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1 0.A./350/1288/2016

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL S PR ATANCEENT AN 1.‘
KOLKATA BENCH
0.A./350/1288/2016 ‘ Heard on 12.09.2019

Date of Order: {+//*/9

Coram: Hon’ble Ms. Bidisha Banerjee, Judicial Member

1. Purnima Ghosh, wife of Late Keshab Chandra Ghosh, died in
harness before the retirement as Sr. Accounts Officer under
the Principal Controller of Accounts (Fys.), Ministry of
Defence, Calcutta on 19.3.71999, aged about 65 years,
residing_at: zjagaxchaf PxostmOfflce Jagacha, G.L.P. Colony,
HowFahs711321. " T
»“Rahul Ghosh, son of Keshab Chandra Ghosh residing at

o wdagacha Po j;ﬁ;f_,.@fxﬁlce;el{a_ggcha, GI‘P o Colony, Howrah-
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5o# % 2.The Contr Ile vGeneréal‘bf Bef“é’nc ’
e Ministry of*_!&)eiencev Govt aOf ln‘dna_..
Haying-its, office: at°West quck Ny .

% ﬁRKPuram New DEIRETT0066.  # onys
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. 7 “‘ o i . )
kY s, 3“”The Prlncrpal Controller of Defence Ace:rou";‘"t‘t‘é,#"{r f
% A 4

32}% Havmg its office St:lan.Batar’ Road ~Pa|§’m ‘#.f f

. Dehi Cantgnmenft 120010, v 5, ¢

" - &
. . L &
4 The Prmap‘abControHer of. Accolints (QVS“Y,
Ministry of: Defence, e

Having his offlce af 10A’”Shaheed Khud|ram Bose Road,
Kolkata-700001.

5. The Assistant Controller of Accounts (A&N),
Ministry of Defence,
Having his office at 10A, Shaheed Khudiram Bose Road,
Koikata-700001.
....... .......Respondents

For the Applicant(s): Mr. P.C.Das, Counsel
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For the Respondent(s): Mr. B.P.Manna, Counsel

ORDER

Bidisha Banerjee, Member (J):

Two applicants have sought for the following reliefs:

“a) Leave be granted to move one single application jointly under
Rule 4(5)(a) of the Central Administrative Tribunal (Procedure)
Rules, 1987 aSsthe apphcan;&have got a common grievances and

.....

3 fw ;_{"

w
Q} *\To quash and/or set aside the :mpdf;we,d order No. 778/AN-
l/COMPAPPTT/RGudated *12"07 2016 rssueé b{/ the Jomt Controller

% of Accoun‘ts (Fyslj Iwherebsy amd;vwhereunder w:tbout &:onsrdermg

"n

the observat:on made‘ by;th;s»“’Hon “Big-Tribunal in paragraph 7 and
% ’ ". '317'11'52013 the:case of the apphcants has
sameh ground whrch was reject‘ed on the

_____

ure A;39=oj‘ th;s ongmal&ap%ahcatton

je. Copy “of the :mpugned oger bemg No.
/RG™.dateéd=12,08.2014 issuey bﬁ’ the
PrmcrpaLLController oﬁ;Acc‘ounts (Fys ) m, respect of re,fectmg‘ your
appn‘conts clarm"'for compassronate appomtment byﬁ:'gpeatlﬁg the
same 't ng wh:ch they havewrep ted earlier in th’e:alzght éﬁ f the
‘ nt passedsi taseof *Balbir Kaur & "Anr. ~Vs¥ Steel
*A*uthoégty,,of 7ndr _L_t,.n;u_tg AN, Reported%ﬁ’eaﬁoo SCC Volﬁ '6 page |
3;943*AIR wZOOO (SC) page 1596 and also in, th"e case of Govind

