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CEtCHAl# APMINiaCHAglVE TRIBUNAL* JABALPUR BENCH# JABALPUR

Original Application No»755 of 2002

Jabalpur# this the 24th day of February#i2003«

H^n-'bie IT •R.K.Opadhyaya, Member (Adnnv»)
Hon'KLe Mcs.l©era Chhibberr Meaiber (j)

Kbhd. Icbal 8/0 late Shri Abdul
Ghafoorr aged-, ^OvH^Md.SSI#;
Nalwan Mohalla, :^^khan Ki Badi,
Jcbalpur^ -iAHPLICANT

(By Advocate- Mr«S«Akhtar}

versus

1, Union of India through
Secretary# Ministry of Defence,
Mew Delhi.

2. Oommandant#
Central Ordnance Depot,
iTabalpur. —REStOKDEKffS

0 R D E. R (ORAL)

By RJK JPpadhvaya^i er (Adnnv.) t

The applicant has approached this Tribunal seeking

direction to the respondents to grant conpassionate

appointment to the applicant in relaxation of normal

recruitment rules.

2. It is stated that the applicant is the son of the
♦

deceased Government servant Shri Abdul Ghafoor, vbo died

in harness on 2.10 . 2000, The applicant claims that there

are as many as nine n^nbers of his family# Vere

d^endent on the deceased Government servant. Therefore,

the applicant dtiould have been provided conpassionate

appointment on tl^ death of his father. According to the

learned counsel of the applicant, the re^ndents have

intimated by letter dated 20.3.2002 (Annexure a-5) that the
Case of the applicant was considered three times# but his

Case was not fomid suitable for conpassionate appointment.
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APCording to the learned counsel of the applicant, the

irapugh®d order dated 20.3.2002 is a non-;^eaking order

in as mch as it does not specify any reasons for rejection

of the claim of the applicant.

3. we have considered the facts of this case aid con

tentions raised on behalf of the applicant. It is noticed

that there is no averment in this application whether the

applicant is a holder of iramovcble property or he has any

other source of inccxne. It is also not stated tjhether

the family of the deceased Government servant is receiving

any pension or not. The details of retiral dues are also

not given. There is no mention about the fact that out of

five major sons of the deceased Government servant howraany

are having any soiree of income and what is extent their
be

income. In absence of these details, it cannoV'p^^esutned

that the d^)endents of the deceased Government servant

are living in absolute poverty and deserve immediate

financial help in the sh^e of conpassionate appointmoit.

On the other hand, the impugned order dated 20.3.2002

clearly states that there are only limited nuntoer of

v^ancies available for conpassionate appointment and

the claimants for such conpassionate appointment are

many. The case of the applicant could not be considered

to be most deserving and therefore the name of the

applicant could not be included in the list of candidates

reconiaendaded for conpassionate appointment. In our view,

the inpugned order does give the reasons for rejection

and there is nothing on record to di^SDelieve it. It may

be oDticed that the conpassionate appointment cannot be

claimed as a matter of ri^t in each and every case. On
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the facts of this case, we do not find that the respondents

have committed any irregularity or have violated any

standing instructions of the Govemraent for coupassionate

appointment. In this view of the matter, we do not con-

sider it a fit case >93^ to interfere in the order of the

re^ondents. Therefore, this application is rejected at

the admission stage itself.
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(R .K .Upadhyaya)
Menber CL)

(Mrs.MBera Chhibber)
Menber (j)
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