ccsmaent of the Apex Court regar
ding implication of the aforesaid decision is made in the
case Of umesh Kumar Nagpal Versus state of Harayana
reported at (1994) 27 atc Page 537 .

c?tS ?ourt''lrSsta'°r""? 'decision
India has been mifin^^ Union of
distortion. The decisiS^^^ to the point of
conpassionate
course or in onployment in ^ u® matter of
III and IV posts above Classes

In Annexure a-7 vi^iie rei'ectlnrt i-h^
.. Jecting the prayer of the applicanthe respondents clearly stated that in view of 5« limitati-

direct recruits for the year and in view of
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c^arative Inaigent conaitlc« of otl.r claimants, It „aa
poss ble to give compassionate appointment to the

applicant, we find no defect in this re
^  reason and theapplicant has not been 4.

^ oeen able to show th=t-oiiw x:nat anyone les*?

eserving,„as granted compassionate appointment!

result we finr^ M ^^nd no merit in thi<5 r>yi iApplication and accordingly it is dismissed at ac^i
stage itself. admission
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