‘; & ,.Prakash Verma -Vs- Life Insurancé }Corporatronao);clndta reported in
”‘-’*;0__ 2005, SCC(L&S) at Page 501 and-in the l/gh't of;the latest principle

ala/d down by the Hon'ble" H:gh Court at Calcutta jn the cases of
Angurba/a maity; & Ors. —Vs- State of West*Benggl & Ors. whereby

| i, .the Hon’b[e High CGourt has hefd thdtf posseés:on of a piece of

agr/cultural“‘nland cannot. md:sent:tle the applicant No.1 for
appomtment on compass:onate ground and in the case of
‘Rajendralal Biswas —Vs- State of West Bengal & Ors. whereby the
Hon’ble High Court has held that compassionate appointment
cannot be ignored on the ground of delay, here the department is
sitting tight over the matter for more than 13 years and for that
the applicants will not be held responsible being Annexure A-27 of
this original application;

d) To pass an appropriate order directing upon the respondents
authority to consider the cases of the applicants for grant of
appointment on the compassionate ground in the light of the para
4 of the agenda item as per the Minutes of the meeting dated
25.3.2009 vide Annexure A-17 of this original application wherein a
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large number of vacancies are 5000 in Group-C level in the same
department and against any suitable vacancy your applicant No.2
* may be accommodated on compassionate ground to save the
‘ distress condition of his family and also in the light of the judgment
passed in the case of Balbir Kaur & Anr. =Vs- Steel Authority of
India Limited & Anr. Reported in 2000 SCC Vol.6, Page 943=AIR
2000 (5C) page 1596 and also in the case of Govind Praksh Govind
Prakash Verma —Vs- Life Insurance Corporation of India reported in
2005 SCC(L&S) at Page 501 and also in the light of the judgments
passed in O.A. No. 594 of 2006 and O.A. No. 647 of 2008 dated
25.8.2008 by this Hon’ble Tribunal and quash and/or set aside the
impugned letter dated 23.5.2012;

e) To pass.an, appropnate *order d:rectmg =the respondent authonty

to con5/de( ‘the éase~ of the rapphcants i shespect of grant of

compass:onate appointment in favourfof the apchant No.2 in any

:,su:table post to save the dIStI'ESS condltfonng theJam:ly of the
., déceased employee oy R 4 L

s"-. .‘ : o

1“ mzrw.

f ,N-—

Ghosh was
bk

applica
£

_{..«.,.
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dated {07.04. 1999 picig employment assnstance on co. passio nate ground ?gor her

o
e

[ F "'.f\,» 1"“-5’:*1_3_ f- ‘,‘ ‘f:_‘,‘a","" L‘h -

i b, o "v%

son Shrif Rahul#Ghosh apphcant No.2 in this O.A. Herf"reqy'egt was exaﬁnned by

R 2
3 & ""V. f z‘$

,i

the compete.-gt au“thority, wfho felt“’t"ﬁat*Sh Fi Rahul Ghosh dld not’ deserve the

e N RS . A
o e - . ﬁ(,f"

benefit of compass:onate‘*appmntment Aggr:eved the” appl igants preferred O.A.
hS % T w——— ,;14""'— ,@"5

1046/2009 before thls Tr:bUnaI Thls T[@_unai lnrn(fon5|derat|on of the 0r|g|nal
Application No. 1046 of 2009 preferred against the order refusing appointment in
respec_t of Shri Rahul Ghosh on comeassionate ground, passed an order dated
11.02.2010 directing the respondents to consider the case of the applicants for

compassionate appointment’under O.M. dated 05.05.2003 as a last chance. The

department filed Writ Petition No. 16 of 2011 challenging this order. Hon’ble High
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Court, Calcutta vide order dated 01.08.2011 held “We do not 'wish to exercise our
discretion on the other part of the order, where the Tribunal asked the authority

to consider him as last chance”.

