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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR 

Original Application No. 425/2013 

Jodhpur, this the 6th day of May, 2016 

CO M 

Hon'le Ms. Praveen Mahajan, Administrative Member 

BJerU. Singh s/o Late Shri Nahar Singh, aged about 27 years, r/o 
I '*" ViHa e Virolai, Post N aya Sarvada, Tehsil Pindwara, District 

'· Siiohi, Rajasthan. · 

....... Applicant 
By, A vocate: None present for the applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the Secretary, Ministry of Home 
Affairs, Govt. of India,. New Delhi. 

2. Administrative Officer (PERS), Central Bureau of 
Investigation, Headquarter, New Delhi. 

31. 

j. ~-
Director, Central Bureau of Investigation, New Delhi. 

Deputy Inspector General of Police, Central Bureau of 
Investigation, ACP, Jaipur, Rajasthan . 

. . . . . . . . Respondents 

By A .'vocate : Mr. Rameshwar Dave 

ORDER 
I 

I .In this case, none present for the applicant on 13.10.2015, 

i . . 
06.01.2016 and even today. Since it is a 2013 matter and no 

I . 

...... L ......... ~ ... ,.,. UT;ll 'h ..... "'""'"'"tT""'rl if t'hco rn::lttAY' ;~ ;::trlirmrnPr1 fnr thP. next 
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I 
dat~. J1.ccordingly, the same is being decided on the basis of 

I I 

I I 

ple~diJgs available on record. 

2. I T:he present application has been filed against the rejection 

f : I . . d h 1' I h o appointment on compassionate groun s tot e app 1cant. n t e 
, I 

relief, he has prayed that the orders/communications/letters 

da
1

tedl 17.08.2007 (Ann.A/5), 18.03.2008 (Ann.A/6), 25.03.2008 

' i 
(~·nn._.f\/7), 13.10.2008 (Ann.A/8), 09.04.2012 (Ann.A/10) and 

, I 
..t::· 

26.02}2013 (Ann.A/11) may be quashed and set-aside and the 
. I 

r~spdndents may be directed to give compassionate appointment 
: I 

t~ thd applicant from the date he became eligible to be appointed 

o~ cjmpassionate ground with all consequential benefits. Further 

:· I 
prayed that the respondents may be directed to afford 

:· I 
I 

compassionate appointment without any delay and the 

;es,ondent is liable to pay compensation with current interest. 

~-, 3. / Briefly stated, facts of the case are that father of the applicant 
I 

. I 
while working as Sub Inspector in the CBI died on 02.04.2004 , I 

iea.fing behind the applicant, his brother, mother and 2 sisters. 
I I 

. I 
I i 
,:Th, applicant moved an application for compassionate 

I I • 
·appointment to the respondent department. On 07.02.2004 a 
I I 

' i 
:communication was made by the respondents whereby certain 

I 
! 

ions were raised regarding the details of the family 

: I 
i members of applicant and it was stated that they are not eligible 
' I . I . 
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received by his mother under different heads. The applicant has 

furth~r jtated that he was called for interview twice vide letter 

I 
dated 13.02.2006 and 06.02.2007 and was also directed to remain 

pre~ent/ at the stipulated venue on 26.02.2007. When after 

intefvi,~ the applicant was not called, the applicant approached 

the :autlhorities and applicant alongwith his mother, made several 
' I 
I I 

rep;res~ntations to the respondents. Vide communication dated 

-<rr 02.~8.J006, mother of the applicant was informed by the : I . 
respofdents that the case of the applicant cannot be considered 

due tl non availability of vacancies under meagre quota of 

; I . . d h ·11 b f. 11 compassionate appointment an t e case w1 e 1na y put up 

b _:f I h d 1 · d · f ·d · o e ori t e next u y const1tute comrmttee or cons1 erat10n. n 

17;.08.12007, the applicant was intimated that the committee 

; I 
members in their meeting did not recommend the case of the 
. I 

ant, and the matter has been closed. On 18.03.2008, the 

~\ 
1 ant was sent a detailed reply explaining the reasons as to 

case of the applicant cannot be considered for grant of 

assionate appointment. The mother of the applicant again 

a representation dated 13.02.2012, and was informed that the 

I 
of the applicant. While rejecting the case of the applicant, 

have stated that a lump sum amount of Rs. 

· ,326/- and family pension of Rs. 4650/- has already been paid 
I . 
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I 

I 

I am9unt received by his mother cannot be treated/deemed as a 

! 
I 

sautee rf survival. Thus, aggrieved of the action on the part of the 

res:onients, the applicant has filed the present OA. 

