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I  have proceeded to dispose of this OA in

terms of Rule-15 of Central Administrative Tribunal

(Procedure) Rules, 1987 after considering the

respective pleadings of the parties, material on

record and hearing the learned counsel of respondents..

2. Applicant's father died in harness while

working as Civilian Cook with respondents on u.. 1,1991 .

Smt. Dubli Devi widow of deceased employee requested

for appointment of her son on compas-sionate grouno in

May 1991- Case for applicant's appointment could not

be. considered as he was then a minor ApplicaiiL s
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(nother aoplied again for his appointment in 1995 on

attaining of the age of majority of her son- Since

the name of applicant was not recorded in the service

book of the deceased Government servant, the applicant

was required to submit an affidavit attested by Sub -

Divisional Magistrate. Required documents were

submitted by the applicant finally in 1996,. Learned

counsel stated, thereafter the respondents have

considered the case of the applicant thrice ovei,

i.e., in 1997, 2001 and 2002. Learned counsel stated

that applicant could not be provided employment on tne

above three occasions because he could not be

accommodated within 5% quota of direct recruitment for

making appointment on compassionate basis. fts per

Annexure A~14 dated i3,.5-2002 whereby applicant's case

was considered on the last 3rd occasion and his

application was rejected, respondents have stated that

the Selection Board had considered 285 similarly

placed applicants including the applicant in

accordance with the revised consolidated instructions

dated 9„10,.1998. On the basis of the weightage for

various attributes, applicant could be placed at

Serial No,.59 in the merit list having obtained 62

points only- Persons upto Serial No-10 could be

provided compassionate appointment on- the basis of 5%

quota, reserved for appointment on compassionate basis,.

As such,, applicant's case could not be approved for

appointment despite respondents" consideration of his

claim thrice over -

3,. Having gone through the various documents
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present on record as also Annexure A-i4, I find that

respondents have done their best to consider

applicant^'s case thrice but thev have not been

able to employment ̂ n compassionate ground in
terms of relevant instructions on the subject-

4. Finding no infirmity in the. action of the

respondents, rejecting applicant's claims for

appointment on compassionate ground, this OA io

dismissed- .

(V,.K.- Ma.jotra)
Member (A)
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