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ORRER _(Oral)

1  have proceeded to dispose of this Q& in
terms of Rule-l15 of Central Administrative Tr’bunal
(Procedursa) Rules, 1987 after considering thes
respective pleadings of the parties, material on

racord and hearing the learned counsael of respondents.

Z. applicant’™s father died 1In  harness while

s

working as Civilian Cook with respondents on 8.1.19%91.
Imt. oubli Devi widow of decsased employeé'r@queﬁted

for appolntment of har son  on compassionate ground in

[¢¢)

May 1991. Case Tor applicant”é appointment could not

ba considered s e was then a minor. applicant’s

e}

H




nather applied again for his appointment in 1995 on
attaining of the age of majority of her son. Since
the name of applicant was not recordaed 1n the service
book of the dsceased Government servant, the applicant

1

was  required  to submit an affidavit attested by 3Sub

Divisional Magistrate. Reguired documents WEr@
submitted by the applicant finally in 1996. Learned
caunsesl stated, thereafter the raspondaents hawve

considered the case of th applicant thrice over,

&

i.e., in 1997, 2001 and 200Z. Learned counsel stated
that applicant could not be provided smployment on the
above three occasions because he could not I ez
accommodated within 5% quota of direct recrultmant for
making appoihtment ah compassionate basis. s pEdt
annexure Aa-14 dated 8.5.2002 wheraeby applicant’s case
was considered on  the last 3 occasion  and  his
application was rejected. respondents have stated that
the Selection Beard had considered 285 similarly
placed applicants including ths applicant in
accordance with the revised consolidated instructions
dated 9.10.1998. On the basis of the weightage for
various attributes, applicant could bBe placsd at
Zerial MNo.59 in  the merit list hawing obtained &2
points  only. Persons Upto Serial Me.lO cauld be
provided compassionate appointment ane the basis of 5%
guota reserved Tor appointment on compassionate basis.
Q& s, applicant’s case could not be approved  for

appointment desplte respondents” consideration of his

¥

claim thirice ovar.
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Having gone through the various documsnts
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present  on reacord as also annexure a~-14. I find that

respondents have done their bast to consider
applicant’s thrice over but they have not  besn

biowdsh B afpbiadt B

able to lesks employmentﬁgn compassionate ground  in

terme of relevant instructions on the subjact.

4. Finding no infirmity in the action of the
raespondents, rejacting applicant’s claims For
appointment on’ compassionate ground, this 0O& i=s

dismissed.
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(¥ . K. Majotﬁa)
Memlbyer (&)
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