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ORDER (ORAL T

The opphcon’r .nos frled this OA ’rhereby challenging the’ order
do’red 16/1/2007 (Ann A/]) whereby case of the applicant for-;
compassionate - oppomrmenr was rejected pursuant to ’rhve
observo’rionls mo'de:by' ‘rhe'-:_cor_npe’ren’r ou’rhorir)r to the folIoWing "

effect.
“1.  The ex- offrcrol explred on 6/6/2005.
2. As per synopsrs the ex-employee had left widow, four' ’
) morrred son ond two married daughter.
3. As per educc‘honal qudlification, the applicant was
' ellglble for appointment on compassionate grounds on
the posr of PA Codre '
4. The fomlly is geﬂmg family pen5|on omounhng to Rs.
4875 + DR Per moni’h ‘
5.  The family hod recerved terminal benefn‘s fo the tune of
Rs. 4 14 ]55/

The commrﬁee consrdered the case in light of msrruc‘rlons ”-

rssued by DO P&T OM dated 9/10/98 followed by clorrflcohon o

issued vrde oM dcx’red 3/12/99, 20/12/99 ond 14/1]/2000 ]
and voconcy posmon of The codre
The commr’r’ree offer objechve assessment of fmoncrolﬂ
‘condition of the fomrly did not find the family in rndrgen’r
condrhon cmd hence rhe case has been rejected.”

2. The chollen‘ge',hos been'-made on fhe ground that fate Shr'r ;

L.N.Nagar has borrowed Rs 1 20 OOO/ from the Jaipur Cooperohve

Soaefy Rs. 1,35 OOO/ from Shrr Grnroj Shormo and Rs. 74250/- from |

|

HDFC as such, i‘he fermlnol beneflrs recerved by the fqmrly of rhe

deceased h‘os bei'e;ln"v exhq:q§red. It is further pleoded r‘hcn‘_one Shri
Moh'esh,Kumor s/o SlhrrKUnJ:g,hqrr Joshi who has ob’rcxi‘ned,‘{2.8 POin‘i{s;: '.
has been off_e'red olppornrmenr in -breference to the applioo'nr who
has obfoined 29_ p;ihrs-qsl per the d‘ercx_ils‘ given vide Ann.A/8. Iti5 on .
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the basis of fh:eselifocrs fh:e applicant has filed this OA ’rhereby ‘



et T ow

L;J o .

pleading that family of the opplicqh’r is in indigent cichms‘fonc_:f;es .
requiring Aimme‘diofel relief,

2. Notice of this appliccﬁﬁon was given to the respondents. The :

ré’sp_onden’rs hqve;filed--reply.ﬁ'l'n-fhe re‘ply,-fhé respondents hdlv.e.ls
Acd’relgoricqilly sfafeij.- 'fhgf';’rh.e ex-employee e;(pired on 6.6.2005 aﬁ.‘er. |
' renderihg 35 y‘ears:, 4 ménfhs; and 18 days of sérvice. It is furfh_ér -.
pleaded ’rhof fvyb dicxugh’rers:of the deceased employee are married

. cmd,. as such, ’fherejﬁs no liability on the family to this effect. Similarly, .
s I v - - ) . ' ;

it is also pleaded that c!“l’ 3rh‘é sons are major and above the age of
‘25 years and three sons are living sepcra’rely and all are.able ’rr.j.-'
“earn for their livelih(gjod by '.dckji‘n'g some job. It is also pleaded that -

family has received fermingl benefits to the ‘fune of Rs. 4,14,155/-
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and widow is getting fdrrinyl.'pensi,on of Rs. 4875/- + DA per rhonth,
The (espondehfs-hg've further p_léqded that the Committee fQUnd‘l

that there is no 'spéCific lilab_‘iiify‘such as marriage of daughters and |
o | I : o
- education of minor.%c’;'hildreh. As such, according to the respondents,
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it is not a deser:yirpig case.‘_R'egd.rdfing the averment mcde'by ‘fﬁille: o

