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C£NI'AAL ADl4INisrRATIVE TRI BlJ!Pt. 
~ BENCH 

At.t.AHABAD 

Or iginal Appli cation No. 25:} 2' 1996 

Allahabad this tbe 19th day of December. .2000 -----

Vi.shn\l Olatu.rvedi . aged about 40 years. Son of 

Late Shri Bahoo Lal Cba nJ>ey. resident of 153 

Inst de Un....ao Gate • Jhansi , 

Applicant 

Versus 

1. tJnion o f India through Director Post and 

Teleqrapb. u.P •• Lucknow. 

2. Superintendent . R.M.s. •x• Division. Jhansi-.. 
284001 . 

Respondents 

&a a lrsa. sadhna Srivastava -

0 R D E R ( Oral ) -------
By Hon'ble .-tr. s . K.I . Ma; vi, Member (J) __ 

5brl Vishnu Chaturvedi-appl.i,cant has 
. .... -·· ' coae a.p seellng relief to t:.be e ffect thae :·the 

respondents be direc ted to consider the petitioner 

for h is appoin~•rn:. in Group •c• cadre on corapaaa-

• 

·-. -
2. 4S per applicant' s c ase. Shri Baboo 

Lal -.-.avbey .ls adc>epter father • ..Jto died in harness 

o:i ~.8.1993 iea'ri.D.IJ nebing tbe appl.1cant as the 
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only surviving dependent adopted son. The 

applicant moved for appointment on compass­

ionate ground but. he was not provided with 

any job. there fore, he has come up be fore the 

Tribunal seekirg al:x>ve directions . 

3. The respondents have contested the 

case on the ground of entiUement of the app-

licant. 

4. Heard learned counsel for the parties 
• 

and perused the record. 

s. The applicant has failed to establish 

that he was the adopted son of deceased-Baboo Lal 

Chaubey and vide application dated 24.3.1995, the 

applicant shri Vishnu Chaturvedi has described the 

deceased-Baboo Lal Chaubey as his uncle. The res-

pondents hase also filed the relevant service record 

of deceased-Qaboo Lal Chaubey in lilhich he has nowhere 

~described the applicant as his adopted son inspi te 
~ 

of the fact that he made him as nominee to receive 

c.he service setUement made after his death. Tltere 

is clear contention byKm.s. Srivastava that nephew 

does not come within the zone of consideration for 

compassionate appoint~ent as per relevant rule in 

this regard. Nothing otherwise shown or referred 

from the side of the applicant. 

6. For the above, I find no merit in the o.A. 

which is dismissed accordingly. No order as to co~· 

)(t_ c ""____.....-') 
Mem~r (J) 
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