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Judgement

Heard finally with consent.

By this petition, the petitioner has challenged the order dated 19/6/2018
whereby instead of offering compassionate appointment, petitioner has been
offered lump-sum amount of Rs. 2 lakhs.

The case of petitioner is that her husband was initially appointed as Choukidar on
daily wages on 26/4/2001 and was declared permanent by order dated
23/9/2017 and had died on 4/7/2017, therefore, petitioner had made an
application for compassionate appointment on which the impugned order has
been passed.

Learned counsel for petitioner submits that since the petitioner's husband was
declared permanent, therefore, petitioner is entitled for compassionate
appointment.

Learned counsel for state has supported the impugned order.

Having heard the learned counsel for the parties and on perusal of the record it
is noticed that the scheme of compassionate appointment is dated 29th
September 2014 and clause 11.1 of the scheme provides as under:
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11.1 FHREWIR/ ST FehdT AT & I U aret v 3fFes Ja=itt SeaTiRal & a8 o srgehar
fAgfaa fr urar 781 ghft ureg 39 uRar & snffa Aifhd Gew &t Thged & 2.00 @Rg (¥4 &t
arg) Y AfA Ighur Srge™ & afffaa gt ghftl 39 srfwiia/snef@rear & #g a7 § <t Set
3T Tt h A BT T Faferd fawmT & siarfd da=1 7 & fosar sam|

As per the aforesaid clause, the dependents of daily-rated employees are not
entitled for compassionate appointment but they are entitled only for
compensation amount of Rs. 2 lakhs. The said clause has subsequently been
modified by circular dated 31st August 2016 which reads as under:

HEAUGST ST

T YA a9
HAT™

eh-dt, 5-1/2016/1/3
Wiure, faiies 31.08.2016
ufd,

T & T o,

378 8T, IS HUSH, H.9. TR,
A favmmesy,

A YNTYeH,

g fSielT dhetaey,
HEATR|

fawer- srfuRa vd srehf@iehar e dar @ a7 a aret sHaTRREl Sl Adreprer & Feg g W SrgehuT
fAgfery arerd)

1- I 9LmEA fAamT & gRus shdies Wt 3-12/2013/1-3, feAie 29 fAdawr, 2014 gRT Tk dash
ht Yarenret # g g1 R gt Fgfaa & faem - s It fRd & 81 aRust &6 spfoser 11.1 & a8
uraer g b wrfRa/smewf@edr Af @ daw e aret sHaRal & Rdma g wR sigaut fRgfaa
grdr gl ghft IReg 377k uRaR & 3fad Amifehd Tew @l YehHRd U 2.00 oRE (¥FUY &F o) <
ey SrgehuT e o A & & Saft | SuH Ay i i afdfera w6t ghft | 33 Y 1 = defdd
faumT & BRI/ 31Tehf@rerdT & Hg & Siavid dd- dg 9 fohar Stram|

2- 5T ATeA gRT i foar man g foh erdwiRd gd sirepf@iehar [Af8 @ 39 g aret dar & Jde
FHaTial & snfadl & fog srger Fgfaa &1 urae faemm e srgaR fhar S| e 9
gemae faumT & aRoa faqie 29.09.2014 & SR fen-fAgert & AMUGUE & ey g wRiWRd g4
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3ehfendT AfY a1 @ da= UM aret praTRal & Rerid giv IR 37 onfAd ot sY Tar & == &
Rert ual R srgehur fAgfaa fAd R Y srfard gfafaa & sma

AT & ISTUTA & ATH § TAT SRR
(. &ft. gzar)

3u gfe

Heg FQeT ATE

T UL faeqmy

In terms of the aforesaid circular also, the relaxation was granted only in respect
of work-charged and contingency paid employees and no such relaxation for
compassionate appointment was granted in favour of daily-rated employees.

So far as the reliance of counsel for petitioner on the order dated 23rd
September 2017 is concerned, it is a general order for declaring the daily-rated
employee as permanent employee, but petitioner's husband had died prior to
issuance of this order and in pursuance to this order no order was passed to
declare the petitioner's husband as permanent employee. Even otherwise, the
employees who are declared permanent under circular dated 17/11/2016 have
not been specifically covered by scheme of compassionate appointment dated
29th September 2014 as modified by circular dated 31st August 2016.

Since the case of petitioner is not covered by scheme of compassionate
appointment therefore, no error has been committed by the respondents in
passing the impugned order and rejecting the claim of compassionate
appointment. The petitioner has rightly been offered the lump-sum compensation
in terms of the scheme considering the daily-rated status of husband of petitioner.

Hence no merit is found in the present writ petition which is accordingly
dismissed.

C.C. as per rules.
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