A"qpplicron’r ﬂjdfr c‘d‘r%,vn’p:cjs's‘ic%n%r,e‘ gpip‘dinimen’r was 'given to V'One' ghn
Mvahesﬁ Kui'jmor JOShl wholhos seéﬁred 28 points as ogoinsft %he
prlicanf who hqls”secureld‘Z‘?A‘ points, ifA has been sfcﬂ‘ed fﬁot .n‘o |
' déubf fhé c.:ose. of;‘ S:f'm N\ahgie’llskh‘K.umar Joghi wﬁs recommehd‘ed:i‘?;y :
his Divisional He.c'::;g but fhe -Circle'R'elaxciﬁon Commitiee has
}reje‘c"red both ’rhe ‘_‘cqsessquterl overall assessment 6f‘ﬁnoncio|
cohdiﬁon of- the d_iejceosec%lj ;flqmilies, The respondenis hgvg qlso '
g_.nclqzsgd‘ list (_‘)fwc;:'.q_ndivdé‘rés: E"wi':lo Hgve been c:ppr;dﬂ?eld ‘:fzo'r’ §

compassionate dppointme"n:}‘i L;SAnn.R/]O, perusal of whi'ch',sl1év;f

"
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that case of Shri Mé}hesh Kumar Joshi has not been‘recommend:ed '
‘ by the Comm‘iﬁee‘-for ap‘poi‘nfmen’r on compassionate grounds.
' Thﬁs, this csserﬁonil"mdde Jb_y the applicant in the OA deserves out

right rejection. - .
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3. The cppiicd‘rfi’:r has- .ﬁled rejoinder thereby reiterating the |

averments made in the OA :

4. . I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and gone
through the maier‘i‘d,l‘g'plcc:'e,d"on record.

5. _The’quesﬂ'ovnj,,\#'hich4r‘ej<.:1.L»J‘i‘res my con_éiderqﬁon i_s whe‘fher fhe
| qppﬁlicqn’f has madl:e euiiou(_:'!c:s-ei for grar;f of relief and whether in fﬁe
facts and ci,rcums’r:thes 'o;fl:l’r:ll;.‘e: case, it can be said that fhe fomlly '
ef ’rhe decec;eeil_i employee was in in.digen’r efreqmsfdhe?ge‘zs

w,arf'q'nlﬁh.g ':':conw‘p"c_z_,sis?qrjlc-ﬁe L:‘q';spev:ir‘]t:menf. From the facts as sfcﬂred

above, it ',is.sj evi'den‘fg‘;thdl‘ widp',\’/;}'of fhfe deceased employee is geﬁm’g
fgmily pepzs.ijen f‘o‘v ’ri?}e A)"erev oj"‘I 'R's',‘ 48’75 + DA,per mon’rh_‘ AII the fobr
's.ohshc']_re: r:‘r;qrrrie'd .:Iiclend ~h1czjlc;;>-r, 'Q.Ut,of which three sons are living
sep._'arafely:;.“ It is onl’y’rhe flapl?Iiea'nf who is iiving with the widow. In

fhese“c':ilrc,ums’ranc.eé, the widow who is ge’r’ring.fomily pension'cf

- more fhaans._;éOOO?‘/'- pef q}dnth cannot be said to be in ind_’ig‘e‘,r‘h“
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ei’rcﬁnﬁsfanceg even if A’rh:e:h:teérmincl benefit fo'fhe' tune Ofi;Rvs._;'
' 414155/ recelvedbyfhefamlly is ignored for the pUrpose;’ 'of
qi;c‘:h;drgjﬁg someof i'h"‘e':I_itcfutg?lilli{i’izesrwhich has to be d_ischczrgeql,..é,s
pleaded by the q‘;ljipliic;clzznf:v:i\r’jv ’rhe OA more parﬁculcrlly, wher,w *E’\e
family 'gf the décéééed is ré}éjvia';;.rﬁvg"ih'lfheir own house and there is no

such lidbility on the family i this regard,



‘6. . Forthe foregoing reasons, the OA the bereft of merit, which fi_s

'-qccordingly dismissed with no order as to costs.
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