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ReS ERVED.

CcNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ALLAHABAD BENCH ALLAHABAD.

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1144 of 1993,

Allahabad, this tha 22 th day uf(jauum%? 2003,

Jitendra Singh

S/o Late Sheopal Singh
R/o VUillagse Manikapura,
P« 0. Barpura, pistrict Etawah.
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\By Advocate ; Sri 3aumitra Singh)

Mosecok §
Versus.

1. Union of Indig
through 1ts Secratary,
Ministry of pefanca,
New Dalhi.,

25 Director General of QOrdnance Factory,
Ordnancs Factory Boara,
ld=-A Akaland, Calcutta.

3. Genaral Managsr,
Fiela Gun Factory,
Kalpi Road,
Kanpur; 208049,

4, Works Manager/c.D.P.Field Gun Factaory,
. Kiﬁpur.
sessoeesRaspongants.

(By Advocata; Km. S drivastava)
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By this 0.A, applicagnt has sought quashing of

order dated 27.1.93(Pg.15) (Whersby his request Ffor
cCompassionate appointment has baan rejactad) and a

dirdction to appoint the applicant on compassionats

grounds.

2 The brisf facts as narrated Dy applicant ara that

his fathar late Shri 8heopal Singh was appointed as
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Fireman in Fire Brigadse Section in 1978. He sexpired on
20.6.92 while on duty dus to heart attack. Shri 3Shegpal
31ngh had adopted applicant asi his son oN 3.6.86 which
is apparsent from certificuts issusd by Village Pradhan
\ANnexurs A II) same is aiso evident from family rsegistar
Malntainaad in the Village (Annexurs III). Ha has also
ralied on ragistaraed adoption dsed (Annaxurs A IV). Sincs
N8 &N d widow wars the Only dependants ha gava an
application on 1U.8.90 (ANnexurs A~-6) for campassiocnats
dppointmsnt bpeing the only legally adoptad son howavar
the same was rejactag, Beinyg agyrievad he has filed
the prasent 0,A. He has submitted Simply because the
adoption desd was ragisterad after the death of smployss
this can be no Justification to deny the campassionata
appointment as hs uwas adopted in 1986 itsalf., He has also
suhnlttad that sincs no Opportunity was given to him the

ordser gets vitiated for non complianca with principls of

Nnatural justice.

S | The 0.A. is opposad by respondsnts who have 3tatad
that on 21.6.8Y9 the employss had furnishag details of his
Family and nomination for D.C.R.G and he gave aonly two
Name2s Mrs.Asha Kumari his wifs and Km.Gudair Davi his
daughtsar. No othar parson WaS-shown as family mambar
Similarly aftar hig gsath whan tha widouw fPillad up forms
she also dia not mention anything about the agopgtad

Son. Thus, no information was given by the daceased or his
wife in his offics fdgarding. adopting the son. QOn the
contrary after the death Shri Jhsopal 3ingh, tha widow
appliea Por compassionato appointmant in favour of har son
in law vide application datad 24,7.92 but the sams was
rejected vide laettar datad 8.8.92, cven at that juncture
She nevar informed abgut har adopted son nor appliad for

granting compassionate appointment to him. They hava
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Purthar explainad that the applicant gave application on
1Usde3J2 stating therein that tha widow again adoptad
him lsgally on 23.10.92 a dat3 which was yst to coms
tharafore, thay have submitted this is a case of chsating.
Thay have also submitted that applicant had disd in houss/
hospital and not whila on duty,therafors,applicant is
wrongly stating to be son of late 3ari Shaopal Singh as
Ne naver adoptsd him legally during hié lifa tima,

They have thus prayad that Q.A. may D3 dismissed with cobts.

4. I have hsara the respondents counsal ang parusad
tha pleadings. Applicant's counsal was not prasant and this
18 & Casd partaining to ths y2ar 13933, tharefora,] proceaded
to haar the mattar Dy attr#cting Rule 15(1) of C.A.T.

Pruceagure :Rulss.

S It 1s s8sn in the nomination form for D.C.R.G.
Lhe daceasad employesd had shown only his wifs and daughter
@s his famnily and this form was fillegd as latae as on

21.6.85. Had he adoptad any son i1n 1986 as alleged by ths

‘@applicant dafinitsely ha would have informad tha dspartmant

and 1ncluded his nama also in this form but he did not

do so. Jimilarly after tha dsath of amployss when his

widow filled up the fPorm on 1.8.92. She uwrots only ths

Rame of Km, Guddi as decasasad's daughter and against the
column son wrots 'No'meaning thersby that till that tima no
ddbgtian had takan place. If the widou adopted any son after
tha daath of 9mployss on 23.10.92, this cannot ba said to bs
a vValid adoption by tha decdasad, It is also important to sae
Lhat the widow of 8mployes had also applied for grant of
Compassionate appointment on 24,7.92 in favour of her son in
law by stating Categorically that sha has no son and has
only 2 daughters out of whom ONe 18 marriad and younger ons

is too young to take UPp &@ppointmant, All these documants

are annexed with tha C.A. thus ] am Satisfiagd tﬁat in viay
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of the fPacts as axplained Dy respondents no illegality
2an ba found in tha rejection lstter as it is proved

T?hﬂt dacsasad employasa adnptadLSbrigJaatﬂﬂdér

had not
Singh, during his 1ifa tims. It is also important to nota
:}éhat Wwidow has nowhers applisd for tha appointment but

She had stated sven in 1992 that she has no son so this is a
Cass of an after thought by applicant. He has not svan

frlsd a rejoindsr to rebut the averments m ads by
Traspondsnts who have clearly stated this is a case of
cheating, Thersfors, 1 am convincaed there is ao marit

in the Q0.A. The same is accordingly dismissad with no

order as to costs.
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Manish/-
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