. I 4. In reply to the OA, the respondents have stated that a letter 

I datyd 22.07.2004 was sent to the mother of the applicant for 

1k· I · f · · h ·b d f f ·d · h. see; 1ng 1n ormation 1n t e prescn e ormat or cons1 enng 1s 

caJdidlture along with other similarly situated candidates as a 
! I . 

. .- matterlof practice. As per DoPT OM dated 9.10.1998, only 5o/o of 
I 
I 

the: vaeancies falling under direct recruitment quota in Group-e 

ports jan be filled by making compassionate appointment. The 

re,po,dents have further stated that payment of Rs. 7,82, 326/- has 

be~n ~made to the family after the death of the Government 
I I 

seJvaJt. The applicant was advised vide letter dated 13.2.2006 to 

reborl before the Selection Committee for a personal talk on 

03l03.k006. At the relevant time there were only 5 vacancies (4 in 

GJouJ_C and 1 in Group-D) to be filled up by compassionate 

i .I d h · 19 d"d · · h · appointment an t ere were can 1 ates awa1t1ng t eu 

i .I . d o f 19 d"d t 3 appom.tment on compassionate groun s. ut o can 1 a es, 

I I widows, l son and l daughter of the deceased eBI personnel 

i . wrre recommended for compassionate appointment. Again, the 
I 

l~tter dated 06.07.2007 was sent to the applicant to report before 
I 

I 
t~e Selection Committee meeting on 26.07.2007. At that time, 

i I 

n~airlst 27 candidates, there were only 5 vacancies of Group-e 
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ava~lable. Against these vacancies 3 widows, l daughter and l son 

: I 
of the I deceased employees were recommended and 6 cases 

! I 
: I 
: I 

(inqludfng the applicant) were not recommended by the 

i I 
Cotmi~tee held on 26.02.2007. In reply, the respondents have 

1 I 
alsq referred to the case of Umesh Kumar Nagpal vs. State of 

I ! 
: 

Haryan~ and ors., reported in JT 1994 (2) SC 525 and the case of 
' : 

! 

Life: In~urance Corporation of India vs. Mrs.· Asha Ramchandra 
: I 

! I < Ambedkar, reported in JT 1994 (2) SC 183, and prayed that the OA 
~ I 
I I 

I : 
be c;iismissed. 

i ! 
I I 

5. \ HEbard counsel for respondents and went through the facts 
i 
I 
I 

pla~ed [on record. I find that the respondents have seriously 
' I 

con~idelred the case of the applicant for grant of compassionate 

app~int~ent. On 03.03.2006 and on 26.62.2007, the case of the 
I I 

I 
applicant was considered by the High Powered Committee 

I I 
I , 
: I 

~ con-trenTd to decide such cases. In their reply, the respondents 

I 

havEf e~plained at length, the reasons as to how other similarly 
: I 

plac~d ~andidates were found more deserving than the applicant. 

: I i (Par9- 4.:5 & 4.6). Vide letter dated 25.03.2008 (Ann.A/7), the 
I i 
, I 

motl}er pf the applicant was informed about the findings of the 
I I 
: I 

Co~mi ee h ti on 26.02.2007. She was informed about the 

met!ers viz. marriage of two sisters of the applicant before 
• I 

I I 

death of: the deceased, grant of Rs. 7,82,326/- as retiral benefits. 
1 ' 

alondrwiJh familv nension to her - counled with selection of worse 
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I plaped candidates vis-a-vis, her son (the applicant) due to which 

: I th~ issue of compassionate appointment case was closed. In 
I I 

re~po~se to her representation dated 13.02.2012, again letter 
I 
I 

da1ted 09.04.2012 was sent to DIG, CBI, Jaipur - wherein it was 

i ldh 5 h f . . reporte t at more sue cases o compassionate appointment 

h~ve ~so been closed after due consideration. Going beyond the 

pJayJr, the Admn. Officer (Pers.) requested ihe DIG, CBI, 

tW"~tigation, Jaipur to depute an officer to personally visit and 

advise the applicant's mother suitably. 
I I 

: I 
f I 6. I I find that sufficient and serious efforts have beeri. made by 

the :respondents to consider the case of the applicant. However, 

I . 
<;lue to reasons discussed above, the same did not fructify. 

I 
I 

7. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

~~ . ! 

:R/ 

Accordingly, the OA is dismissed with no order as td costs. 

(PRAVEEN lVIAHAJAN) 
Administrative Member 


