
CENTRAL ADHINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. JABAliPUR BENCH. iTABAXiPUR 
Original APPljLcatlon No> 484/2004

this the 3 ^ ^  day of 2005

\ Ifcn'ble Mr, m *P, Singh» Vice Chairman 
Hon*ble Mr., Madan Mohan, Judicial Member
Smti Kusum Bai# aged 35 years, 
wife of late Ram Singh, Pasi,
Resident of H*No*51-A» P*R. Colony, 
BjJharl, Caritt. Jabalpur. APPLICANT
(By Advocate - shri B.R.Nagle)

VERSUS
1 .

2.

The union of India, through 
The Secretary, Ministry of 
Defence, Govt* of India, New Delhi.

The Commandant,
506 Army Base WDrkshop, 
Pos^ Box No .41, Khamariya, 
Jabalpur. RESPONDEOTS

(By Advocate - ^hri Gopi: Chourasia on behalf of Shri
S.A* Dharin^dhikari)

O R D E R
By Madan Mohan. Judicial Member -

By tiling this original Application, the applicant
has sought ^he fcllowing main relief :~

" 8;l* TO issue an order or direction to the 
respondents for the compassionate appointment of the 
applicant in the Department."

2. The brief facts of the case are that the applicant
is belonging to SC community and the husband of the 
applicant late Ram Singh Pasi was employed under the 
respondent No.2* He died on 18.11.1999 leaving behind 
his widov^ tt>>p daughters, one son and his old parents.
The family of the deceased is facing great hardship. 
According tb the applicant, her educational qualification 
is higher secondary(10+2) and as pe;c the Central and State 
Government policy, the applicant is legally entitled for 
compassionate appointment while the respondents have not 
considered tihe case of the applicant. Hence, this OA.
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2* Heard the learned counsel for the parties.

3, The learned counsel for the applicant stated that
the husband of the applicant died in the year 1999 and 
at that time his age was only 43 years* He left behind 
hin^his widow, 3 minor childeren and old parent. The 
applicant's qulification is 10+2 examination and the the 
parent of the deceased Government servant are fully 
dependent on the applicant, “̂he family of the applicant 
is facing very serious financial crisis* He has drawn 
our attention towards(Annexure-A-5) irnvhich the details of 
the family is mentioned and also <3rawn our attention to­
wards the order of this Tribunal in 0^ No.502/02 passed 
on 10*10.2002 bywhich the Tribunal, had directed to 
reconsider the case of the applicant for compassionate 
appointment'* In view of the destitute condition of the 
family which is stated to be not having any other source 
of income except the small amount of pension." But the 
respondents have not complied with the aforesaid order 
of the Tribunal* Hence* the applicant is legally 
entitled for the relief claimed.

4* In reply* the learned counsel for the respondents
argued that the number of vacancies for compassionate

ment
appointment are limited to 5% of the total direct recruit/ 
vacancies per year in Group *C‘ and Group*Dt only. 
Compassionate appointment is not a vested right*
The learned counsel for the respondents has also argued 
that the case of the applicant was duly considered by 
the Board of officers at the Army Headquarters in four 
consecutive boards hel̂ d in March 2001, June 2001, ►
Sept.2001 and Dec* 2001 but her case did not come 
up in the relative merit against the 5% quota due 
to constraints of grossly inadequate vacancies. ^
Therefore, her name was deleted from the name registered 
at the Army Headquarters for further consideration as
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per the Army Headquarters for further consideration 
as per the policy issued by the Govt. He has further 
argued that the respondents fully complied with the 
direction given by the Tribunal in the OA No*502/02 
passed on 10*10.2002* According to the <3ovt. of IndiaI

and Ministry of Defence, they have considered the case 
of the applicant four time but heic case not found to be 
fit for compassionate appointment. He has further 
contended that since more deserving candidates are 
available for compassionate appointment and as the 
Vacancies for compassionate appointment is very limited 
the applicant could not get compassionate appointment. 
Hence, the action of the respondents is fully justified 
and legal*

5. After hearing the learned counsel for the
parties and careful perusal of the records, we find that 
the respondents have considered the case of the applicant 
by 4 consecutive boards i.&* on Mcirch 2001, June 2001,
Sept*2001 and Dec, 2001* According to the policy of 
Ministry of Defence, the respondents are required to 
consider the case <kf the applicant only by 3 consecutive 
boards while the respondents in thiis case have considered 
the case of the applicant one 4:ime more* We also find that 
the Vacancies for con^assionate appointment artery

limited i.e. 5% only and as nore deserving candidates 
are also available and due to shortage of vacancies 
her name was deleted from the name registered at the 
Array Headquarters for further consideration as per the 
policy issued by the Ministry of Defence* After 
considering all the facts and circiamstances of the case, 
we do not find any merit in this OA. Accordingly, the 
same is dismissed* No costs*

(Madan Mohan) (M*P* Singh)
•Judicial Member Vice Chairman
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