CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JABALPUR BENCH. JABALPUR
Original Application No. 804 of 2000
Jabalpur, this the day of fl/jcnj 2004

Hon*ble Shri M.P. Singh, Vice Chairman
Hon*ble Shri Madan Mohan, Judicial Menber

11 Smt. Mutra Bai, aged about 50 years,
uidou of late Shri Shantaram Vishuakarma,

R/o. H.No. 1718/1, Chandmari Duarka Nagar,
Jab a Xpur.

2. Pramod Kumar Vishuakarma, aged about 29
years, s/o. late Shri Shantaram
I/ishuakarma, No* 1718/1, Lalmati Duarka
Nagar Uard, Jabalpur (MP). Applicants

(By Advocate - Shri Mukhtar Ahmed)

Versus

1. Union of India, through
Secretary, Ministry of Defence
(Production) South Block,

Neu Delhi.
2. Commandant Army Base Workshop,
Post Box No. 41, Jabalpur
482001,
3. Colnel Administration Army Base
Workshop, Post Box No. 41,
Jabalpur - 482001 (MP). oo Respondents

(By Advocate - shri B.da.Silva alonguith Shri T. Burrous)

0 RDER

By Madan Mohan e 'Judicial Menber -

By filing this Original Application the applicants

have claimed the follouing main reliefs S
"(A) to quash the impugned order dated 7.8.2000

Annexure A/4 and the respondents be further
directed to provide compassionate appointment to the—

applicant No. 2.M

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

the applicant No. 2 late Shri Shantaram Vishuakarma uas in
service uith the respondents on a Group—-D post. He died in
the year 1987 leaving behind the applicants and tuo minor

daughters. The applicant No. 1 is the uidou of the



deceased Government servant. Late Shantaram l/ishuakarma
left no immovable property at the time of his death, and
the family of the applicants uas left to starve and the
condit ion of the members are very miserable* Due to the
custom of the community it uas not possible for the
applicant No* 1 to seek compassionate appointment. Therefore
she continued to uait for her son the applicant No. 2 to
attain majority. After attaining majority the applicant

No. 1 moved several applications for compassionate
appointment of applicant No. 2. The responcfents sought
certain particulars regarding consideration of the case of
the applicants. In compliance the applicants submitted all
the details required. The respondents informed the
applicant No. 1 that the case of her son is being progre-
ssed for submission to higher authorities. When the
applicants were not informed about the progress of the
case, they made representations to the respondents* But the
respondents finally turned doun the request of the
applicants for compassionate appointment. One Ashok Bakshi
uas given compassionate appointment despite of the fact
that his brother is in service in the same office of the
respondents# Similarly one more Shri M* 3ohn ues also given
compassionate appointment despite the fact that his real
brother is in service. Aggrieved by this the applicants

have filed this OA claiming the aforesaid reliefs*

3. Heard the learned counsel for both the parties and

perused the records carefully*

4. It is aroued on behalf of the applicant that after
Vof

attaining majority/the applicant No. 2, the applicant No. 1

has made several representations for compassionate

appointment of applicant No. 2* In compliance of the



letter dated 15th March, 1996 the applicants submitted2the
details required by the respondents but their case uas not
considered by the respondents properly, while compassionate
appoint menle uere given by the respondents to one Shri

Ashok Bakshi and Shri M* 3ohn, despite the fact that their

brothers were in service with the respoadents .

5. In the reply the learned counsel for the respondents
argued that the object of the compassionate appointment is
to provide immediate assistance to the family of the
deceased employee uho died in harness leaving behind his
fa nily in indigent circumstances. If it is concluded that
the family is not facing dire hardship, then the benefit
of compassionate appointment cannot be extended to the
claimant. He further argued that Shantaram \/ishuakarma uas
an employee in the office of the respondents and expired on
3.1.1987, leaving behind the applicants tuo daughters and
one son. The Army Headquarters considered the case of the
applicants for compassionate appointment uhen the Board met
in August, 1989 and the case of the applicants uas
rejected on merit* The eldest son namely Shri Anil Kumar
uas employed in the 506 Army Base Workshop, Jabalpur
earning a salary of Rs* 6597/— per month* Both the
daughters of the deceased Government servant are already
married* So far as the case of Mr. Ashok Bakshi and Shri
FI. John it is argued on behalf of the respondents that
the applicants have intentionally failed to bring to the
notice of the Tribunal that the appoi fitmentsof both the
persons had taken place over a decade back and they have
intentionally withheld the fact that their claim for
compassionate appointment uas turned doun in the month of

August, 1989. Hence there is no ground for compassionate

appointment of the applicart No. 2.



6. We have givai careful consideration to the rival
contentions made on bdialf of the parties and on perusal
of the records submitted by the respondents as per direction
of this Tribunal vide order dated 26,3.2004, relating to
the appointment of Shri Ashok Bakshi and Shri John Anthony,
we find that in a letter dated 3rd January, 1987 written
by the mother of Shri Ashok Bakshi for appointment of her
son Ashok Bakshi, she had aduitted that her eldest son is
employed with the respondents and has his own family to
support and is totally unable to help us in anyway whatso-
ever, In fact, he is separated from us since long.
Similarly,” in the case of Shri John Anthony, a note sheet
dated 11th April, 1986 shows that the brother of Shri John
Anthony, was also employed with the respondents and was
staying with his family separately and is also not giving
any financial support to the family of Shri John Anthony.
Both”Ashok Bakshi and Jhri John Anthony was given
appointment on compassionate ground. The applicants are
also having similar case and is also seeking same relief by
this Grt, In the case of the applicants also the eldest son
of the applicant No. 1 is employed with the respondents.
The case of the applicant No. 2 was not considered by the
respondents, but in the similar cases the respondents have
considered and given appointments to, two persons referred

above,

7, In the circumstances, we are of the considered
opinion that this OA can be disposed of by directing the
applicants to make a detailed r*>resentation to the
respondents, regarding claim of compassionate appointment
to applicant No, 2, within a period of 15 days from the

VWe do so accordingly,i—
date of receipt of copy of this order ,/j—t the applicants



directed to consider the representation of the applicants
for compassionate appointment of applicant Wo* 2 on par

with the cases of Shri Ashok Bakshi and Shri John Anthony,
and pass a speaking, detailed and considered order within
a period of three months from the date of receipt of copy

of this order.

8. Accordingly, the Original application stands disposed

of. No costs.

(Madan Mohan) (M.P. Singh)
Judicial Member Vice Chairman





