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CHENTRAL AﬁiﬁJIﬂMﬁIVE TRI'BIHN&,. JZ&BZ;LPJR BEE\TCH,_ JAQALEUR
Original Application ;\'Jo. 220 of 2003
Jaba)_pur; thié the 13th7 day of August, 2004
Hon'ble shri M.P. Singh, Vice Chairman

1. Smt. N‘xirmé Bai, W/o, Late Rewa
Prasad, H, No, 1404, Reni Durgawati
Ward, B.T. Tiraha, Garha, Jabalpur.

2, Suwil Kumar Buxfnan, S/o0. late Rewa
Prasad, H, No. 1404, Reni Durgawati
Warg, B, T, Tireha, Gatha, Jabaglpur. .., Applicants
(By Advocate - Shri M.N. Banerjee)
Versauus
‘1. Union of India, through the
Secretary, Ministry of Defence,

Wew Delni. - -

2. General Manager, |
Véhicle Factory, Jabalpur. oos Respondats

ORD E R (ORAL)

By filing this Original &pplication the applicants.have
claimed the relief for issuaxice Of necessary Writ/brder or
directions to the respondents to gi\}e anployment to the.
applicant Ho, 2 ozi compassionate grownd,

adnitted
2, The brief/facts of the case are that the husbang of
the applicant No, 1 was working under respondent No., 2 i.e.
Zir;hicle Factory, dJabalpur, as a Painter, He dj.:ed in
harness on 1ith Deceuber, 2001 leaving behind his wli'f,e and
three sons. THe applicant No, 1 has submitted an appiicaa
tion for appointment of her youngest son Shri Swmil Kumar
on compassionate ground, The respondents in their reply
have stated that the applicants cannot claim compassionate
~appointment as a mattef of right and the compassionate

appointment can be given to the deceased family who really

and deserves for it. The respondents have stated that
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the case of the applicant was considered by the Board of
Of ficers and aftér the scrutiny it was fowmd that the
gpplicant No, 2's case does not fall within the category of
most needed person, Hence, the respondents rejected the

claim of the applicants,

3. Heard the leamed counsel for the parties and perused

the Yecords carefully.

4, On giving careful consideration to the rival contenw
tions made on beénalf of the parties, 1 find that the
applicant No, 2's case has been considered only once by
the Board of 40ffice»rs and the clé.im of’ the agpplicants
was rejected by passing a non-Speaking order dated 27th

' framed
September, 2002 (fnnexure A-2). &s per the policy/by the
Ministry of Defence, Govemment of India vide J.efter No.
10/9(4) /824-99/1998~D (Lab), cated 9..43'. 2001 and by the.
Amy Headguarters letter No. 9366 9/P0licy/08-5C (I),. dated
3047.1999 as referred to in the reply to OA Ho,., 22/2004s
the requests for appointmeit on compassiondte ground is to
be considered by ’dﬁ ree consecutive Boards. In this case
the respondents have not followed the policy framed by the
Army Headgquarters andeinistry of Defence. Accordingly,
the order dated 27th September, 2002 is not sustainale in

the eye of law and is liable to be quashed.

5, In view of the aforesaid obs e:ﬁ:vaﬁioxls, I guash and
Set aside the impugned order dated 27th Septanber, 2002
and direct the respondents to re~consider the case of the
appl‘icarit No,., 2 for éppointmmt on compassionate ground
in view of the policy framed by the A::my Headquarters and
Ministry of Defencey referred.to above, and take a

decision by passing a speaking, reasoned and detailed
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order within a period of three months from the date of

receipt of & copy of this order.

6. Accordingly, the Originel Application stands disposed

(I“'I oo Singh)
Vice Chaixman

of, No costs.
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