CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRAT IVE TR IBUNAL
JABALPIR BENCH

CIRCUTT SITTING AT GWALIOR
_ OA_No,.200/04

Gwalior, this the 238l day of June 2005

CORAMN

Hon'ble Mr.M.P.Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Mr.,Madan Mohan, Judicial Menber

Sanjay Kadam

S/o Late Shri Basant Rao Kadam

R/o Kenth Wali

Gali, Nai Sadak, Lashkar

Gwalior (MP) Applicant .

(By advocate Shri D.P.Singh)

Versus

1., Office of Accountant General
Madhya Pradesh through its
Accountant General
Govt, of M.P. Moti Mahal
Gwalior.

2. The Accounts Officer
Administration 12
Moti Mahal, Gwallior, Responiients.

(By advocatex Shri MJRao).

ORDER

By Madan Mohapn, Judicial Member
By filing this OA, the applicant has sought the following

relijefss

(i) Quash the orders Annexure A3 & a5,

(i1) Direct the respondents to grant compassionate
approintient to the applicant.

2., The brief facts of the case are that the father of the

-
-

applicant while 'working as Senijor Auditor djed in harneés on
3.11.99, The applicant who ha.? passed intermediate examination
submitted an application on 7.3.200Q for gramt of compaﬁsiomte
appointrent, He was called to appear for an interview before _
thé 1ntery1evg committee on 26.9.2001. He appeared beforej the
interview, However vide letter dated 10.5,2002 the appl:icant

was intimated that compassionate appointment cannot be granted

to him, The applicant again submitted an g,p)ication on

) .



a2
21.2.2003, which was also rejected, Hence this OA is
3.
. on behaif of f;he' applicant that the applicant is duly
qu,alifigd for tbe'pcst applied for.‘ on COmpaSSiqnate
grounds, The impugned orders are contrary to the pol
‘to grant the compassionate appointment to & menber of
the deceased employee, The claim of the applicant has

been x:e,jecﬁe_d without assigning any réa;on,- Heri:e ﬁhe
impticjned ofders are. liable to be quashed, Le-arneé eou
~has drawn 'O\ir attenti'o_p towé;ds an §Ma détgd 17th M
2004 passed in OA No,303/2003 - Eadhakr;shnan Ramhan_i
, :“_r.he’ (’;omptr_o.lleri. ;@ Auditor Ge..rpjra_l of ‘Iﬂndi_a‘x and 6the
in which the impugned ;')rdez;' was set aSiée.on the gl;ou
it was a mn;-épe.a]‘ci.ng "o;dg:; a;nd :n,o -_rea.sonhad been gi

for mn-appdiritme'nt of the applicant on compassionate

.4.

that the scheme for eompassionate appointment is basic
. meant for providing_ ;med%ate vassista_nce‘ to the famil;
the deeééseﬂ';.émplci:yee. .its basis is s.z.\ear‘xs-cAum-merit‘.' .'J
e/,eano‘mi_ci. st?tus of tl;xe :f'amily} is tak.en j._ni;o_ cons iderat

followed by the merit of the candidate subject to cel

of5% vaeamigs falling under direct recruitment quota

Heatd le,.arnéd'eouns,el for both parties, It is argued

In reply. it is argued on behalf of the respondem

filed.
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Group ‘C' & ‘,D‘ posts. The applicant's educat jonal quali-

fication wa:_é inter (10+2) and thus wés eligible to be| |

cons.idered"fqr compéssioha;e' appointment on the post of clerk.

. «®

. However, he has suppres_seé the fact that his mothe‘r wa

in the M.P.State Government as a clerk,’ This

@é%loged
U

he rotice in the Welfare Officer's Verificati

fact
on
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report dated 17.8.2000, The departmental selection

committee cons idered 36 cases during the relevant perjod

The number of . vacancies available was four in Group ‘C'

K]

and one in Group ‘D', Candidatesf'whose fa_milies were in
indigent eir_eunstar‘xoes more than_ that of the petitioner
were recommended by the Go;timittee' and offereo empioymem
The family of the deceas‘ government .servarrt rece‘ive.d &
amo_uat'of RS.S'.9,9,802 as pexzsionary and other benefits
egcltﬁirgthe a;ﬁount of‘GPF .‘md Lipk I.nsurance.-and a

fami'iy pension of &8.'3406~'pl,us DA l' ﬁeing paid from.

4, 11 99 to 2,11 2000and thereafter Rs,2040 plus DA ‘Hence

" the OA is liable to be dismisseé.

5¢ ° Afte,r'hearing' the learned ‘counsel for both parties

carefully perusing the records. we £ind that in reply to|

the earlier application of the appliCant for compassiona

appoim:ment. ‘the, re_Spondents had im_:imated himx videv letter

dated 10.5.2002 (A3) that compass1onate appointment cou,
- not be granted to him His application was cbnsidered
sympathetically anﬁ the concerned comittee had not reco

his ease. We: have perused the impugmd ord_er dated 28 3

(Annexure AS), It is a non-speaking order. The respondent

have not assigned arxy cogent reason for rejecting the apE

of the applicant for c,onpas_sionate appointment, We have
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perused the order passed 'in OA No.303/03 dated 17th May 2904

_-speaking order within a period of three months from the

. date of receipt of a copy of this order. No costs.

te
in which impugned order.- was set aside on the ground that
the order wa{s non-speaking and having no reasons, The
respondéhts should have_eén.éidered.tm contention of the |applicant
and sfxould have nentioneél the reasons in the impugned order.
Mercly giving the &xm&a& uenefits of the deceased enmployee

to the applicant‘s family ard family pension is not sufficiept
ground for :gject'ing the claim fop cOmpass ionate app__o;lnunent..

6. Considering all facts and é-ii'cutrssﬁances of the case,
we are of the considered opinion that the impugned order
dated 28.3.03 (A-5) is lisble to be quashed and set aside.
we do éo aéco::dingiy."l‘he respondem':s are directed to re~consider.

the ckaa.mﬂof ut}‘ledap@lﬁi:cam sympathetically for apPOintmqnt on .

compassionate grounas by passing a dertailed, reasoned and

(Madan Moh ' S : (M.P.Singh)
c(ruda‘zggal Mg)er S~ ' : Vice Chairman
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