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IN THE CENTRAL ADflII'JISYRATXVE TRXBNNAI*

CALCUTTA BENCH

Original Applicaciofi No. of 2013.

An appj.ioafeion under section 19 flf ishe Adminlscraclve Tribunal 

ACC# 1985.

1. 3mt. Putul Shaw#

Wife of bace Sambhu Nafch Shaw# aa^4 about:

residing at 9# Maharaja Nanda Kumar Road

(South),Post Office & Police scatiorWBarana»

gore# Kolkate-700036.

2. Amit Shaa#i.son of Late Sambhu Nath Shat?,/
vyy*

aged about 3 ^residing at 9# I'^eharaja Nana a

Kumar Ro<id(Souch)#F.O.& P.S.Baranacore,

Kolkata -700036. Applicants...«.
- Versus -

1. Union of India# service through the

Secretary# Ministry of Deface, Govetrtment

of Indie# New Delhi. 5~

Gun & Shell Factory#having its office at2*

Coesipore# Kolkasa-700002.

3. The General Manager# Oun & shall Factory

having its office at Cos&lpore#

Kolkata -700002.\
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4. The Joint General Manager and

Public Information Officer, Ministry of!
i]

& Shell FactoryDefence, Gun i

i-i
■kh i

Cossipore, Kolkata - 700 002.'k<

!
t 5. The Deputy Labour Welfare
&

Commissioner. Ministry of DefenceI; jtI1 Gun and Shell Factory, Cossiporer. >a
i.

f i- Kolkata-700 002.!
k-t;

... Respondents.i.

}'r• t
fs y;r ?;

1'r
4 rrr-

i.

K

l
-i lii

! 1
TSf$r\ I

t.

!■

i

-li'
i?

■. if
t;/&t
k,.
;
!~

S'.fc.' -

< r
i <! sr>'. s

$
r-

*
T’
!■



i

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
KOLKATA BENCH

Date of Order:O.A/350/866/2013

Coram: Hon’ble Mr. A.K Patnaik, Judicial Member

Putul Shaw & Another -vs- M/o Defence

For the Applicant(s):Mr. B. R Das, Counsel

. Mr. K. K Ghosh, Counsel 

For the Respondent(s): Mr. S. Paul, Counsel

ORDER

tra//A.K Patnaik. Member (JT
A*^oilowin^reliWs:

/TV A\
The Applicant has filed th^J seelM

^Iwig th^vluow of the deceased 

n—alpoint^na on compassionate 

Sha:

ua) A declaration•.the^ppM^
employee is fentitled^® 

groundUin favdl^ofh^p;
b) Fof''an order Mirec|I^\^g!^espondenIT*t^ appointment Amit 

Shaw the son of.the deceased empldyee\n cG/mpassionate ground.
, v , jy Nv y /

c) Costs^or’inditiental'te-and^nsiiag'o

jir

!X

oLmis application.
\

d) Any otfiCpofdecor orders^a§^y6up^ordships may deem fit and 

proper by way ofhTolding^eW^fs
e) Leave may be granted to this original application jointly under
Rule 4(5)(a) of CAT Procedure Rules 1987.”

The case of the applicant is that his father while working under the2

Respondents died on 13.7.2011 leaving behind his widow (Applicant No.l) & son

(Applicant No.2). By making application dated 2.8.2011, appointment on

compassionate ground was sought in favour of applicant No.2. The said request

was rejected vide letter dated 20.2.2013. On 19.4.2013 application was submitted

by an advocate on behalf of applicants seeking information under RTI Act, 2005
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and in response thereto the advocate was supplied some document vide letter datedP%•’a

10.5.2013.

Having heard the respective parties perused the pleadings.3.

Respondents have filed reply objecting to the prayer of the Applicant.

According to the applicants, their request for providing appointment 

on compassionate ground was rejected vide letter dated 20th February, 2013. They 

have not preferred any appeal against such rejection nor have they sought in this

4.

OA to quash the same. In the meantime near about seven years have been elapsed

but the family could survive even without any support of appointment. Applicant

No.2 by now is aged about 35 years. The decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court in

the case of Umesh Kumar Nagpal vs? Sia^e/of^H^iivana And Ors., (1994) 4^ —
\

consideration for appointment on 
' -^ \ ■

a. \

SCC 138 is very much clbar to $
>, \ \ 1 f / / ^•v.

.-r.

compassionate ground is contrary to Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India
ims^ _ '

and is only in the nature of concession and, therefore, it does not create a vested
C \

V/V/IWXV . QJ Ii * -s
right in favour of the claimant. Compassionate appointment is justified when it is

/
granted to provide immediate succour to the dependent family members of the

* "Y /\

deceased-employee and cannot be granted on the passage of time as a matter of 

right. ...... ■

In view of the facts and law, I find no merit in this OA which is•5.

accordingly dismissed. No costs.

(A.K.Patnaik) 
Member (Judicial)

RK/PS


