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7 / " JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR

CORAM

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL . -

Original Application No.15/2013

- Jodhpur this the 5"day of May, 2014,

-

-Hon ble Mr Justlce Kallash Chandra JOShI Judrmal Member

Hon’ble Ms. Meenakshl H001a Admlm

ratlve Member N

Kumar Puneet-‘\)ashishth .s/o late Shri Parmeshwar Prasad

. Sharma, r/o Adarsh Colony, Ward No. 26, -Sujangarh, District

Churu (Rajasthan), hIS father was CTR in BSNL Churu under resp..
- No.5 -

;..'.Applicant

(Through Advocate: Mr: N.S.Khileri)
Versus o
N " Union of India threugh the ':VS'eCretaruy,‘ Department of

~ (Through Advocate: Mr. S K Mathur) -

Telecommumcatlon Government of Ind|a Secretarlat New
: Delh| - S

2 . The Chlef Managing D|rector Bharat Sarnchar ngam lelted '

Bharat Sanchar Bhawan Janpath New Delhl

3 The Chlef General Manager Bharat Sanchar ngam L|m|ted'
' Rajasthan Telecom Clrcle Sardar Patel Marg, CScheme
Jalpur ~

4, The ASS|stant General Manager (Recrwtment) Bharat Sanchar.

: ngam Limited, Sardar Patel Marg, C- Scheme Jalpur

5. | The General Manager Telecom DIS fic Bharat Sanchar Nigam

L|m|ted Churu

‘....:iv...Respondents

3




»appllcant was worklng on the’ post of_. ,

o Sub D|V|S|onal Englneer has recommend

ORDER (ORAL)

Per Justlce Kallash Chandra JOShI Member (J)

By way of f|I|ng the present OA u/s 19 of the Admlnlstratlve

'Trrbunals Act 1985 the appllcant has prayed that the |mpugned

Ietters dated 19.2. 2011 (Ann A/1) and;} '22 3. 2011 (Ann.A/2, and

9/14 9. 2012 (Ann A/2A) may klndly be quashed and set aside and the

respondents may be dlrected to g|ve appomtment to the appllcant on -

'compassronate ground commensurate to hrs quallflcatlon from the

date of submlttlng his appllcatlon wrth all consequentlal beneflts

2. Facts in bnef as stated by the appllcant' are that father of the

ors ATOA (G) in the
respondent department and he dled on 30 5 2010 leaving behlnd the
folIowmg Iegal helrs -
1. smt Sharda Devi -wife .
‘2.., ~‘:Smt L|cchma Dew \_ -mother (now d|ed)
| 3. "‘j‘KumarV|kas Vashlshth -so_n o

4 Kumar Puneet Vashlshth- son |

5. - Smt. Vimla Devi ._ -Slste Wian)‘“» ’

6. Smt SushilaDevi - -Sister (widow)

'After déath 'of father of the 'applicant' his mother appl'ied' for
grant of appomtment on compassmnate grounds Thereafter the

appllcant submltted appllcatlon form |n the prescrlbed proforma and

also submltted requ|S|te documents The appllcant has stated that the

case of the apphcant



‘dated 19. 2, 2011 (Ann A1) the responden

l',welghtage pornts after due process an Cor

for grant'of compass'ion'ate' appointm‘e‘nt 'or"i‘\‘Q'.:11.'201t). but vid‘e,;-}.le"tter

Te jected the apphcatlon of
the appllcant on the ground that the appl|cant got 19 welghtage pomts
whereas mlnlmum reqmrement is 55 welghtage pomts The appllcant :

has stated that V|de the lmpugned Ietter dated 19 2 2011 the appllcant

' has been denled apporntment on compass10nate grounds as he
'A.obtalned only 19 welghtage pomts whereas the mlnlmum requ1rement.

| |s for 55 welghtage pornts but in thls letter it IS“_.:_nOt made as to how

these 19 pornts have been awarded therefore the lmpugned letter is
baseless and deserves to be quashed and the respondents may be

directed to appornt the appllcant on compassmnate grounds

3 By way of f|l|ng reply to the OA the respondents have subm|tted
vthat the apporntment could not be glven because the appllcant got

- v only 19 welghtage pomts whereas the’. m|n|mum requnrement |s 55

pornts for consnderatlon of apponntm,_

, Commlttee as per BSNL Company, New Delhl letter dated 27 6 2007.
o It has been further submltted that there is no welghtage pomt for_
) .educatlonal qual|f|catlon and the W|dow srsters of the deceased do not _

'come wrthln the famlly of the deceased employee The respondents
| have further subm|tted that recommendatlons of SDE V|de Ann A/9 do

fnot g|ve any rlght as the apporntment |s glven on the basns of

srderatlon by the' C:HPC

and. HPC of BSNL Company, New Delh| as per rules on the subject

As per the welghtage pomt system under the dependent column 5t0

30 pomts,_a{re glven_ and srnce |n,the» appl|cat|on only,-thr_ee"dependents

y:" the ngher Power‘ N



for grant of compassronate apporntment on 9 :_'1 2010 but vrde letter

: dated 19. 2 2011 (Ann A/1) the respondents ejected the appllcat|on of

the appllcant on the. ground that the appllcant got 19 welghtage pornts

whereas minimum requrrement is 55 welghtage pornts The applicant -

has stated that vrde the |mpugned letter dated 19 2 2011 the applicant

has been denred apporntment on compass10nate grounds as he

obtalned only 19 welghtage pornts whereas the m|n|mum requrrement.

