
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR 

O.A. No. 488/2013 . 

Jodhpurthis the 101
h May, 2016. 

CORAM 

Holbl~ Ms Praveen Mahajan, Administrative Member 

Pola D/o Late Shri Durgesh Kumar, Resident of 3 13, Balmi Ki Colony, 

Jai~~lmer (Raj). 

. ............ Applicant 

(BY! advocate: Mr O.P. Joshi) 

Versus 

l. Kendriya Vidhyalaya Sangthan through· its Commissioner, 18, 

Sansthapt Area, Sahid Jeet Singh Marg, New Delhi -110001. 

2. Deputy Commissioner, Kendriya Vidhalaya Sangathan, 92, Gandhi 

~agar Marg, Bajaj Nagar, Jaipur 

. (By Advocate: Avinash Acharya) 

.... ; .. ; .... Respondents 

. ORDER 

The present application has been filed u/s 19 of Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985, seeking following relief(s) :-

(a) That the order impugned dated 12.06.2013 (Annexure All) may 

~ kindly be quashed and set aside. 

(b)' That the respondents may kindly be directed to consider the 

• case of the applicant for compassionate ground ignoring the 
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(c) A.ny other appropriate order or direction, which may be 

considered just and proper in the light of above, may kindly be 

issued in favour of the applicant. 

(~) Costs of the application may kindly be awarded in favour of the 

applicant. 

2. The case of the applicant is that she is daughter of late Shri Durgesh 

Kumar who was servmg as Lab Technician· in Kendriya Vidhalaya 

San~ in the Dedriya Vidhalaya (Air Force),· Jaisalmet, died on 

• 21.t.2010 while in service. The applicant's mother approached the 

II d h · · kin · ·. · d .c. res_mon ent aut ont1es see g appomtment on compassiOnate groun 10r 

her daughter i.e. the applicant in prescribed Performa, which was 

· fo f arded to the Jt. Commissioner, KVS, New Delhi vide letter dated 

30.f1.2tll2 (Annex. A/3). She again approached the respondent­

de,artment by sending a reminder . and the respondent department vide 

coLunication dated 04.10.2012 informed her that her name was not 

pla~~ed . in the cut-off list by the committee in view of the parameters 
I . . . 

ad(i)pted. Hence, her name could not be short listed for offer of 

ap~~~ ointment. The applicant has averred that she is 1 o'h pass and belongs to 
. I . . . 

ScTh.edule Caste. The mother of the applicant again approached the 

llh ·. ki 'd . .c. . • f h 1' . aut onty see ng cons1 eratwn 10r appomtment o t e app 1cant on 

coLassionate grounds but the respondent department vide order dated 

12~06.2013 rejected the case of the applicant for compassionate 

apbointment. Being aggrieved with the order dated 12.06.2013 (Annex. 
~ ·. 

0. Jl . - - -- - - - .. . -



3 

3. The respondents in their pa;rawise reply have submitted that the case 

ofje ai?Piicant was received in KVS Headquarter on 07.02.2012. On the 

basil of details provided in the prescribed form showing financial condition 

and ~dependent family members of Late Shri Durgesh Kumar, the case of 

the lpplicant was examined lind considered thrice by the Compassionate 

ApJ

1

ointment Committee alongwith other such cases, in the meetings held 
I : -

on (])7.05.2012, 24.01.2013 and 13.12.2013. The respondents in their reply 

proLced the Circular dated 20.01.2010 issued by Ministry of 

~ coLunication & IT, GOI regarding Scheme of Compassionate 

ApJointment. The respondents have averred that the applicant secured 64 

Jls on 100 point scale in terms of aforesaid circular. The rejection letter 

has been issued after due verification and taking into consideration all 

asprts of the case. The respondent-department has considered 153, 201 

an~277 cases in the meetings held on 07.05.2012, 24~01.2013 and 

13.~2.2013 respectively. The case of the applicant was not short listed in 

mJit list. The cut off marks in the meeting of CAC -held on 13.12.2013 

~ II · 
was 71 ~ Therefore, the case of the applicant could n~t be short listed for 

II . ' - d s h f c - - . - . Th . h 
. ap,omtment un er c erne o ompasswnate appomtment. us, t e 

resbondents have rejected the case of the applicant. 

4. Heard both the counsels. 

5. ~ounsel for applicant contended that the order Annex. All dated 
I 

12.

1

06.2013 failed to disclose any foundation for the conclusion drawn 
I . . 

ulminating into a decision not to grant compassion-ate appointment to the 
II : 
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pro~~de any such document of comparative assessment to the applicant to 

undJrstand how and in what circumstances the case of the applicant was 

rejeled. Therefore, the order Annex. All is ~echanical exercise of 

aJlstrative power. 

I 
6. I Per contra, counsel for respondents contended that the order Annex. 

A/11 is speaking one and legal. The case of the applicant has been 

con~idered thrice by the competent authority after due verification and 

taki~g into consideration all aspects of the case. The applicant secured 

only 64 marks whereas the cut off marks were 71, therefore, she could not 

b 
llh 1" d £ . . ·. d e ~ ort 1ste or appomtment on compassiOnate groun s. 
I 

7. [ Considered the rival contentions and perused the record. 

8. I have gone through the order Annex. All passed by Dy. 

Commissioner, KVS, Jaipur. The same does not disclose any information 

reJLding how and in what circumstances the case of the applicant was 

.II d N . £ . d" h h .. reJecte . or any m ormatiOn regar mg ow t e comparative assessment 

of ~e case of the applicant with respect to others has. been made. More so, 

t· dutng course of arguments, counsel for applicant produced copy of Ration 

CJd of the late Shri Durgesh Kumar in which it appears that there is 

anlther younger sister of the applicant in the family named Sunainawho is 

mlor. But, Annex. R/1 dated 11117.09.2014 produced by the respondents 
I 
i 

on I record, shows the marks allotted against the column of 'No. of Minor 

cJildren-Points" as Zero. It appears that there has been an error in 

II 

I 
~puting the marks awarded to the applicant and the relevant parameters 

"" _ ~~ II 
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9. 1 Accordingly, the respondents are directed to carefully reconsider the 
I 

cas~ of the applicant in immediate next meeting of CAC and pass an 

I! · d d' 1 .· k 11 d h ··~· appFopnate or er 1sc osmg mar s a otte to t e app ICant. 

10. ; In terms of above direction, OA is disposed of with no order as to 
I 
I 

costs. 

ss/ 

[Praveen Mahajan] 
Administrative Member 