To comply with the directives of this Tribunal dated 11.02.2010 and
Mon’ble High Court order dated 01.08.2011, the request of the applicant was
examined as a last chance, as per. DOP&T OM No. 14014/6/94/Estt~(D) dated

09.10. 1998 by the Board, @f @fflcers censtrtdted foﬁthe purpose and finally the

W ‘*' . M"" ]
8, %,:i v F g
i :' ;ﬂ%
‘{ "

/CONIP APP“IT/RG dated

23052012,
;I ﬁ%; ;.,;ﬁ'
4 Aggneved they
F o Feinn,
Trlbunal g;':Eh.is Tnbuna’fl‘@“‘"" ’ 'aected themrespongents
to con5|d r‘”the mattef} %fregh"f‘ungerglgs schi
‘4 L AR % 553-3;3

pass: 1a rgasened and speal«pg’order v§h|

';&

f’* 0 *-%-,.,&, ""*»*x-;,. ; , 3
% N 4 oot W & A
dependenats left« bwtpe deceased their gross i o esft om oth‘er sources
# e, o A &
«‘s.. %"’“ { e, ',.kam»ﬂﬂ“’"wﬂ - “ af i ’D*
if any and to® pass anppropn‘a‘te orders W|th|n a,zpertod of thra%e mg hths from the
*.?» i, A (: i iy v s
", s, A R ‘e P
date of receipt of th"engpy é'f*:i-tasyggder. e ﬁ;w’*‘
;'__‘ :'::rﬁh' r: o wm’f#? ﬁw

R et

To comply with the order of the Tribunal dated 20.01.2014, the request of
the applicant was examined as per DOP&f OM No. 14014/6/94/Estt-(D) dated
-09.10.98, along with DOP&T F.No. 14014/02/2012-Estt.(D) dated 16.01.2013 &
DOP&T OM No. 14014/02/2012-Estt.(D) dated 30.05.2013 by the Board of
Officers constituted for the purpose and rejected once again, vide order dated

12.08.2014 (Annexure-A/27), which was under challenge in O.A. 1214/2014.
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The speaking order dated 12.08.2014, challenged in 0.A. 1214 of 2014,

v reads as under:

WHEREAS, to comply with the order dated 20.01.2014, duly nominated Welfare Officer

nade'a physical visii to the residence of the applicant i.c. Smt. Puenima Ghosh and did not find the
Funtiby in fimancial destitution, The family of the decensed informed the Wellae Qllieer that he son
af the deceased i.¢. the applicant for compassionate appoimtment is employed in a computer related
institution but despite repeated insistence, the family did aot teveal the name of the institution,
: aiount of his remuneration and the period for which he is employed. Further, the family of the
‘ dezeased did not reveal the Bank Passbook, documents related 1o property holdings and employment
dewnils of the applicant making it impossible for the departnent to have any definite and confirined
1 about the gross income, assets and liabilities of the family. And hence, the department s been
. : i:1 with the only option to examine the suitabitity for the extension of benclit of compassionate
¢ nointment 10 the applicant based on logical inferences drawn from circumstantial evidences and the
| ovisions contained in the Scheme for Compassionate Appointment as laid down in the ibid DOP&T

% orders.
3 .
e WHEREAS; the assets for which the department has definite information are the amounts
paid 1o the Tamily of the deceased employee . Rs, 8,57,359.00 paid as feave encashusent, DCRG,
ZGEGIS and GPF. The other asset as reported to the Weifare Officer by the family of the deceased
sonsists of a residential accommodation of 750 sq.ft. The widow of the deceased is receiving monthily
fumily pension with dearness relief for more than Rs. 12000.00. The reported liability of the family-i¢
¢ayment of a Bank loan of Rs. 60,000.00 raised in the month of January 2014, Part ‘A’ Proforma-

o o §eiuly filled up and signed by the applicant shows dependent as blank which establishes that the family
o s no dependent,

RS

WHEREAS, on the basis of above information as available in records of the departiedt ¥nd

E "3 S5 for as revealed by the family of the deceased Govi. servanl, the Board while -assessing: the:
e dxsirability of the extension of the benefit of compassionale appointment as per the. provisions of the
& 4 M scheme of Compassionate Appointment and logical inferences, observed that theScheme “of
% b Compassionate Appointment stipulates that the benefil is 10 be extended to .a-depéndent family
k' tneanber of o Govt. servant dying in Tnrness. I the preseat ense, i pplicant, agett 12 vears, is of

