. CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JABALPUR BENGH, JABALPUR

Origindl Application No, 842 of 2003
Jabalpur, this the 11th day of August, 2004 -

Hon'ble &hri Me.Ps Singh, Vice Chairman

Smt, Pushpa Dubey, W/o. Late &hri

K.Co Dubey, aged a@bout 35 yesrs, R/o.

Gali No, 5, Ngta Colony, Bérind HMilk

Scheme, Adhartal, Jabalpur M.P. " ees Applicant

(By Advocate - None)
Versus
1. Union of India, through its

Secretary, Ministry of Defence,
New Dethi, o ‘

2. Senior Gemeral Manag er,
Vehicle Factory, Jabalpur, MePe.

3. Joint General Manager,
Administrative Vehicle Factory,
Jabalpur, " ese Respondents

(By Advocate - &hri S.A, Iharmadhikari) * -
O RD ER _(ORAL)

None is present for the gpplicant, Siﬁce it is an ola
case of 2003, I proceed to dlspose of this Original
Applica’t:icm by invoking the provisions of Rule 15 of CPE
(Procedure) Rues, 1987 . Heard the leamed éounSel for the

respondents,

2. Byfiling this Original' Application the applicant has

claimed the following main reliefs s

g to set aside the order dated 12.,3.2002 (Annexure
A-3) in the interest of justice,

ii. to direct the respondent to consider the claim of
the applicant and further may kindly be directed to

give appointment on compassionate grounds to the
younger son of the applicant namely Anupam Dubey."

3¢ The brief facts of the éase are that the husband of the

applicant was working as Lower Division Clerk under

?3\1‘/a‘spoﬁdent No, 2 i.e. Vehicle Factory, Jabalpur., He died



o8
;

o

in harness on 19.8.2001. After the death of the deceased
Government servant the applicaﬁt submitted an appli'cation
for grant of oompéssionate appointment to her ybung& son.
The case was considered by the .cdmmittee of foicé’fs as

per norms prescribed by the Gox\rernment to consider such
cases, The case of the app;_icant was not found suitable
as He Secured only 43 points out of 100 points a_nd. also due
to non-availability .of vacancies, As per the Ministry of
Defence, Government of India letter No. 10/9(4)/824~99/
1998;D(Lab)4; dated 9.3.2001 and by thé Amy Headquarters

letter No. 93669/Policy/08-5C (1), dated 30.7. 1999, referred

- to in the reply to OA No, 22/04, the cases of cbmpassionate

appointment is required to be considered by the Board of
Officers three times consecutively. In this case the

Anege wiaudiems L
reSpondents have not followed/and considered the case of
the applicént aé provided in the I_,ette.fs ;is sued by -t'he
Ministry of Defence an'd Amy Headquarters, Moreover, the
order issued by the respondéqts dated 12.3.2002 (Ahn@cure
A-3) rejecting the claim of the applicant for compassionate
appointment is a non-spesking order. The respondents have
not given any reason for rejecting the c,‘!.aim of the

applicant,

4. Since the case of the applicant has not been considered
strictq_'y in accordance with the poq_icy framed by the |
Ministxy of De’feﬂcé and Amy Headquarters, referred to
abovéé_ I glash and set aside the impugned order dated
12.3.2002 (Annexure A-3) and direct the respondents to
re-consider the case of the appliéalut strictly in
accordance with the rules and po]v.i‘cy £ramed by the Ministry

of Defence and Amy Headquart'ers,.' within' a period of three

‘ &m\o?ths fron the date of receipt of a copy of this order.



the Original hpplication stands dispos ed

(1.Ps Singh)

Vice thairman

5, Accordingly,

of. No costs,
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