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CEN TRaL AMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN AL P RINCIP AL BENCﬂ

0.A.No.353/98

Now Dalhi: Dated: this the ]© day of seomesh, 1998,

HON Y3LE MRe Se Re ADLGE, VICE CHAL A1aN (A)

¢

Gajender Kumar,

- QeNo. /36, NPLey

Kingsway Camp) )
Dslhi : . -.-...-mplicant.

(8y adwcate: Shri D. S.'Gatg)
| Versus__

1. The Deputy Oommissioner of Police, Ha(1),
pPolice. Head quarters,

170,
New Melbi,

2, The commissioner of police: Delhi,
police Head Quarters,
110, '
Ney Delhio

3, The Lt. Governor,

NCT Delhi.,
Raj Niuas,
) DBl hi se e ReSpon de”ltS.

(By adw cate: shri Surat singh). _

JUDGMENT

HON *BLE MR Se Re ADIGE, VICE CHAT A7 AN (a)s

poplicant impugns respohdentS' order dated

7.5:97 ( mnexure-1) and sésks compassionate

appointment, con sequent to the unfo rtunate demise

in harness of his f‘ather-,v a Delhi Police Mnstable

on 14.10087.

2, I have heard applicant!s counsel shri Garg

and respondsnts' counsel Shri surat Ssinghe

3. Respondents in their reply state  that
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applicant’s father died leaving behind his uicbu,.
tuw sons and two daughters, They onsidered
grantiﬁg comp assionate sppointment to applicent as
onstable,but he was not eligible owing to lack of |
height even after adnissible rel axation., Thereafter |
he yas again omnsidered for mmpassionate appointmenti
as (nstable (E)(e.) or Bandnan, but wes again found |
ineligible being substandard in height as wsll as
aducation. Respondents state that thar'eupcm they
informed applicantfs mother that appli'caf"'t could

be considered for appointment aé ok if she so
desired , but in her letter she requested that he be
appointed as N stable ( MT Helper, painter)

instead of, Class IV yhich was again oonsidered

and rejected, as they are selected frcm serving_
onstables and never appointed directly., Respondents
state that applicant's motvher was infomed-
somrdingly with the request that aspplicant wuld

be considered for appointment as ok if she so
desired upon which she regquested on 24,18.94

that her son be appointed as Mok, which was
considered by 'the mmmittee headed by mmmissioner

of police on 28j3.95, but ocould not be acceded

to as her older son is already enployed in Delhi
Pol‘ice as nstable (Band) and she was in‘Fomed
accordingly vi_de letter dated 1604, 95  Respon dents
custher state that the widou uas paid M.43,778/-

as pensionary benafit end R, 375/~ pem. plus RIP

as family pension,

4e 1 have considered the matter carefully,'

7 ' )




Respondents them;s'el ves state that they considered
applicants? case for 'mmpassionate appointment as
ok, but. uhat appears primarily to have weighed uith
them in eventually rejecting the case was the fact
that appl-iéant’s brother u;as alréady anployed

with them as (onstablb { Bandnan). In this
connection applicant‘;a counsel has in vited my
attention to-the CaAT Madras Bench's judgnent dated
8.7, 93 in 0a No.8B83/91 R, Vijay Raj’VUs. UOI in which

D p\&‘ AR's OM No.14014/06/86 gstt.(0) dated 30, 6,87
has been noticed in which it has been obssrvaed that in
deserving cases even if a son of the deceased |
evnploy;ee was in employment , the question of
appointment on compassionategrounds can be considered

in respect of another son and this matter should be

 considered by .the Secretary of the Department

concermeds: From this Circular it is clear that

merely because a son of the deceased gnployes is

already in- employment of respondents need not

per se operate as all absolute bar against grént
of wmpassionéte appointment to another son, angd
what has to be detemined is whether the grant of
such a concession wuld be jUstif‘ied having regar.d

to the number of dependants, the assets and liabilities

-of the deceased Govt. servant, the income of the

eaming member as also his liabilities, including

the fact whether the ‘eaming member is residing

with the family of the deceasedd Govt., servant
and whether he should not bas a source of support to the

other members of the family,

5 I am auyare that considersble time has
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passed since the denise of appl;cant's father, but

when respondents themsel ves during this period uwerse

 willing to consider a;;plicant' appointment as

Cook uyhich ‘con sumed a considerable portion of this
tlme in processing, before it was ultlmmely tumed
do un by impugned o rder dated 7.5,97 which is a bald
and .cryptic order which gi ves No TeasOnS, 1 hold
that the passage of time alone is not a sufficient

ground for rejection of this ca2s e

6. Undaer the circumstance, this 0a is di sposed

of with the direction that in the event applicant

submits a fresh zelf contained rep resentation to
respondents for grant of comp assionate sppointment
within one month From the date of receipt of a

copy of this order, respondents will e"xamina the
same in acomrdance with rules, in.structions an d
judicial p-ronc;uncetﬁgnts on the subject and pass a -
detailed, speaking and reasoned order thereon under
intimation to applicant within three months of

receipt of the representation. No costs,

Dﬁb

UICE mqltmw(a)
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