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CENTRALALMINISTFU\TIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLA.'-1AB;ill BENCH ALLAHABAD------~--~--------------

Original Application No. 1320 of 1993

smt. Lado widow of late sri Vijai,
resident of Mohal1a Gari Khana,
District Lalitpur(U.p) .••••••••••... applicant.

(BY Advocates shri Anil Kumar srivastciva &
shri S. K. srivastava)

Versus

1. Union of India through its Secretary Defence,
New Delhi.

2. comoanclant/personne 1 ofEicer(Civllians)
central Ordinance Depot Agra.

.
.~

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• He sp onds nts •
(By Advocate shri Ashok Mohiley)

This is an application under section 19

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. The

application has been made with a view to seek

relief of direction to the respondents to give

employment to the applicant in place of her

deceased husband who was working as sataiwala

Karmchari.

The arounds of seekina this r~ lief., ~

are that t.he applicant is legal 'v e-r)t.ith~d to
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get employment in place of her deceased husband under

the Dying in Harness Rules. It Ls mentioned that to?

District ;/iaqistrate, Lalitpur had sent his recommendation

to the respondents to this effect.

3. The f ac ts as stated in tli? app Hc atLon

are that sri vijai, husband of applicant died

on 22.1.1992 while in service. The applicant made
an app lication for ampLoymerrt in p lace of her

husband under t he Dying in Harne 5S Rule sand

followed it with a reminder. he respondents

informed the applic ant on 2).7.1992 that the

ca,:;e of tbe app licant for compass.ionate appointment

is under consideration of the Board. On a subsequent

reminder of the app lie ant ds tnd 30 .•10.1992 , \rme

was informed by the respondents on 7.11.1992

that the case was sti.11 under consideration and

';';

c ornnerrt s are ca Lled f or from the Distric t

Magistrate, Lalitpur for being put \..\1' before the

Board. Another reminder from the app lic ant da to d

13.2.1993 is still sent and a reply from the

re sp onde rrts WC'JS given on 22.2 • .1993 that the

comments from District Magistrate, Lalitpur were
awaited. The applicant approached tr~ District

Magistrate, Lali tpur who Lnf or ned that c ornrre nt s

had already been sent and the aco Hc errt was forwarded••
with another copy of the comoe nt s ,

A nnexure-7 to the oriqina1 AppliCation is the

recommendation received from the District Magistrate,

Lalitpur. This recomroondation shows that the applicant

smt. Lado was living with her mother and was
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supporting four sons and two daughters

aged about 2 years to JA years out of lis. 8'f::IJ/-

whic h was give n t,o her by way of pension.

5. The re spondent s in the ir r ep ly have

stated that the case of the applicant was put

before the Board of O::-":icers in July, 1992

and the applicant's case was not recommended

for amp loyment bee ause of more de serving case s

of the limited rumbe r of vacancies avai Lab Ls , The

applicant was informed vide lett.er dated 7th sept.

1992. It is st at od that thl:"'!case of the applicant for

the post of Mazdo:)r by way of second chance was under

consideration against four additional vdcancies ',..
allotted by the Army Headquarters.

6. The applicant in her rejoinder affidavit

has reiterated t he grounds already made in the

original application. S hri s. K. srivastava proxy

counsel for Shri Anil Kumar srivastava had been heard

on behalf of the applicant. He argued that rejection

of? ground of availability of more deserVing~·~

was not proper. He stated that the respondents should

have offered suitable post to the applicant on

super numar ar y post as was done in case of ~~~~

M.s.Sl,iushma Gosai. shri Ashok MohileYt' counsel for the

r e sp cnde nt s drew attention to the case of Asha

Ramchandra PJoberfk.a.r reported in 1984 Supreme court

Cases(L 8. S) • He mentioned that the employment of

the applicant as Mazdoor was under consideration.
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~Since in this parti cular case v.re have been assurd
.l

on behalf of the respondents that the case of the applicant
is under consideration, .the application is disposed of
with t he direction that the responden ts may consider
the matter, take a decisionand give a detailed reasoned
reply to the applicant within three months.

There shall be no order as to costso
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