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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL~· JAIPUF BENCH~ JAIPUR. 

O.A.No. 215/99 · Date cf orcer: 2.."8')3) 2.-~-o _ 

Jagdish Lal Saini u S/o Shrj I<aireshwar Lal -Saini q Vyas ji 

ka Eaga Purana Ghato Jaipur-4. 
' 

••• Applicant. 

VE-. 

l. Uni en . cf Incia through Secretary~ Deptt. cf Pests & 

Telegraphs.w New Delhi. 

2·· Chief Pest Master Genera] a Rajasthan Circle 1 Jaipur. 

3. Asstt.Director (Recruitment) Fer Chief Postiraster Gene-raJ. 

Rajasthan Circle 0 Jaipur~ 

Mr.Sukhveer Singh - Counsel fer the applicant 

Mr.M.Rafia - CounE:eJ. fer respcncents. 

CORAM: 

Hen 1 ble Mr .S.K.Agarwal ~ Judicial Merrber 

PEl< HON 1 ELE MR.S.K.AGAR~"'ALy JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

••• R.e.spondents. 

rative 

In this Original Application under Sec.l9 cf the Aoirinist­

Tribunals Act~ ]985. the applicant Irakes a prayer tc 

'consider his case fer appointment .en coropassicnate, grcunc anc the 

j~rpugnec letter dated 8.2.99 be auashed. 

2. Vide the irrpugned letter cated 8.2.99 it appears that the 

Chief Post Master Genera] Rajasthan Cjrcle; Jaipura 1n pursuance·cf 

crcer d?ted 12.10.98 passed in O.A No.624/96~ has reccnsjcerec the 

case cf the applicant regarding his appcintirent en coropassionate 

ground as the applicant was net founc fitij ~herefcre~ the cciririttee 

has rejected his case • 

.3. 'Ih~ contention of the learned counsel for the applicsnt in 

this case has been that while ccnsjdering the case cf the applicant 

in pursunace cf this Tribunal•s order cated 12.10.98w in O.A 

Nc.624/96q the respondents have not taken into ccn.siceraUcn the 

financial pcsjtion and incigent circumstances of the applicante 

have rejected the case of the applicant. 

4. Vide order dated 12.10.98 in O.A Nc.624/96R this 'Iribunal 

·.had directed the respondents tc reconsider_ the applicc:nt •s case fer 

grant cf appointment ·en cclllpCss.icnate grcunc to a Grcup-D pest 

after verifying the relevant data .in' terms cf rules. instructions 

anc guidelinesQ en the subject within a period of fcur rocnths frcir 

.the date _pf rec;:eipt of a copy· of this crder. In this O.A the 

appljcant challenged the order ?ated· 4.11.96 paseed by respondent 

No.3 by whj ch the C!PPl i cant was .. 6eni ed appoi ntJPent _on compassionate 

grcund. No contempt application was moved by_the applicant stating 

that the order. cf the Tribunal .in O.A Nc.624/96. was riot ccrrplied 

with. by the respondents. Adrdtteolyl wiccw of the deceasee js 
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arswing only: fandly pension ana Dearnese relJ·ef thereon and vide 

order ,dated 8.2.99 the respondents -agc:dn re~orisiderea the case cf 
-, 

the appl j cant fer· appointing hiiP on cciPpSesi cnate ground but the 
' -

CommHtee. did net c find favour- and _the caee of the applicant' was 

rejected~ 

5. No··.reply was fileo by the respondents. 

6. The learned counsel ~·tor the applicant submHs that· .the 

impugned letter dated 8.2.99 ie a nonspeaking 9rcer which 6oee not' 
-mention whether the finandal poEition/indegent circumstancee. of 

. . . ' \ . 
the applicant have been consjdered by the Ccrnwittee before paseing 

- I .._,, 

the impugned ,letter aatea 8.2.99.. ,'.' . ',• 
,_ \ 

7~ I It appears that the letter 9Bted 8.2.99 js' not a: detaileo 

and SPeaking:~rder.~ich aoee net IPenticn whether the Committee h~d· 

· considered the :financial position and· jndegent circUIPetancee of the 

_applicant before passing the i¥Jp1.lgned order. In the earlier O.A 
. . . J . . ' 

filed ·by the ·app1icant 1 ·this Tribunal, rrede jt very· clear that 

merely the widow of the. deceased -is getting only a fawHy pensicn 
, , I . ' \ 1 • r ~ ' 

· of Rs.3?5/- plue Dearnese trelief thereon is no grouna fer refusing 

the,~pplicant's appointment en cc~aseicnate ,ground as. it js very 
. .. I ' ' 

dffficult .to eustain a famj]y of three rnerobers on the ,meager aiT'cunt 

. of pension. :put the impugned order eke; not rreke H very clear what 

are th_ose grounps on the 'basis of Which.the ·CciT'IPjttee rejected the 
. • I 

,claim 'of the applicant. Definitely the iropugned- order is' a 

nons~aking·~. therefore u' I ,am of the ccnsjaered ~jew that' the order 
' ' 

dated 8.2.99 is net sustainable in law • 

. 9.. ·.J g. therefore. allow· this O.A .and quash the order dated 
. . 

~.2.99 issued by respondent No.3 and direct the respondents to 

reconsider the case of the appl kant for· giving appcintrrent on 

compassj cnate. grcund in pursua.nce of th~ deci sj on dated 12.1 0.·98 

.passed 'in 0:-.A .~c.624/98 ~nc ~ss a reasoned and speaking order 

within a period of 3 mcnths· frcrr the date of receipt of a copy of 

·this order. 
I 

No1order as.tc costs. 
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( s.~ K. Agarwal ) 

Member (J). 


