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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL @
JATPUR BENCH, JAIPUR

ORDERS OF THE BENCH

Date of Ordei: 30.08.2012

OA No. 22/2011

Mr. C.B. Sharma, proxy counsel for
Mr. M.S. Gupta, counsel for applicant.
Mr. V.S. Gurijar, counsel for respondents.

| At the request of learned proxy counsel for Mr.
M.S. Gupta, counsel for applicant, put up the matter on
18.09.2012 for hearing. /
s Oz,

(JUSTICE K.S. RATHORE)
JUDICIAL MEMBER
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- _ District Udcupur

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JAIPUR BENCH :

Jaipur, this the 181 day of September, 2012

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No.22/2011

CORAM:

HON BLE MR JUSTICE K S RATHORE MEMBER (JUDL )

Ce Laxmon Lol Meena

s/o late Shri Mohan Lal Meena,”

" 1/o Kagdar Mohalla Khanda. Gour

Tehsil Rishabh Dev,
‘ "»Applic-:dn"r |
(By Advocate ;31 Surendra Singh) o

| © Versus

1. Prasar Bharti, . .
Through its Chief Execu’rlve Offlcer a
PTI Building, Secre’rcrlo’r
" New Delhl :

C 2. AII India RCIdIO, ‘
- Through Station Director,
- 'Park Street, M.I. Rood
" qupur ' S :
- ) .....Respondents"

'. (By Advdcq’re : Shri V.8.Gujar)

"ORDER (oRAu

| - The short conI‘rovefsy involved in this case is that father of the

applicant was working as vSec‘:urin‘Guord in. ’rhé respondent

v_depdr’rmen’r and he expired‘on_ 19.3.2004. The cpp_licon’r opplied‘for'v h

. appointment on compassionate grounds alongwith -all relevant




documents but the case of the applicant for cppoihjrmen’r on
compassionate ground wos’fejec’red on the ground that the quota
for composéionc’re appointment is limited to 5% of the posts fallen
vocdn‘f during the year and since the case of the applicant could
not be considered for want of vacancy for three years, as chh, in
view of the time limit prescribed vide DOPT OM dated 5.5.2003, the
case of the applicant is closed.

2. | have heard the learmned counsel appearing for the
respective parties and perused the material available on record.

3. The learned counsel appearing for the applicant hos_ drawn
my attention towards the Office Memorandum do’red 26t July, 2012
of the Department of Personnel and Training, Ministry of Personnel,
Public Grievances and Pensions, New Delhi whereby the fime limit
for making compassionate appointment was reviewed and the OM
dated 5.5.2003 prescribing time limit of three years has been
withdrawn.

4.. -~ In view of above, facts remain that case of the dpplicon’r WQs
not considered for want of vacancy and ultimately closed in view
of-The time limit of three years prescribed for considering cases of
compassionate appointment vide OM dated 5.5.2003 and since the |
OM dated 5.5.2003 has been withdrawn, the case of the applicant
requires consideration.

5. Accordingly, in the interest of justice, | deem it proper to
direct the respondents to consider case of the applicant fof

compassionate o'ppoin’rmen’r in accordance with the provisions of

law.
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6. The OA stands disposed of in the above terms with no order
as to costs. /
/C LS %
(JUSTICE K.S.RATHORE)
Judl. Member
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