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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN AL P RINCIP AL BENCH

0,A.No,225/1998

-
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New Delhi: Dated this the 2% ° day of august,1998.

HON 'BLE MR, e Re ADIGE, VI CE CHATA%aN (a) .

shri Inderjeet Singh,
s/o Late Kulyant Singh,
25, Saraswati Kunj,

£=6/214, 1.p,Extension,
patparganj, \
Dslhi-DQZ ....mplicant.
(By adwecate: Shri Manoj Chatterjee)

Ve rsu
PSS SRR

1. Un‘ion of India thmough
Secretary,
Ministy of Urban Affairs & Enployment,

NMiman Bhawan,
New Delhi.

2. Chief fhgineer NDZ-I,
P ub, .
Nirman Bhawan,
NBU Delhio,

3, Chief mgineer, NDZ-1I,
Niman Bhayan,
New Delhi,

4, txecutive Bngineer-Hge,
pcc-1, PWO Circule- I,
OP 0oy
Nimman Bhaysn,
NEU Delhio

8. Superintending Bhgineer
/o Office of the Chief

P Wb, Nirmman Bhauan,
New Delhi,

Hg=1,
Enginser(NDZ I),

6. Superintending Engineer,
-orde Circle (Civil),
P WDe'y ’
ITD, Iop tha[Jan’
New Delhi,

‘7. Directorate of Cstates,

«through Estate Officer,
Nimean Bhauan,

New Delhi e+ ++ s RBSpONdents.

shri Ry Vpsiriba . .. _
for Resspondents No.1 to 6,

Shri 5.M,Arif for Re=7)e
v
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HON'SLE MR, S, ReADIGE VICE CHaTRMAN (A).

fioplicant impugns Respondents! order dated

16,10,96( this should perhaps actually read 16.10, 97)

at Annexure-a rejecting his case for grant of

comp assionate appointment,

2, Mnssquent to the death in harness of

3

applicant's father, a UDC in Puyd, on 10.1,96, applied.

for compassionate appointment. He was asked to

furnish various details/particulars uwhich he did,

an d thefré is ' no doubt that in the exchange of

correspondence betueq’n different officers in

the course of processing applicant's case, the

S. E. o:brdinatioﬁ Circle (Civil) P wn, New Delhi was
also a\sked to reserve a ,;':;o‘st of LDC for appointing
applicant on compassionafe_gmunds .(_Annexure—z\Z,) -
which razised applicant's hOpe‘S,’ when copies aof
some of that correspon dence were also endorsed to
his mother. Eyentually houevertby Memo dated
14,3.97 spplicant’s mother uas infomed that the

case had been rejected.

3. Thereuwon applicant filed 0a No.1187/97
which was disposed of at‘ adnission stage by order
dated 27.8.97 after hearing both partiss. Tn its
afo reéaid order dated 27.8.87 the Bench noted
that the Meno dated 14.3.97 was not a reasoned and
speaking order and after noting that applicant

in the meanuhile had filed a representation dated

24.5.96 directed respondents to consider and disposs

of the seme by a reasoned and speaking order taking

into account the relevant rules and quidelines on

the subject within a specified time limit, with
libsrty given to applicent to challenge raspondents
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orders on his representation, if any grievance still ;
survi ved, Respondents have nouw disposed of applicant!sfi
rep resentation by the. impugned orders against which ?

the present 0p has been Filedd

4 "I have heard applicant's counsel shri Manoj
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Chat terjes and I.‘BSpDndd‘\tS' counsel &/ shri R. V. ginha ;

and Arif.

. © . pp & Tin its OM dated 11.5,94 hes quoted
Hon'bia Supreme Qcurt's observations that ODurts/
Tribunals cannot di roct compassionate appointments

on the grounds of sympathy , disfegarding the

inst ruection/ lau on the subject, They can merely 3

direct consideration of the cl aims for appointment .

In the present case, it cannot be denisd that

~ respondents have considered the claimsof the applicant
) A

and the impugned order is a speaking order which

gives reasons uhy respondents have come to the
conclusion that this is not a fit case for compassion-
-ate appointment, The Tribuﬁal cannot substitute

ts own evaluation of the financial condition of
applicent in-placse of that mads by respondents, when
they have concluded that applicant's financial

N
condition is not such as to warrant gmm@of‘
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comp assionate appointment, and,\otheruise, f rom , j

the teminal benefits, family pension, DA and ‘

‘property owned by applicant!s family, it cannot be
held i
~@zgzd that respondents' sssessment that eapplicent's

) " 61,\“{:.0-/ -
family cannot be said to be in a precariousjcondition,

is arbitrary, based on no evidence Or un reasonabl ey
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6. It is ‘unfortUnate that epplicant®s
hopes were raised in this reqard, but that

by itsel f would not warrant judicial interfsrence
in this case when the facts and circunstances

I

do not justify it, Te 0aA is dismisseds No costs, ,

JoloGe
3 ( S.R.ADIGE )
] . | S VICE CHaImmanN(a),

/ ug/




