CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : PRINCIPAL BRENCH
Original Application No.156 of 1999

New Delhi, this the (tfk/day ot January, 2001 t)/é7

HOM BLE MR.KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(JUDL)

Shri Virod Kumar

S/0 Late Shri Ram %ingh

§1 Delhi Police,

R/o Village Shersha, PO Rali,

District Sonepat, Harvana. ~APPLICANT

(By Advocate: Shri Raj Kumar Maan)
Versus
1. Commissioner of Delhi Police
rolice Head Quarters,
Neai~ ITO Building,
New Delhi.,
2. Uniorn of India
Ministry of Home;
New Delhi through Home Secretary. -RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate: Shri A.K. Chopra, proxy for Shri R.K.
Singh)

C.R.DER

By Hen ble Mr.Kuldip Singh,Member ( Judl)

The @pplicant whose father was working in
Delhi Police had died in harness Ot 18.11.1897%,
Thereafter the applicant applied for job in Deilhi Folice
on  compassionate grounds. His application had been
rejected vide impugned order dated 15.7.98 whereby the
Police Commissioner was of the view that after taking
into account the finanQial condition of the decesased,
liabilities and all other relevant factors such as the
preszence of  earning member, size of the family, age of
the deceased 'at the time of death and the ages of the
children and the essential needs of the family as well as
instructions of the Govermment of India and the Judgernt
of the Hon ble Supreme Court in the case of Umesh Kuna,

Nagpal Vs, Stage of Haiyvana, Lhe reguast i




compassionate appolintment was rejected,

Z. The learned Counse for  the applicant

submitted that the respondents had conducted no encuiry

y

about the Financial condition of the deceased family nor
they had examined whether the applicant had any source of
income or not and whether any member of the family i<
employed or not and have failed to consider that there
was  no source of income of the applicant < family and as

such this order had been passed in a routine manner,

LA3

The  learned counsel appearing  for the
respondents submitted that the case of the applicant Was
processed and it was found that the Family of the
deceased consists of wife, one daughter and one 0N,
Daughter is already married and resides with her in-laws,
The wife was paid DCRG amounting to Rs.4,10,517/- odd and

s also drawing family pension at the rate of R

{t

2730/ ~
P.m.  plus DA admissible as per rules and besides that she
has @lso @ house valued at Rs.5%,000/~ in her possessicn

at native place Village Shersha, District Sonepat

(Harvana), so the department stated that they had
considered the relevant factors and as per the relevant
instructions the case of the wpplicant is covered by those

instructions for appointment on compassionate grounds,

&, In the rejoinder, the applicant has not denied
the facts as stated in the counter but has simply steted
that the respondents have not disclosed the Freasons for

rejecting the representation for compassionate
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appointment, as the order of rejection is i1llegal.

5. The learned counsel for the appliant has also
he referred to a Jjudgement reported in 2000 ({(4) Scale

6570, Balbir Kaur & anr. vs. Steel Authority of India

Ltd. & ors., relevant portion of which reads a&s under .

"Family Benefit Scheme cannot be in any way
equated with the benefit of compaszionate
appolntments. The suddern djerk in the family
hy reason of the death of the bread earnei
can  only be absorbed by some lump sum amount
being made avallable to the family. This is
rather unfortunate but this 1s & reality.
The feeling of security drops to zero on the
death of the bread earner and insecuirity
thereafter relgns and it is at that Juncture
if some lump sum amount is made avallable
with & compassionate appointment, the grief
stricken family may find some solace to  ths
mental  agony  and manage its affailrs in  the
normal course of events.”

6. It awppears from the pleadings availlable on
record that the respondents, while considering the cuase
of @pplicant Tor compassionate appolntment, had Caken
into consideration the terminal benefits given to the
family members of the deceased emplovee. However, as par
the observations of the Hon ble Supreme Court 1t the cass
of PBalbir Kaur (supra), quoted above, the retiral
herefits given to the family members of the deceased
smplovee could not be equated with the benefit of
compassionate appolintment as the same had been given to
them to «womply with the mandate of statute, after tho

early death of the emplovee.

7. nder these circumstances, [ am of the oginion
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that the impugned order rejecting the praver of the
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applicant for appointment on compassionate grounds canmot
be sustained a3 the respondents while considering  the
caze  of applicant for compassionate appointment, hed

taken into consideration the Lerminal benefits given to

the family members of the deceased employes, The
impugned order is, therefore, aquashed and the 0.A. is

allowed to the extent that respondents shall consider the
case of applicant for compassionate appointment within )
period of three months from the date of receipt of & CODY

of this order, as per the instructions on the subject and

)

A

in  accordance with the observations of the Hon ble

Supreme Court in the case of Balbir Kaur vs. SATL

omr

( KULDIP SINGH )
MEMBER(JUDL)

(supra), No costs,




