CENTRAL aOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN AL P RINCIPAL BENCH
| 0.A8.N0s1854/98

New Delhi: this the 12th dey 6f March,1999,
"HON '8LE MR, Se Re-AD1GE, VICE CHATAM AN (a)

1, shri Usman Khan,.'
B-440, Sewa Nagar,
New Del hi«110003,

2l‘. Shri MOhdo Ali'
/o shri Unan Khan,
B-440, Sewa Nagar,
New Del hi =03, ) 0000 Dpplicant.

(By Adwcate: shri R.K, Shukla)

Varsus -

Union of India through

1. Oirector General,
Central Public tprks Department,
Nimaen Bhawan,
New Delhi.

2. SUperintendmg Mhalneer;
CP 0y Vigyen Bhavan Circle,
New Delhi,

3. Executive fhgineer,
P D, Room No, 558,
Krishi Bhavan,

NBU DSlhi.

4, assistant mginaer,
D’lJD’
Sub&ni vision,
N4 1 an Bhawan,

Neu Dal hi : . | eis Raspon dd‘i‘i"tj
(BY .AdVU‘Cate'g‘ Shl_"i. O. S.Jagotra )

o ey

ORoER (ORAL )

HON-'BLE MR.S, R, 401 GE, YLGF CHATRIAN (a)

- fpplicant No.2 who is the son of gpplicant No.1 -

segks compassionate appointment,’

2.. ppolicent No.7 joined respondent department as’
Mason in 1959 and retired on suparannuation upon attaining
- the age of 60 years on 31.1.98. The Medical Certificate

dated 12,7.84 (mnexure=-a) shows that well before that:
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date he had become visually handicapped in both

syes and by July,1997 his visual disability was 100%
(vide M.C., dated 16,7, 97at annexure=-A2). Respondents
aver that as per P & T's OM dated 30.6.87

(mnexure~R VI) compassionate appointment on medical
grounds of a son or near relative of & Group 'O’ Govte
sérvant can be considered only when the Gowvt. servant
retires beForé attaining the zge of 57 years on medical
grounds, but applicant No+1 retired on superannuation

after attaining the a2ge of 60 years and hence

compassion ate appointment is not pemissible under

rul es,

3. In this connection, I notice that notuithstan d-
ing the above, the Sr. Labour Officer, CPIJD in his
letter dated 22,12, 97 (Ahnexure-Ad ):? addressed to

Ex. gineer has strongly recommended applicant's

cacsg, h3 ving' regax:d to his pitiable financial condition.
Respondents? counsel Shri Jagotx;a has also stated

that respondents have full sympathy for applicant,but
compassionate gppointment to applicant No.2is not
pemissible under rules, and furthemore even emgaqgemsent
of persons on daily wages, casuzl basis has been

bannad under recent instructions issued by respondents,

4, Shri Jagotra Houeuer states that as and when
persons are engaged on daily wages, casual basis,
applicant's case will be considéred.-‘ Noting this
statement made by; shri Jagotra, the 0n stands

disposaed ofe. No costse
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