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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE

v

ALLAHABAD BEICH, ALLAHEABAD,

Diary No. 6143/00
In
NO o

O.A. 513 of 2001~

this the 20th day of April'2001.

_MEMBER (J)

HONYBLE MR, RAFIQ UBDIN,

omkar, S/o late Sri premraj, R/o Vi
hisali post
Chaziabad.,.

ffice Murad

By Advocate : Sri L.M
Versus,
union of India through Secretary,

~

New Delhi.

o Communication 51
leerute.
2% Director Gener

Branch,

By Advocateg None.
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This 0O.A. has been

son of late Sri Premraj,whofwas

died on 8,9,95, in harness, for appointment

grounds.

impugned orders dated 11.,2,99, 19,

respectively.

Nagar Tehsil

Singh for sri J.S.

pPost Office, New

working as

TRIBUNAL,

llage Mahiuddinnur

Modinagar, District

Applicant, -

Kashvap.

Ministry of Defence,

0 Army Base Works hop,
al O"' I‘.v. ’[...40 Ic G.O.Sg
Delhi.

Respondents,

AL )

filed by omkar, who is
Moulder (Mate)

on compassionate-

The applicant has also sought guashing of the

5,99 and 14.6.99

P I have heard the learned counsel for the

parties and have perused the pleading on record.

. P It transpires . from the perusal of the



impugned letter dated 14,6.99 $annexure-6) sent by the

respondent no.3 to the advocate of the applicant that the

claim of the applicant for appointment on compassionate

grounds has been rejected because

there is no provision of

reservation for SC/ST/OBC category in the compassionate

appointment scheme.

Since the apnlicant belongs to

Scheduled

caste category, it is further stated that the Board of
officers examined tne deoccuments of the applicant in the
light of the Dop&T OM dated 9,10,98, It is stated that the
case of the aprlicant was considered taking=into-account

the various factors like size of family, presence of an

earning member, terminal benefits granted under wvarious
schemes, liabilities, ~nsion, movable/immovable property

and annual income thereof duly verified by the civil/police
authorities, It is also stated that only 5% vacancies are
available for appointment on cdﬂpasgionate grounds, The
learned counsel for the applicant has, however; contended

that the respondents nave not disclosed the d
various factors alleged to have been consider

respondents, wiiile examining the case of the

also f£ind that

compassionate gppointment. T N
to the respondents to disclose the details of
factors in tnis order like size of family, pr
earninc member, terininal benefits granted und

28

scihemess liabiliti
and annual income of the familvy.

is very vague and it is not possible to appr

case Of the respondents in the absence of fu
of various fectorg mentioned in the letter,

tage its

Ih tnis respect,

etails oF

er various

pension, moveable/imnovable property

the order
eciate the
11 details
The O.A., 1S,
elf with the

B

direction to the respondent no,3 to consider the claim of
the applicant afresh within a period of three months from
the date of communication of this order. The impugned orders
dated 11,2.99, 19.5.992 and 14.,6,99 are accordingly quashed,
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with no order
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applicant is rejected, the respondents would

opriate orders giving all tne relevant details,

Tne

as to. costs,
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MEMBER {(J)



