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IN 'rHE C~.N'l'R.AL Al:W!L.i ~TR.AT I'fi!.;, 'lR .LBUNAL 
JODHPUR ~NCH : J'ODHl?UR 

Date of Decision : ,2.9-Jo-..<~z. 

Veer:a Ram Bt/o i;;i.bri. ~hera Ram .Heghwal, aged 2U years, 
R/ o V i.lla.ge Dung a., P ost ... <.awas J.)ist. Bar mao::.:r:, Deceased 
father: E..x-Nazctoo.r: 19 PAC/J Cdh,t?ur. 

• • • Al?PL lCAN T • 

1. Union of India through the .Secretary to the Governnent, 
J.ltli.nistr:y of Defence, Raksha Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. Hq. southern Com:nand, pune, 

J. coumandent 1~ FAD/JOdhpur • 

. Hr. V ij aY Nehta, counsel for the applicant. 
JYJr. 'i/init IVlathur, coiJnsel for the respondents. 

C,CRAH - ...... 
Hon'ble l"'lr. J • .K., Kaushik, J'Udlcial Hember. 

:OR. DE.R: 
(per Hon• ble i•lr. J .• K. Katish.i.k) 

Shri veera Ram ha;-3 filed this Original Application 

ullder .;)action 19 of the Administ:t·ative Tri'bunc-tls Act, 

1985, ·and has prayed tor the f:OllOt,.ying reli•3fs :-

11 That on the basis of facts and grounos menti:Jned 

order Annexure A-1 1uay k..iildly be quashed and i.:let 

as ide and the :t'espoodents may kindly l::e directed 

to give appo .... ntment an compassionate grounds to 

the applicant fo.cthwith. 

2. The factual pr:ofile as set out in appliCatJ.on is 

that the applicant is the son of Late Shr:i i5.hera Ram who 

was a permanent goverru:nerlt enployee iu the office of 
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3rd 1·espoodent. Shri .S.hera Ram exp .:i.red on 25 .10 .1989 wh.Lle 

in service and was st.u:·v.ived by J:1.:ls wid01-1, three sons and 

four daughter, the apf~licant l;>ein9 the eldest son and of 

eight years of at that tinie. 'l'nere was no other· earning 

aember in the fami..ly and the family remained. in in.u .lgent 

' 
condition with no otne:~: ~ncoue except pension of R.s. 1200/-

per month. 

3. The applicant oo atta.il1.i.n.::J iUQJ o:r: .i.ty a.ge,submitted a 

representation for: consideratior.\ his appointment on 

compassionate groul.Jds. Detall·ed information were called froE 

idit.fi: his mother which were duly furnished. '!'he case has 

:b:len turned down vide order dated 09.10.2002 (Annexure A-1) 

w.ithout giving any reason or passing a speaking order. 

'l'tle OA has been f l.lea en numoor· ot grouuds rretatione.:t 

tilere.la. 

4. The respGmdents have filed a counter reply wherein 

it ha!;) been s :..tbmit ted that a Board of officers examined 

the matter and considered h.Ls case but aa pe.c the 

cor.parative Ioor it, he did not come within ·the number of 

available ·.; acanc.ies. 

5. A rej o.inder to repl:t was filed. The respondents 

also submitted a copy of conparative assessment chart 

in respect of applicant vis a vis other candicta.tas. The 

learned counsel po.1.nted out certai.n discrepancies 

regarding assigninr;:~ the marks inasmuch .it \va,:; pointed out 

that there wex:e five dependent m;:Hrlba.rs but only one was 

indicated and that too no marKs have been given in respec1 

of applicant for minority. The respondents filed arrended 

~fllY to the ar iginal apf>liCation with due permission fro 
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this 'l':ci.bunal and have submitted that as per service 

records, there vJere en two dependents of the deceased 

government servant. 

6. The learned counsel for the applicant has urged 

that details of the dependents of the deceased govern~ent 
in 

servant have };)een giveD:Lthe .or igl.nal applicant, the sane 

have not been x:·efuted in clear words, not only this, even 

the co:...:rect martc1.ng has not been dOne inasmucn as marKs 

have teen given tor one aependent and not l.n respect of 

t•~o dependents. Further the applicant was admittedl,l:~ 

minor at the ti.tTe ot death of .i:'lis father, but no marks 

have been given. on this count. In. tnis way also, the 
I 

applicant OUght to nave got lu 1.I10re war:Ks ana his score 

woula have ~en 68 mar.·ksil h..l.ghest in me.~:· it, entaili.u.g 

z:·ecomnendationsjappointuent as per· I'Ules. in force. ' 

for responaents 

l. The lear ned counselLrepe.lled the above contentions 

and has inv itea my attentioo towa:rds the applicati en 

submitted ±or: co•rpass lonate appoint~:nent. '!'he colUiW:£ 

re·lating to the detaJ.ls o:i:: dependents, contalns ooly one 

nane that is of the wid. OW of deceased errployee. He was 

however fair enough to submit that in case ·there has been 

, any ca.lculatlou mistake in a.wardin9 marks, the sa1ue could 
~ 

l:;;.e revievJSd by the respondents. aut he expressed his 

inabillty and \<Jas not in a position to ascertain as to 

at what uie.r j_t the last candidate was g::antect appointrrent 

oo cont:>ass io.nate 9 rO-.!ndS s.i.nce the Board of Officers 

considered the cases of nu:mber of units and he was not 

vuipped wLth couplete informatioo/reecu:ds • 
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a. l have considered ·the riva..l. contentions submitted 

on behalf of parties. As far a. number of dependent 

members of the deceased enployee is concerned, .l have no 

hesitat.Lon in accepting the submission of leaL·ned counsel 

fo.t' the lesponaents i.e. there were two dependents as is 

r:·eferred in serv.i.ce records ana nothing conti:·ary is 

indicated in the applicatJ.on p:c·eferred :r:or grant of 

appointmer•t by the applicant on attainJ.ng the majority. 

As .r·egar."ds the assign.nent of mar.Ks, I :tina that one 

dependent carrie<$ 5 mark.s ~R but in the case of 

applicant iaa.stead of giving lu marks only 5 mark:s have 

been assigned {perhaps onl~' d epenaent is ta.Ken into account) 

Nextly tl;\e applicant has not teen snown .:,s minor and 

no ma.ck.s have wen given. In fact 5 marks ought to have 

keen assigntL"Cl on this count. 'l'hus the:ce is de finity 

in tix::min.g in assigning the marks aiJd l·~umber:· of dep e11den t, 
be 

one bein(j minor. 'l'he matter needs toLreviewed. It would. 

have teen finalised but since the conple te details 

especiall~' the mar it posJ.tJ..on Of last cana io:ate g1.· anted 

appointuent, the matter would have- to .te r:·emanded to tne 

respor1dents. 

9. In view of the foregoing discussions, the OA is 

disposed of with a direction to tht3 respondents to correct] 
. I 

.,-•'. "i.! assign the ma.I.:t<s and rea·ssign the. mer it to the applicant 

in the conparative ch;tr·t as pe:c aforesaid observation and 

m case anyone of le::>ser rner.i.t tlhen the applicant has b.'::en 

appointt!ad, the applicant would be given simil~ treatment. 

This exercise shall be car:ried out within a period of 

three months from the date of receipt of a cOpy of this 

order. Inpugned. order dated 09 .10 .2001 (Annexure A-l) 

stands quashed. No costs. 

k~-fCt);__.-> 
( J' ~ K .. KAU~Hl.K ) 
J·uaJ.c.i.al rv.emter 


