CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR |

-O'rig‘inal Appiication No. 290/00306/14 .

Reserved on 15 017. 2016 - 4
o ' ]odhpur this the‘mday of ]uly, 2016

L 'CORAM

Hon’ble Dr Murtaza All, ]ud1c1al Member L
. Hon’ble Ms Praveen Maha]an, Admn. Member -

R Madhu Ram S/o Lt. Shn M1shr1 Lal, Aged about 39 Years Res1dent -

of Village- Balesar ~Stta, Tehs11 — Shergarh, Dist.: ]odhpur'

Rajasthan.

. 'The mother of the apphcant was Workmg as full time casual labour. o

in the respondent-department
By Advocate: Mr D.S. Sodha proxy counsel.
| | - Ve"rsﬁs |

o 1. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, (Govt. of India 'En‘tef‘prise)..--.“
: through its, Chief Managmg D1rector BSNL NeW De1h1

B '2'.  The General Manager, Telecom Dlstrlct BSNL 2“‘71 C-_ e
‘ Extens1on Kamla Nehru Nagar ]odhpur

Apphcant e

3. The Sub Divisibriél- Engineer, BSNL Tehs11 Balesar .

~ District-Jodhpur.

s By Adﬁotate.: Mr S.K. Mathur. -
'~ ORDER
APer Dr Murtaza All |

..... Respondents. -

The present OA has been filed u/s 19 of the Admlmstratwe o

Tr1bunals_Act, 1985 seekmg to quash the 1mpugn_ed order da-ted' i, S

. "09;07.2'014' (Annex. A/ 1 .a'nd for a direction to the ré‘snon‘dén't.‘q ta



- ground that he secured 1ess than 55 po1nts and as such he cannot: f e

reconsider the case of applicant ,_a-nd give him 5appo:int__ment-"' on .l

" compassionate ground.

. The facts .in. brief are that the ‘mother of apphcamwas S
| workmg as fu11t1me casual labour 1n the responden_ts_" department
and her name Was 'recoﬁended tor regularization of servrcesby g
'the Departmental Selectron Commrttee 1n 1ts meetrno‘ held on ."
"28 04. 2014 and who d1ed in harness on 02.05. 2014 The applrcant,.." o
'applred for compassronate appomtment and he was awarded 67"'-.'4;;; : -;_

: pornts out of 100 but hrs clarm was re]ected on the ground that the‘-'- .
';_servrces of hrs mother .Were not regularlzed The .applrcant'-z ; o
Preferred OA No 132/2009 Whlch was allowed on 08 12 2010 and |

. 'the reJectron 1etter dated 11 08 2004 was quashed and _"-j
-respondents were d1rected to reconsrder the case of the apphcant-__ - '_ '
;.'for compassronate. apporntment 1n“ the lrght of‘ dec1sron in Smt R
;'Grta Dev1 s‘case The respondents agam re]ected the c1a1m of. the v'
: apphcant on the same ground vrde letter dated 25 06 2011 and-":‘ ‘.':; c
- _~the apphcant preferred contempt petrtron No 65/2001 Durrng-":".’-."-‘
ipendency of contempt petrtlon, the respondents passed an order.,

7L "‘:dated 09 O'I 2014 re]ectrng the clarm of the apphcant on the R )

: bej granted compassionate appomtment. It has b_een aﬂeged _th,at w

'.,thé, rlesp,ondents have wrongly a'ssessed thewerghtagepomt



3 In the reply f11ed on- behalf of respondents, 1t has beenn‘-

R iadnutted that the mother of the appl1cant was workmg as. full t1me '

g Casual- .labour who d1e_d _on; 02.05.2014 .Whrle-rn SQIWQQ'-‘.{ It_.‘ has -

further been stated_that_sh,e. could not be regulanzeddue tonon- ER

T :'_ " submission of requisite documents and therefore, theappllcat1on -

: _.',.’for:c’ompassionate app'ointment Wasearlier rejected._'-"l’he- caSe' _of- o

- A,the appl1cant Was recons1dered by the H1gh Power Comnuttee 1nl_;-f- e

' 'compl1ance of order dated 08. 12 2010 passed 1n OA No

. l32/2009 The appl1cant could secure only 41 po1nts wh1ch Were e

S less than the bench mark of 855 marks as per gu1del1nes 1ssued by L

: BSl\TL Corporate Ofﬂce Hence havrng not found to be l1v1ng 1n.

. 1nd1gent cond1t10n and cons1der1ng the overall assessment the X

] cla1m‘~ of ' the' ‘-app11cant was r1ghtly re]ec':te‘d;_ .. on the L

L recommendat1on of C1rcle H1gh Power Comm1ttee

g, Heard Mr D S. Sodha, Counsel for appl1cant and Mr S K _',___-‘.' :

- Mathur Counsel for respondents and also perused the record

| B, Ld counsel for appl1cant argued that the respondents had- :

earl1er calculated the We1ghtage po1nts as 67 Wh1ch could not bev S

. altered on recons1deratron It has also been contended that the e

earller reJectron order was .baSed only. on the ground _._of--no_‘n- "



order has already been quashed v1de order dated 08 12 2010 ‘

passed in OA No. 132/2009.

6. . Ld. counsel for respondents pointed out that. earlier ~the
' appllcant was awarded Wrong w1ghtage po1nts mamly under the,‘ o
‘category of dependents and he was awarded 30 po1nts whlch P

| 1nc1uded the _po1nts for daughter-m—law, grand—sons and‘ grand— -_ B

. 'daug‘hter, who were not‘actually dependent on the-'deo:ease'd- and ‘

"COuld; not' be deemed’his’dep,endent.-- ~"On're-oonsideration,'t-he' o

app11cant could secure 41 pomts only and thus the c1a1m of the.

apphcant has r1ght1y been re]ected on the ground of not securmg.

-even minimum 55 points.

- 1. On perusal of app11cat1on for compassmnate appomtment

preferred by the app11cant (Annex A/2) we f1nd that the app11cant. .

- had 'shown followmg dependents_on h1~s deceased rnother R

‘()  Madhuram-Son
- (i) Smt. Somvati — Daughter-in-law
.(iii) Narpat-Crand-Son = - -
(iv) Sarvan-Grand-Son |
'(v). - Mahavir - Grand-Son =
- (vi) .Kum. Mamta ~ Grand-Daughter

8. ' We also find that eatlier, the Circle H_igh PoweriCornjrnitte:e__ |

: "oonstde'red all the abov_e'pe'rsons Idependent on the deceased



9. _-Accord'ing_ly,"QA'is dismissed. 'No costs.

_. 09 10 1998 daughter-m—laW,A grand-daiighter : .and "grland-son o |
could not be treated as dependents Ld.. Counsel for apphcant FL
has talled to convince us about the correctness of ear11er check‘::.}: o
list fprepared W1'th referenc'e to we1ghtag‘e pomts s')'rstem 1n Wmcil, :' _

he Was glven 30 po1nts treatrng daughter-m-law grand-son andf o
.' grand-dauéhter 'as deI;endents of the deceased Thus: 'We f1nd I-1°" ST .'
freason to 1nterfere in the 1mpugned order dated 09/ 10. 07 2014_;1::-.1':. -;.;

',Wh1ch is based on correct assessment of po1nts secured by the: .

apphcant

[Praveen Maha] an] [Dr Murtaza All]

Admrmstratwe Member ]ud1c1a1 Member
-'Ss/ . ‘ o



