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central (^oniN I strati ve tribunal principal bench

0. A.No>1854/98

N 0U Delhi: this the l2th day of Harch, 1999,

HDN 'BLE nR, S. R.-ADIGE, VICE CHaIFTIaNCa).

1, Shri Usman Khan,,
8-440, Seua Nagar,
N eu Del hi-1 1000 3»

2i Shri riohd. Ali»
S/o Shri Unan Khan,
B-440, Seua Nagar,
Neu Delhi -0 3.

(By Advocate! Shri R,.K, Shukla)
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Versus

Union of India through
1» Director General,

Central PiAllc IJjrks Departmentj
Niiman Bheuan,
N eu Dal hi,

2* Superintending Ehgineerj
CP IJD, vigyan Bhavan Ci rcl e|

N eu Delhi,

3, Executive Engineer,
CP iJD, ffeom No i 558,
Kris hi Bhavan,
N eu Del hi i'

4* Assistant Engineer,
CP IJD,
Stibii. Di vision j
Ni ifri an Bhauan f
N eu Del hi ^ ^

(By Advocate: Shri D.S.3agotra )

_0 ROER (O^r'aL )

HGN 'BLE nR.s. R.aniGr. i/TCr rHoTOTflMfnl t

-  Applicant No. 2 uho is the son of Applicant No ,'1
seeks comp a ss Ion ate appointment,^^

2«' Applicant No,'1 joined respondent department as'
Mason in 1959 ©n d retired on superannuation upon attaininc

the age of 60 years on 31,1,98. The Medical Certificate

dated 12,7,8M (Apn exure-A.) sho us that uell before that'
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date he had become vasually handicapped in both

eyes and by 3ulyp 997 his visual disability uas 100

(v/idePl.C, dated 16,7.'97at Annexure-a2). Respondents

aver that as per CP & T's OM dated 30«6,87

(Apnaxure—R Ml) compassionate appointment on medical

grounds of a son or near relative of a Group *0' Go\/to

servant can be considered only uhen the Qovt. servant

retires before attaining the of 57 years on medical

grounds, but applicant No.1 retired on superannuation -

after attaining the age of 60 years and hence

compassionate appointment is not pernissible under

rul es.

3, In this connection, I notice that notwithstand

ing the above, the Sr. Labour Officer, CP IJO in his

letter dated 22, 12, 97 (,(rin ex ure-a4 )) addressed to

Cx.Ehgineer has strongly recomm en ded applicant's

case, hav/ing regard to his pitiable financial condition.

Responddats' counsel Shri Dagotra has also stated

that respondents have full sympathy for appli can t, but

compassionate appointment to applicant Noo;2is not

permissible under rules, and furthermore even engagement

of persons on daily wages, casual basis has begi

banned under recent instructions issued by respondents,

4. Shri Dagotra however states that as and when

persons are engaged on daily wages, casual basis,

applicant's case pill be con si de red,-' Noting this

statement made by shri Dagotra, the Oa stands

disposed of,. No costs.

(  S.R. aOIGE
CE CHaIRTIanC a) .
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