& ﬂw normal health and hence, with a0 yardstick of dependency he can be considered us dependent to the

%'%‘f ' xl"t.nily. Further, Para § of the Scheme of Compussioﬁntc appoiniment clearly stales * the very fucf

%‘ ,fi’f (5iat the family has been nbllc to manage 'Qtlchow ali these years should normally be algn 3
a:ﬁ *s,\' A f +2quate proof that the family had some dependable means of subsistence”, In the present case,

M, s :.:»famjly has al‘rcaely survived .Jcl>ng I3 years aficr the death of the Gov. servant; the family a5 10
S b, adendent, no cognizable liability and hence, exiension of the benefit of the Compassionate
dlﬁlilggg}h}vould antamount to recognition of  elaim derived from a right whichis againgt the

Spreitie Court judgment dated May 04, 1994 in the case of Umesh Kumar Nagpal v. State of

i o »wﬁ"ﬂw )
g et s
WUEREAS taking into account all e abiove considerations this Buard uranitously comes
o the conclusion that extension of the benefit of compassionate appointment to the present applican
in the present financial condition after long 13 years from the death of the Government scrvant will go
apain:t Uhe basic objective of the Seheine Tor Compassivnate Appuittaiet and henee the case 1 ol
reci-amended as deserving,

AND WHEREAS, the undersigned, the Compelent Authority in this regard after
carelul consideration of the request of the said Shri Rahul Ghosh and taking into accountall the aspect
relevant to the matter, has agreed to the views expressed by the Board of Officers cpnstitulcd lbr'thcl_
purpose and decided that the said Shri Rahul Ghosh is not deserving for appointment o1
o ssionate ground in the department and accordingly informs the said Shri Rehat Ghosh (vt s
request for appoiniment on compassionate ground has not been acceded to. ' '
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0.A. 1214 of 2014 was disposed of with the following observations:

“5. The point for consideration is as to whether the

respondent authorities concerned were justified in rejecting the
prayer of the applicants for giving compassionate appointment to
applicant No.2 who is the son of the deceased employee on the
grounds found set out therein.

6. The learned Counsel for the .applicants cited the
recent decision of the Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of Canara
Bank and Anr V M. Mahesh Kumar and Anr Vs Chairman and
Managing Director, Canara Bank & Ors, reported in AIR 2015 SC
2411, An excerpt frommlt would Fun thus '

,,,,,

. G v Tegs, Insofar as the conteng?fn of fhe appellant-bank
5 “that since the respondent’s family fs{gett/ng*b ‘amily pension

- -obg_-;d’i’r')é 18t @tpal benefits: in oyr view, is of no
“;encée, in ;cons:de(ing the ﬁa*bphcéénon for

Scheme

; '’ 5 Ir . : :
tment s’ a mmor, e*abank may:keep t 2e offer

er t/l# AR ior attmfgs % the gge of
vfnd:cate~tfzat grantmg of temeal
%““e‘quence because evetg lf teltr inal
~::f» the: apphcant lSi a minor, thezbank would

E eep the appomtment open* t’i-ll the mmor{"attams the

Mahesh Kumar {suprq) Would exemphfy and demonstrate that
%‘Yhe Hon ’b?’e Apex Court categom:a/ly held ghat Whl/é considering
‘ the*prayer for® compass:onate appomtment the”"ffermmal benefits
l*and the famfly pension extended.‘to the famﬁi/ member(s) of the
deceased shoUldrotbe-taken mto caﬁs:deratlon Similarly, the
Hon'ble ngh Court of Calcutta: inothie. followmg judgments held that
terminal benefits received by the family members of the deceased
employee should not be taken into consideration for considering
the prayer of the members of thedeceased family for
compassionate appointment:

(i) Indrani Chakraborty Vrs Union of India and others, WPCT
No. 18 of 2013 dated 04.07.2013;

