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2. Learned counsel for the respondents has not
come f£orward with any statement before the Tribunal
today. I am of the view that this simple matter be
not kept in pending in this Tribunal for want of
necessary c¢larification. Therefore, I have heard the
counsel for the applicant, although Shri S.P.

Sharma, learned counsel for the respendents is not

present. I am dispose of this OA as follows :

The matter which needs to be decided by this
Tribunal =simply is whsther with regard to the

request for compassionate appointment of the

applicant the rules of 30.6.1987, should apply er J//
the rules of 2001. Learned counsel further furnished /
two judagm=nts of Jsbalpur Bench in PA No.157/04 and /
30/03 in which it was held that the rules which are f
enforce at the time of repressntation should prevail

and apply. Even without taking any cue from these

gecisicns it stands to reason and local and common j
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| <) I have taken a lcock at the impugned order cdatead
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20.7.2002, in which the respondents are given 3
speaking order by rejscting the repressntation of
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the applicant. It is stated that Beards eof officers
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3t the Headquarter considered the various aspect:s

9.3.2001 and found that the case was not dessrving

encugh o©on assessment of thes relative merit various

applications. Obvicusly the respondents did not
apply the relevant rules. For this reassn, the
impugned order suffers from certain infirmity. Tha
impugned order is, therefors, set-aside.
| Respondents are directed tc consider the
| /
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