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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNA;L ·· 
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR . . . 

. Original Application No. 290/00306/14· . 

. Reserved on: 15.07.2016 · · . 
. Jodh:tnir, this the~ day of July, :20_16.· 

CORAM. 

·~ Hon'hle ])r. ·Murtaza Ali, Judicial Member·. . . 
· . .'Hon'hle.Ms Pravee.n·Mahajan, Admn .. Member.· .' ·: 

· . Madhu Ram S/ o Lt. Shri Mishri 1~1, Age~ about 39 yea~s, Re~ident 
·of Viliage-Balesar Stta, Tehsil - · Shergarh, Dist. . Jodhpur,.· 
Rajasthan. . 

. ·The mother of the applicant was working as full time casual labour . 
in the respondent-department. . 

. . ~. ~: ... A,ppl~q~nt 

·By Advoca.t~: Mr D.S. Sodha proxy counsel. 

·Versus 

· 1. BharatSancli.ar Nigam Linuted, (Oovt. of India Enterprise):. 
thro-ugh its, Chief Mana~~ng Pirector,· BSNL, .New Delhi. · · 

2·. The Generai Man~ger,_ .Tele~om District,· BSNL,· 2nd, C­
Extension, Kamla Nehru Nagar, Jodhpur. 

3. The Sub Divisiori~l Engineer, BSNL, Tehsil-Bale~ar~ 
· District-Jodhpur .. · · 

.. : .... ~Respondents . 

· ·.By Actvocate: Mr s.K. Mathur. · 

ORDER 

Per Dr Murtaza Ali 

The present OA has :b'een filed u/s 19 of the Administrative . 

~rib.unals Act, 1985 seeking to quash the impugned. order ·dated 
. . . . . 

. . . . . 

·o9.07.2014 (Annex. A/1) and for a direction to the resnondents to 



.. _. .: 

. ; reconsider the case of applicant .. and give him :appo.intmenr: 6n'~. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . .. ··. . . . ~- :. . . . . 

_compassiortate. ground. 

., 
... 

. ·· : . :-.. . . 

. · .. 2. The facts in brief are .that the ·:mother ()f :,e~:pplicant, ·.-~as_:·_. ·. : .• . 

· wo):king a~ -fuli time casual labour in the respondents~ departme11~. · 
. . . . . . . . . ' 

..... ' ~~d he~ .i:tame was 'recoiri.nlended for regularization of ~ervic~~: .. by 
··.. . . . . . . -. . .·· .. . . 

. ·· ... 

.. . . . .. . ' . .. . 

the Departmental. Selection Committ¢e. i~. its.· meeting .:held· .·on .. •· .·• ~ ~ ... 
.. ·. 

.~. '. 

28~04.201.4_.and who died .in harness on 02.05.2014~ The appi~cant. .... 
. . . 

applied ·for. compassionate. appointment and h~- was awarded af. ' : .• 

. . points out of 100 but his claim was: rej~c~ed· on the gro~n·irth~t" th~ .. 
. . .. · . . . . . . . · . 

. . serVices :of:. :his. mother were not ~e_gul~rized~ ·· . -~~ · ap!JUcanf: .• • ~: : · 

preferr~d .OA No. 132/20mfwhi~h _was. allowed on 08 .. 12~2010 and . :· · 
• '• •• • . ' ' • •' • • ' • • • I • ' '", • •' •. 

: ... ' the . rejection "letter :dated . 11.08.2004 was . qu~shed.· . :-·and.: .... · ·. 
. . . . '• . . .· . . . . . 

. ' . 

. : : . :---:·respondents were dire~ted to recon$ider:the case of_the applic::a~t. . . . . ... 
. . .· 

.... ·. ,· ,:·for compassionate appointment in' the light of decis~on in ~irif· ... _ ..•.. 
. ·~·- . . . . .·. ·. . ..... · . 
. · .'.· Pita.Devi's .~ase. The respo~dents again rejectedfhe claim o(the .. 

. . -· . . . 
' . . . . ... 

. . · .. applica~t on the saine grotind. vide letter' dated 2~~06.2Qtf and··: :· · .. 

· · .t~e· applicant preferJ"ed contempt petition No~ 65/~00.1. _i:>u~i;ng · · · 

• :. pendency of contempt :petition, th~ respondents. passed ar.t_order 

·dated' .09.07.2014 rejecting· the claim .of the. ·applicant; on' the .. : . 
. . . .. . . •" . . . ·.. . .. 

. · ... 

gr~un.d that he secttred· less. than 55 points and as ~uch he cannot ' . . .· .. 
. . . . . . . . . .· .. 

.. be granted compassionate appointment. It has b~en alleg~d ·that 

·.the. respondents have wrongly assessed the··weiglita~~- point 
. . .... 

. . · . 



.. 
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.. .· 
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.. ··· 
. ·' .... 

. 3'. ,_· ·In ·the reply filed on· behalf of ·re·spondents:, it .. has. been . ·. · 

·admitted that the mother of the applic:ant -was workin~ _as. full time_ · · ·: 

casual .labour who died.-on. 02.05~2014 .while.in.sel:.vice~: It:. has:·_> · · . . ·. . . . . . . . . . . . ' ' . 
· .. ' : · .. 

. . · .... ·.· .. 