(ii) Smt. Angurbala Maity & Anr Vs State of, West Bengal &
Ors, 2012 (1) CU (Cal) 279;

(iii) Sujit Kumar. Datta Vs United Commercial Bank reported
in 2011(4) CHN (Cal) 29.
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8. Itis pertinent to point out that the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the

aforesaid judgment of 2015 and the Hon'ble High Court of

Calcutta in the cited decisions rendered during 2013, referred to
the earlier judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of
Balbir Kaur & Anr V Steel Authority of India Ltd & Ors, (2006) 6
SCC 493. As such it has to be taken that as of now the law laid
down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court is to the effect that while
considering _the appointment on compassionate ground _the
terminal benefits received by the members of the family and/or the
amily pension extended by the department in favour of the famil
member(s) should not be_taoken into consideration, however;
subject tosthe other condltlons the appl/catlon for appointment on
compass:onateykground 'has tgjbe processed and accordingly it
shouldxgo‘e dealt with. In_the impugred: order it«is clear that the
muthonty concemed took into account*the*famrli'f‘oens:on which

?,m our opinion-is. not correctw“‘w E

~re 5

wETTF

PR 3
n,,\,% 9. Thet Respondent auth’ontles ol’?) assumedi'!gnd gresumed as
- thoucfh th%son‘*of‘fthe deceased waspen,@aed iR G lucrtive job.
rt”p No’;doubt%they‘!tned o dcite e don for nof furmslT‘ ing the

Ly, :nformatzgp about hIS emp/gym'glt ~We*'f:}e ata loss%o*understand
vl as: to how the son“lof the dec‘é't?;ed jf at 4l he was intany lucratlve
e employment wadld'oréferiémployment under govt leawnq the said
:* b -Evén forarqument s. sake. it is *taken that thé"Son o the

‘-.J’ deceased wasfsworkmq in a.private ﬁrm‘for eking out.0f his ’L‘i’.’.‘h
-

the same cannot be ’tal‘<en"‘zas o»qround to reject tbeibrayer for
oppomtment on compass;onate qround “’*—'ﬂw i

T n

'\Q:L : i 'a ol ‘
Srm:larly,;theafamrly-of ‘the dece’&'s’ea,'!"no doubt is res:dmg in
'pacca-:llv'ouse in the plot of 7;50~asq 1, 1:"?5 not the case of
j the resoondents that any mcome”‘:s qenerated;from that. property.

Asaeigch s:mpl):* because the m‘&q’ow and, ‘her son"F are resadmg ina

% house of thelr own=that-canfiot be a ground for rejectmg the prayer

for appomtment on compass;onote”grourlg

L N ¢ - H &

"«30. The. Hon'ble Apex Courtsﬁ’dé:s:on relied on by the
leafned counsel for -the respondents AS” concernmg the scheme
pertaining to the office of Comptroller General of India; as per
which there was financial ceiling fixed for considering the request
for compassionate appointment and accordingly, the judgment
was rendered based on that scheme only, which is not the case
here.

11. On balance, we are of the considered view that the

matter requires reconsideration by the appropriate respondent
authority within a period of four months from the date of receipt of
a copy of this order.

12. This OAis accordingly disposed of. No costs.”
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Pursuant thereto, the case was once again rejected vide speaking order

dated 12.07.2016.

3. The speaking order dated 12.07.2016, impugned in the present O.A. reads

as under:
ﬁ"“"".;
%m!fx&y
%
*x, '
§ g

Sy mentioned in b report that the family of the deceéé‘éa:
’?;,e Rs.2,00.000/- which was borrowed by the wife of the deces it

