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IN THE CENTRAL ADMI~ISTR~TIVE T~IBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

a.A.No. 46/99 

M.A.No.293/99 

I 
Date. of order: . 02.05.2001 

amde6 Meena,_ S/o Sh.Gyardilal Meena, R/o Vill~Dantli, 

ehsil ~anganer, Distt.Jaipur. I 

• •• Applicant. 

'\[s. 

1. nion of India through .General Manag_er.., W.Rly, 

rhurchgat~, ·Mumbai. 
I . . . 

2. Divisional Railway Manager~ W. Railway, Jai~ur. 
I I 

••• Respondents. 

Mr.P.C.~wamy) - Counsel for applicant 
I 

Mr. D.K. s,wamy) 

I -

Mt.R~G~qupta - Counsel for respon~e~ts~ 

CORAM: 'I 
I 

.$og 1 ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicial ~ember 

~on 1 ble Mr.A~P~Nagrath, Administrative Member. 
. -

PER HON~BLE MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER. 
I ' 

I' 

Jn· this O.A under Sec-~19 of the Administrative 

' 

Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant makes a prayer to consider' 
I· 

the' son of the applicant for appointment on compassionate 

grounds and quash the .impugned order by which the applicant' 
' .. 

was refused to appoint hi~ son on compassionate:grounds. The 

.applicant also prayed ·that the orders dated 13.11.96 and 

22.11~95 be q~ashed and· set aside being illegal ~nd allow the 

a~plicant to continue in service. 

2. Undisputedly .. the applicant was medically decategorised 
I . 

. ; ' / . . . . .. . . 
vide or<i]er dated 22~11.95. It is also an undisputed fact that 

no alte 1 nate a~pointmen~· was made available to the-applicant 
. . ' . . . 

after. h was .medically dec;:ategoris.ed. The order 9ated 2 .4 .97 
I 

(Anr;x.A1 ) only states that the ca·se for appointment on · 

compass:' onate grounds to the son o-f the applicant WCiS 
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, I 

present before th~ com~etent authority, i.e. General 
. •i 

per~it t~e son -of th~ appli~arit for 
i 

appoint ent on compassionate grounds. No reasons of ~efusal/ 

denial 9f appointment on c6mpassionate ground to the' son.of. 

\the. a_ppil icant have been recorded in the·. or de~ da.t.ed 2 .4. 97. 

Ev.en in the reply filed by. the. respondents 1 department no 
. \ 

. , 
reasons .have been -~tated~as to why ·the competent autqo~ity did 

not find the son 

on cornpJssionate 

of the applicant ~it/stiitable for appointment 

grounds. 

· 3. · 'J\!he whole object of providing appointme.nt on 
I 

compass~onate grounds is to enable the family to tide· over the 

sudden q~is.is. 

4. ·In Umesh·Kumar Nagpal Vs. State of H_aryana, 1994(4) SCC 

138, a Bench of two· Judges has_ pointed out that the whole 
I • • 

object ~f gr~n'ting compa_ssionate empl~yment is to e·nable the 
I . . . 

family 'to, tide over _the. sudden c.r:isis· and this position was 

reiterated by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the later 
I 

judgmen,s. 

5~ ~he resporidents' ·department is und,r an.6bligat~on to 

examine each case ind~~endently and if the circumstances exist 

_in the fam~ly ~hen to app9int a person on compas~ionate 

grounds.but in· this case it appears· that no reasons are-given 
I • • • • • . ' 

. by the competent authority by denying/refusing appoin,tment to" 

the son.of the applicant on compassion~te. grounds.o Therefore_, 

the order passed by the competent authority is a nonspeaking 
. ' . 

order a~d the same is not sustainable in law. 

6. :i;n yl.ew of the above,. we are· of the opinion that 
I 

•I 

directi9ns sho.uld be given t·o the;! responde~ts·•s department to ., -
e?Camine the ·case ot' the applicant i~dependently and to 

conside the ,case _of the son of t.he applicant for ap.poiritment 

on comp ssionate ground~, looking to the circumstances of the 

.\). \ \) family. 
1 
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3 j. 
7. e,. therefore,. alLl..ow the. O.A a·nd direct the respondents 

cto cons der th~ case of the sori.of the a~plicant on 

compass~onate ground~ within 3 months fr6m th~.da~e of receipt 
I 

of a coby of thia order. The o~her relief sought by the 

applica9t regarding.alternate appointment appears to be barred· 
I . . 

by limitation, 'therefore, the same c;:annot be taken into 
I.. ,. '· 

co~side~ation in this o.A. and delay cannot be condoried as the 
. . I' , . 

. ~ame h0.r . not• been e~pl a ined . proper 1 y by the' applicant. 'with 

the above directions, 'the o .A is disposed of with· no order as 
I . . 

to· costs. 

. , d~._,_L~. 
,{A.P.Na~~ath) 

Member 1
( A) • 

·1 
I 

1 
I· 

./ 

Q~~ 
~ K :Agarwal)· 

·Member (J). 