. ·further_ --been stated that she .. could not be: regularized due to non-> ·.· 

~- c. ~ubinissioll. of ·requisite documents and therefore, the applicatic:>n , · . 

· .. · .- fo~ :comp~ssi~nate appointment was earlier reject~d. ··The ~ase of ·, . . · 
. . . . . . .. . . . . 

. . . . 
. the applic:arif·was recorisider.ed bythe.High Power Committee iri.:-.'· _: ·:· .· 

. . . . . . . . . . .. 

· complian'ce. ~f .order dated 08.12~2010 passed· ·in OA' No .... · · 

. : 132/2009. :The-applicant could secure only 41 points whichw~~e. -
. . . . . . . -·. 

· .. .- less:than the bench ina~k of 55 ~ark~ a$. pet guid:elines i$stiea··:py · . _' ... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · .. 

. · . . . 

B~~ .qo~porate Office. Hen.ce, having not found to be.livittg in .. · ... 
. . . . . . - . . . . 

. indigent co~dition-.a~d considering· the overall ·assessme11t~. the 

· daim: of· the ·8:pplicant . was rightly · rejected.· .. on · . the·· 

: ·:.. .: reconuii.endation of Circle High P~wer Colnmittee. , .. · .... · ,_· _· .· . '•• ·. ·. . . .. 

..... 
. ·. ; •,'. 

4. Heard Mr D.S. Sodha; Cou~sel for applicant a~d· ivrr S.K .. . . . . . . 
. . . 

. . · IVIathur; .Counsel .for respondents and also petus-~d .the rec().rd.·. · •·· 
. . . . . . . 

-. 5. Ld. counsel for applicant argu~d· tli.at. the respondent~· had 
. . ' .. . . . . . . 

'· 

. earlier ·calculated the weigbtage points as 67' which could not be . . . . . . . . . . . . 

altered ·on 'reconsideration .. It has also been contended_ .. that the .•. 

ea:dier rejection 'order was . based orily on the ground .:of- na'n~ · 

' . . : .· 
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order has already been 'quashed vide order dated. 08.12.201"0 · 

passed in OA No. ·132/2009. 

6. Ld. counsel for respondents pointed out that. earlier, ·the . 

· applicant was awarded wrong wightag_e points mairily under the ·· 
. . . . . . . . . . . 

. . • ' ·c:afegocy of d~pendents. and he was .awarded 30 points' which 

• -~ 

. . . . . . . -

irichided the points for daughter-in-law, grand-so:ns and grand-

. daughter' who were not actually dependent on the dec_eCJ,sed- and 

· could: ·not be deemed 'his· depertO.ent. .· · On re-~onsideration, · the · 
. . . 

applicant: could secure 41 points. only and thus,_ the .claim of the. 

applicant has rightly_been.rejected on the ground ofno.t securing.';~ 

· ~ven minimum 55 points: 

7. · · On perusal of application for compassionc;tte · appol.~tmer1t 
. . . . . 

preferred by the applica-nt. (Annex. A/2) we find that the applicant . 

. · ·had shown folloWing dependents c)n his deceased mother : · ·. · 

. . 

· (i) Madhuram- Son · 
. · .. (ii) : Smt. Somvati- ])aughter-in-law 

. (iii) _ Narpat·- Grand-Son .. · · 
(iv). Sarvan·- Grand-Son 

· (v).. · Mahavir.;.. Grand-Son· 
(~) · .. Kum. Mamta ~ Grand-Daughter 

. . . . . 

a; We also find that earlier,· the Circle High Power.Com,rilitt~e. 

consl.dered all the above. persons dependent on the' deceased 
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; . .. ·. 
·.: · .. '··: .. :.· ,-. 

. 09.10.1998, daughter-in-law, grand~daughter, .and: grand-son 

c·onld ·not ·be·. tJ:~ated· ~s dependent's. .. Ld~·. Coun~el for applic.ant .. · , .. · ·. · 
·. . . . . . . . ' . . . :·. ,·. . . ·.' ·... . ' . 

. • . 

. . ·has failed to .. ~onvince ~s.abotit t~~ corre.~tness' ~fearli~r- .check. · .... ··- .· 

. ·lis(prepared with reference· to. w~ightage points systeitl iJi .which --

·. 'he wa's given 30 points treating daU:ghter~in-law,_ gr~nd~s<;>n an:~ ··-\. : ·. . .. · ·.· ·.· . . .· .. · .··. - .··. 

. .grand-daughter as· dependents ·of the deceased .. -~hus, we :find no·. . 

'•.' r 

. :' . 

. reason to. ~nt.erfere in the· impugned order dated 09/10.07.2014.· '· .-.:·. 
. . . . .· . . . . . . . . 

~ . : - . 

. w-hich is based on cc)rrect.assessment. of-points. sec'*ed by th~-
. . . . . . ' . : . 

applicant · .. 

. · ... 9 .. · Acc9r4ingly; OA is 4iSmissed. No costs.~ ·.~ ... 

. ~aveenMahaja~ [D~AJil . 
. : . · ·Admi].tistrative Member · JudiciallYie!Uber · ·. ·_ . 

Ss/;. 

·• ~ ·~· .. 
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:.·· ... 
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,' ..... · · . 
. ' 

. •'; 
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