WHEREAS, to comply with the directive of HontblesGAT-ordér dated 20/01/2014, the
requesT of the applicant has again been examined as per DOPET-QRENO 2140 4/6/94/Est(D) dated.
09/10198 aiong with DOP&T F. No. 14014102/2012- Estt (B) 10172013 & DOP&T OM No:
tuted for the purpose. Board
poit during March 2012 has
vant.had repaid a loan of
1 husband’s illness. The: same

lict was mentioned by the applicant in Part-A Form at that-tiniglislsa.. Subsequently, when the case
was reopened as pér the orders of Hon'ble tribunal dated:20/0412014, the Welfare Officer, as
wominated afresh, vide her report dated {8/06/2014 aiso did notihention about loan taken for medical
expenses of the deceased employee. However the fact, that:sutiof. Rs:12,00,000.00 expended for the .
medical treatment of the deceased Gowt. Employee: {DategofiDeath : 19.03.0999) for which
Rs.7,50,000.00 was borrowed, is a new fact presently:révealéd-by-the applicant in Part-A Form,
éwhtch was ot mentioned in earlier occasions.: Howeyéristhesapplicant has mentioned that loan
amount has been refunded.from pension amount, . - :

W HEREAS the fam:l) of the dcceascd' Govt $etpant:was-having their own house-at Jagacha
2 itlyssold and a new flat was purchased at
oan-has:been taken by the family for this
‘presently in a position.to. maintain its
pihly installment wiik the family pension, the

ivlitood as wel s to repay. tha bank- leane i

32 /,x{: widow is getting  now. As per Dept: of P 1416/94-Estt. (D), dated 9™ October, 1998
£ the objective of Compassionate. Appoiitmeitiis toibrant.appointment on compassionate. grounds to a
pA (‘ # & dependent family member of a Goyeriment:servait dying in hamess or who is retired-on medical
S, ,,,4‘ grounds, thereby leaving his family, in; penury and.without any means of livelhood, to refieve the
'“ﬁ‘p@ *family of the Government seryant.conce fisangial:destitution and-to help it 1o get ovet the

‘\% emergency. Since the departmem«haswm\

w,,ﬂ

L aceessi: {lig financial as well s family affairs 6 a-

deceased employée unless the family reveals the: mfomlanon with evidence, the Board can only draw
 logical inferences in assessing the desirability of the extension of the benefit of cqmpassionate
= appotntment to the applicant with reference to the“provisions of the Scheme of Compassnonate
Appointment. [ fogical inference is drawn, a destitute. family may not be able to survive through~
years incurring such monthly expenses.

= WHEREAS, in the present case the Board of Officers-has-observed that the applicant being 44
years of age, should not be considered as dependent since a fam;ly in financial destitution cannot
afford to allow & man of sound health of the age of 44 years to remain dependent on his old parents.
Such dependence of a fully adult person on parents is possible only when the family has enough
affordable means to afford such a luxury and such a family logically cannot be treated as without any
means of livelihood. Moreover, the family, as per declaration of the applicant, has no dependent arid i
consists of the widow i.e. the family pension holder and an educated adult son of the age of 44 years
possessing & Bachelors of Information Technology Degree from Sikkim Manipal University. 1t is not
logically justified that being 2 techical degree holder, the applicant is still unemployed and the
reason for not being engaged in any job is his strong desire to get an appointment on compassmnate:.
ground in this department, The Welfare Officer has also raised doubts 1o the (acts thatthe applicant i
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stated 1o be unemployed as he expects that he would certainly get the job in this department on:
compassmnate ground. As per available records, at the time of visit of the Welfare Officer on earlier .
occasion the applicant informed that he was working in a computer refated institution but despite

repeated insistence the apphcam did not reveal the name of the institution, amount of .his

remuneration and the period of his employment. This fact was mentioned in the Speaking Order No.

T78/AN-{1fComp.Apptt/RG issued on 12.08.2014 in this regard.

WHEREAS asum of Rs. 8 57,3591 was paid as termmal bencf’ ts to lhe w[dow durmg__l")‘)?

find any dlstmssed condmon in the family while enqumng«.the;i
compassionale appointment.