. ’|s for 55 werghtage pornts but in thrs letter'rt- |s”'__,:not made as- to how

these 19 pornts have been awarded 'therefore'the |mpugned letter is
baseless and’ deserves to be quashed and the respondents may be

directed toappornt the. appl|cant on compassrona_te grounds.l

3. By way of f|l|ng reply to the OA the respondents have submrtted

.that the apporntment could not be grven because the appllcant got

. only 19 welghtage p0|nts whereas the mrmmum requrrement |s 55

‘l‘.y.

pornts for consrderatlon of appomtm_:__

Comm|ttee as per BSNL Company, New Delhl letter dated 27 6 2007.

It has ‘been further submitted that there is no we|ghtage point for'

educational quallfrcatlon and the'wrdow srsters- of the deceased do not

l'come wrthrn the famlly of the deceased employee The respondents”-

' have further subm|tted that recommendatlons of SDE vrde Ann A/9 do

-'not glve any rlght as the appomtment |s glven on the bas1s of

werghtage pornts after due process and c strderatlon by the CHPC

:and HPC of BSNL Company, New Delhl as per rules on. the subject.

As per the welghtage point system under the dependent column 5to

30 pomts are glven and since in: the appllcatlon only three dependents

: y'* the H|gher Power'. |



. _c_ompass10nate grounds.

are shown accordingly 15 pomts were awarded and when the baS|c

'famlly penS|on is above Rs 4250 then no mark is awarded Further |

'smce the left out service of the deceased employee was 4 years 3

months and one day, therefore four pornts were glven to the appllcant
on thls account In the case of the candldate applylng for appomtment-

is wrfe 15 pomts are glven but in the prese’nt_case the candldate is

- .son, hence no polnt' could be »gl\_/en. Further, with regard,to terminal

»ben‘eﬁt it is 'submitted t’hat'if th'e te'rminal benefits 'are -more than 10

lacks no pomt is . glven and since the appllcant IS llvmg in his own

,house hence no pomt on thls aspect |s glven In view. of above the
' appllcant could not get the reqwred welghtage pomts therefore he is

-_not entltled to appomtment on . compassmnate grounds and the.

lmpugned orders are.|ssued as per rvules .and'are jUSt and fal,r. N

4. Heard both the parties. Counsel for the appl|cant contended that
. mother of the appllcant is suffenng from Cancer and two snsters of the -
: deceased employee belng W|dows were dependent upon the

i employee and now upon the appllcant The appllcant has no source of

llvellhood and is facmg starvatlon The fam|ly is |n lndlgent condltlon 4

therefore the apphcant is entltled g'to'f fget appor_ntm.e,n_,t__,ﬂ_ )

5. Per contra counsel for the respondents contended that the_

appllcant could not be g|ven appomtment because he got only 19

| *'we|ghtage pomts as agamst the m|n|mum 55 pomts for consnderat|on '

_.'as per BSNL Corporate Offlce Ietter dated 27 6 2007 Counsel for the




respondents further contended that the“_cf mrIy IS gettrng basrc family

‘ Ipensron to the tune of Rs. 12635/— therefore —A it is not correct that the

-applicant is facrng starvation.

6. Considered the rival contention ‘o_f the parties. and have gone

through the material ‘available on record. The.respondent department

assessment of indigent condition _of the ta'm'ilyfanyd acCOrding‘iftg;,this

‘ system,'the ‘applicant"_cou'ld get only 19 werghtage points whereas the

.mini'mum re‘q’direment'is'_‘55 points. 'According to this " criteria, most

indigenit cases are considered and it is not the ca'se of the. applicant ’

that less jndigent cases in compariso‘n to the. applicant have been

cohsidered “and offered' appointment- ’by the -respondenvts. The

cases in comparrson' to the ‘appllcant,.‘ _efore,» no interference is

required in the matter. -

: 7 Accordrngly, the OA Iacks merit and the same is drsmrssed with
i o : no order as to costs _
\ S (MEENAKSHI HOOJA) | e (JUSTICE KCJOSI—]I)
‘ St _Admrnrstratrve Membe_r u’drcral Member
R/

has introd'uced.'weightag’e pdintj_s_yfsj_te;m;‘._to bring uniformity in

'applrcant drd not fulfrll the mrnrmum cnterra as per the BSNL Ietter_

dated 2762007 and the respondents consrdered more deservrng_ :



£
&
e
< 0y SE
)\LL\A} (;\Q
VLAG(‘/
Ka \ '\P\ \(\7‘\}'\,

v



