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IN THE CENTRAL ]ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAIL ,. JAIPUR EENCHu JAIPUR.

0.A.No.215/99 Date cf.oréer:-)ﬁggs)g,gvo 4
Jagdish Lel Ssini, S/o Shri Rameshwar Lsl Saini, Vyas Ii
ka Bag, Purana CGhat, Jaipur-4. ' - ‘
.L.Appljcant.
V&.

-

1. Unicn .- of In€ie thrcugh Secretary, .Deptt. cf Pecste &

Telegraphs, New Delhi.

N
.

Chief Pcst Master General, Rajasthen Circle, Jaipur.

(@8]

. Asstt.Director (Recruitment) Fcr Chief Postmwester General,
Radjasthen Circle, Jaipur.

J ‘ .. .Respondente.
Mr.Sukhveer Singh - Ccunsel for the applicant
Mr.M.Rafig - Counsel fcr respcnéents.
CORAM: : ‘ A

4 Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, Judicisl Menmber
PE.R HON' _ELE‘ MR.S. K .AGARWAL , JUDICIAI MEMEER.

In this Original Applicaticn under Sec.19 of the Administ-

. rative Tribunels Act, 1985, the epplicant mekes a prayer tc

consider his case fer appcintment .on ccmrpaessicnate: grcund encé the
impughed letter dated 8.2.99 be cuashed. _ ,
2. Vide the impugnéd letter Ceted 8.2.99 it esppears that the
Chief Post Master General Rejasthan Circle, Jejpurn 1in pursuance cf
crcer deted 12.10.98 passged in O.A Nec.624/96, has reccnsicerec the
case cf the applicant regafding his appcintmrent on corpassionste
drcund as the spplicant was nct foun¢ fit, therefcre, the ccrmittee
has rejected his case. : -

3. . The céhtentjon of the learned counsel for the epplicent in
this case hes been that while ccnsidering the case ci the epplicant
in pursunace cof this Tribunal's orcer cated¢ 12.10.98; in 0.2

Nc.624/96, the respcndents have not taken intc ccnsideraticn the

financial poeition end incdigent circumstences of the applicant.

ks

have rejected the case cf ‘the applicant.
4. Vide order datec¢ 12.10.98 in O.A Nc.624/96, this Tribunal

“hed cirected the respendents tc reccnsider the applicent's case fcr

grant c¢f appecintment ‘on cempassicnete greuné to & Greoup-D pest
after verifying the relevant dats in terms cf rules, instructicns

ané guidelines; on the subject within a pericd of fcur menthe from

the dste of receipt of & ccpy of this crder. In this 0.2 the
Aappljcant challenged the crder dateC 4.11.96 passed by respcndent

Nc.3 by whjch the epplicent wes denied appointment on cémpassicnate

grcund. No,contempt application was mcved by the applicent steting

that the crder . cf the Tribunal .in O.A Nc.624/96 was riot ccmplied

with . by the ‘respcndents. Adrittedly, widcw of the decease€ is



~

‘this order.

‘le;.f._Nanrder_as:te’coets.

orawnng cnly farily pensicn and Iearne £ relief thereoh and vide -
‘order dated 8 2.99 the respondents aga:n recons:dered the case of

the apmﬂ:cant fcr appo:nt:ng hir on compas eJonate grcund but the
CommJtteeAde nct - find favecur - and the cace of.the applicent wes

"rejected, . »
5. No reply was filed by the respcndents. 3
6. .. The -learned eounsel*forrthe applicent. submits thatnthe

impugned letter Gated 8.2.99 is a nons peaking order which does not’

mention vhether the financial poeJt:on/Jndegent circumstances. cf
the appl:cant have been cons:dered by the Ccmm:ttee before pes eing
the Jmpugnec letter dated 8.2.99. E o

~,

7. V It appears that the letter dated 8.2. 99 is not a detailed

and speaknng erder»whlch Goes_nct\mentzcn whether the Committee had

" considered the fjhancial position and- indegent circumstances of the

applicant before ;esenng the Jnmugned cmder. Th the earlier 0.2
filed by the applicent, - this Tr:bunal made it very~ clesr that

the applicant's appcintment cn compaqenonate ground as, it is very

d:ff:cult te =u=ta1n a family of three members on the meager amcunt

of- penSJCn. But the anugnec créer dees not make it very clear whet

are those greuna= on the'basis of which the”Ccmmittee rejected the
claim “of the appllcant. Def1n1te1y the Jmpugnec ctder is' a
nonspeckmgF thereforeu I am cf the ccnsidered view that the order

1

datec 8 2. 99 is net =u=ta1nable in law.

-9.. ' ,therefore. 2llcw this C.A and quaeh the order dated

‘ 8.2. 99 issued hy reepondent Nec.2 ané direct the'responcents to

reconsider the case of the applicant for giving appcintment on

Ieompassjcnate-grcund'in pursuence cf the decision dated 12.10;98

pessed 'in O,A.No.é24/98 andé ‘pass 8 reascned and =peak1ng crder

within a pericd of 34mcnthq frem the date cf receipt cf e copy ef
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' , ’ £.K.Agarwal )
.o ' S . | Member (J).

N

' nerely the w:dow of the deceased -ies getting cnly & famjly pensicn
T of R .325/- plus Dearnese/rellef thereon is no ground fcr refusing



