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op en court. 

CEl'1I'RAL ADMI NISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL • ALLAHABAD BE DI • 

. ' . 

OH.I Gi t\11\L Al'PL I CATI ON NO. 1 263 of 2 0 02. 

this the 26th d ay of JUl y• 2004 . 

HON ' BLE MR . JUST I C E S . R . S I "lGH , V. C . 

Gopa l I<umar , S/ o late Sri Ram Chandra , Rjo House No . 3 6 . 

La l kurti Baza r , Distric t Jhan~i . 

l\pp l i c ant . 

By Advoc~te : Sri w. A. Siddiqui. 

Versus . 

union o f I ndi a thro u gh r'dnistr y of Defence . 

Ne "'' Del h i. 

2 . Chi ef .Engine~r. Lucknow zone , Luckno,·1 . 

3 . Gar ri 9on Engineer . Jha ns i. 

By Advoca t e : Sri Saurnitra Singh . 

0 R D E R 

The .:tmr)u Qned 1h erein, i s the order da ted 13 , 6 . 2002 

wher eby the appl i c ant ' s c l a i m for c o mpass i onat e t!p poi n t ment 

h a s been r e j ected by Sup~rintending Engi neer on behal T of 

Ch i e f Engineer. 

2 . The applicant• s father namely Ram Chandra \'las 

well-man unde r the c ontrol of Ga rrison Engineer. ~t. E. s .• 

Jhansi. 'Ihe fa the r of the applicant died in h arness on 

15.11 .1999 l eaving behind the applicant beside s his younger 

brother. t wo younger s isters and widowed mot he r. It is not 

di sput ed tha t the compas s ionate appointment is of fered against 

5% vaca nc i es a nd on cons i deration of comparative hardsl:i-1ps 

of i ndividua l c l aimants. '!he order impugned~ h erein. does 

not indicat e the basi s on which comparative merit of candida t e s 

vis- a- vis the ~b'"~~~ applicant was cons i rlered for 
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compassionate appointment by the Board of Officers. It was 

not enough to say tha t the applic a nt's case did not deserve 

employment assista nce on compassionate gr ounds without 

disclosin~ t he nbjcctive s t anda rd on which the Board of 
~ v 

officer s judGed the r espective cl ai~of the c andidateR for 

compassionate a~pointmP.nt . Apart from 
w~ t_ 

that. the respondents 

~Lnot justifie d in rej ecting t he applic~nt•s claim f or 

COft!Passi onat e appointment m~rely because a period of two yea r s 

and s i x months h od passed after the death of his father . It 
~ P~c.J.. "'£- :t..- ~ 

is not in dispute that theilimitation ~1for that purpose , 

is five years . he nce it '"as not permissibl e to the r e sponde nts 

to hol d tha t the need f or i mmediate assista nc e by \'ray 

of compassionate employment to tide over the emer gency and 

crisis 

of h i s 

ago . 

i s lacking in the applicant 's 
took pl c>C~ ~ 

father · L- on 15. ll.1999 i.e. 

case as the death 

t t.;o year s and s i x months 

3 . In the circumstances. ther efor e . the i :n1Ju9 ned 

order~ cannot be sustai nedo Accordingly the impugned 

order dated 13 . 6 . 2002 (~..nnexure A-11) i s c;uashed and the 

matter is r emitted b ack to the competent authority to 

r e - consider the case of the applicant on the obj ective 
~ 

standard!a nd take appropr i ate decisi on i n the matter by 

passing a r easoned and speaki ng order. di scl osing the merit 

of the applicant vis- a- vis o tl1e r s \'1ho ,.,er e consider ed for 

compassi onate appoint 1nent . within a p e riod of tht'~e months 

from t he date of r eceipt of copy of t t1is order. p arti es 

ar e directed to beer their o~n costs. 

G. S . 
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