W HEREAS iLis 10 be noted that Hon ble Supreme Coutt m\ltsxjudgmem dated May 04 1994

appointment cannot be granted after !apse of reasonabie peno nd-tis gor_a vested right which can
be exercised at any time in future. The objective of Con1pas510nate 'ﬁbintmént is to refieve the
family from financial destitution and to get it over the enig Thiesfact remains that the family
4 has already survived for long 17 years after the. deatfvoﬁ gGovernment Servant. Now, after 17 years
when the applicant of 44 years age claims to be uncmpfoye | ‘emergeucy caused by the death is no
more there and there is no apparent proof before the; Board thatithe family-is in financia) destitution.
Hence, extension of the benefit of compassionate’ *appomtment to the applicant would be an
acknowledgement of a vested right only.

WHEREAS, taking into account all the above 'considerations. the Board has unanimously

;g w"% . concluded thl extension of the benefit of compassionate appointment to the present 1pphcant in the
§ o T hed é present financial condition after long 17.years from the.death of the Govt. servant will go against the
Y s % basic objective of the Scheme for Compassuomte Appointmet and fience, the case has nol becn
it * recommended ay deserving.
on
N s AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority in this regard after careful consideration of the
% gw‘} request of the said Smt. Pumima Ghosh, wife of the deceased Govt. servant.and taking into account
T N all the aspect relevant to the matter, has agreed to the views expressed by. the Board-of Officers and
fi decided that the said Shri Rahul Ghosh, son of the deceased is ot deservmg for appomtment on
E 7 "‘ compassionate ground in the department and the undexsngned accordingly informs the said-Smt.
%\ . " Purnima Ghosh that her request ‘for appointment in respect of her son Shri Rahul Ghpsh on
"“% . ,f{ +  compassionate ground has not been acceded to. * .
NG @. >
%1 k‘\. s m‘““”*«n e /
: R
4. At he%{;ﬁ , *,,d& COUm§§l,fqr the I|cant would br g to my notice the
tﬁ’ ‘FM ’ *’: ' : ' é,f ;-},‘.
following dlscrepanues in consuderatlon o s
e T
S e

1. The department has recomi"h’éridééi’f‘hé‘foifﬁ:/ving cases as deserving:
(i) Moutushi Mukherjee, where;
Terminal benefits received is Rs. 7,63,809/- .
(i) Danish Khan, son of Late Parvez Khan (Date of death 2.2.2011) where;

Family Pension = Rs. 11,955/-
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Terminal benefit= Rs. 15,51,865/-

Score= 46.

(ili) Suman Mazumder, son of late Subrata Mazumder (Date of death

20.10.2011) where;

Family Pension = Rs. 11,095/-

’s"iw

29.5 :1999)~

k 5
ﬁm

Nos=ef dependé
i3

uémlly Pension = 5%“ ;3
B s

e
u
&
£
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wTermlnaI B’enefltstﬂ Rs 4
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Hts*case was recemmended ln 2012, i.e, after 13 y@"fars on thfground that

‘“ R e € b3
kS ’g. 1. '.‘,."8
Y

'iu.

“at the time of*hj death the age ’of the child’ was 7 yrs oratlinghe#’termlnal benefit
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obtained by the wndow*=has been expended-by v way of ed,ucatuon of her child and
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medical expenses on her own as she was suffermg from various diseases. The

family somehow managed with the meagre amount family pension. Considering

the financial condition, the case is recommended for compassionate -

appointment”.

Whereas the case of the present applicant was rejected on the ground
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that it is 17 years old, they have a flat to reside and family pension to sustain and
Rs. 8,57,359/- was paid as terminal benefits. Whereas, the épplicants have been
representing since 1999 and litigating'since 2009 and every time they were
directed to be considered in accordance with 1998 scheme, and at least on three
occasions the -department was directed by this Tribunal not to take into

consideration the terminal benefits or family pension, both of which have been
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taken into consideration while rejecting-theicase...,
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5. In the afon,waad backdrop,
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quashed Tk%g matter is P,a_ imant
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i.e. amgm ok 2014,
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