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Original Application No. 929 of 2013
Cuttack, this the 16" day of January, 2014
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HONBLE MR, A K. PATNAIX, MEMBER (Judl.)
HON’BLE MR. R.C. MISRA, MEMBER (Admn.)

seve i ca

Pramed Ranjan Boe,
aged about 27 years,
Scn of Late Iswar Boe,
A/PG- Chatuanka,
Vie- Kentabanjai,
Dist.- Bolangir,
...Applicant

Advocate(s)... M/s. SX. Jushi, 5. Behera, B.K Panda .

WERS L S

Unior of [ndia represented througa
Secretary,

Minisiry of Telecomanumication Departiment,
New Delhi- 110001,

o Lhm General Manager,
Telecorimunication, B.bn 1.,

Ordisha Circle, Bhubaneswer,
Dist - Khurda.

5. Telecom Dnstrict Manager,
Bolangir,
At/PO/Dist- Bolangir

vveen.... Respondents
‘\ow;wnmp;.L...:,.. ..... eees B SB.Jena

MR, AKPATNAIK, MEMBER (JUDL.):

Heard Mr. 5.X Joshi, Ld. Counsel for the applicant, and Mr.
4.8.Jena, Ld. Counsel who usually appesars for the BSNL. Accordingly, on
onr divection, Mr. Jena sccepts notice on behelf of the Respondents. Registry
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18 cirecied 10 serve notice, 10 terms of Sub rule 4 of Rule 11 of the CA

.
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(Procedure) Rules, 1987 for mmg,:t Gusmission.



-2- 0.ANo. 929 of 2013
A P.R. Boe Vs UOI

We find that the O.A. has been filed by the applicant under
Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 challenging the order

of rejeciion passed by the Assi. General Manager (CM) vide order dated
21.08.2012 under Annexure-A/6 on behalf of the Telecom District
Manager, Bolangir (Respondent No.3) in which it has been stated as follows:
“It has been intimated by the Circle Office,

Bhubaneswar vide its Letter No. quoted above

that, your request for Compassionate Ground

Appointment (CGA) has been rejected by the
Circle High Power Committee.”

£

We find that this order is & quitecé‘.ryptic one. Copy of the letter
referred in the letter dated 21.08.2612 has not been supplied to the applicant.
We have taken note that while the father of the applicant was in service died
on 14.12.2002 leaving behind three sons and three daughters. The case of the
applicant was considered oniy during 2012, i.e. after a long pefiod of 10
vears, and that too has been rejected by a cryptic order. Accordingly, we
guash the order dated 21.08.2012 and remand the matter back to the
concerned authorﬁy for recensideration of the applicant’s case by taking into
account the indigent condition prevailing at the time of death of his father,
iLe. rﬁx 14.12.2002, and communizate the result thereof by way of a well
reasoned order within a period of 60 days from the date of receipt of copy of
this ovder.

3. | With the aforesaid observation énd direction, this O.A stands
disposed of at the stage of admission itself. |

4. Copy of this order be sent to Respondent No.3.
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FIEMBER (Admn.) _ MEMBER(Judl.)



