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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR 

O.A.'No. 290/00053/14 

Jodhpur this the 5th May, 2016. 

Hon'bU~ Ms Praveen Mahajan, Administrative Member 

Mahes~ Kumar Purohit S/o Late Shri B.L. Purohit, by caste Brahmin, Aged 
abo~t 4.2 years, Rio Nathaniyo Ki Saray, Rango ki Gali No. 2, Bikaner 
(Rajasthan). 

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

(B~ ad~ocate : Mr Nitin Trivedi) 
' ' 
' ' 

Versus 

~. Union of India through the Secretary, Central Board of Direct Taxes 
: (Revenue Department), Finance Ministry, Govt. of India, 457, 
i s:amrat Hotel, Chanakya Puri, New Delhi. 

I I 
2. Chief Commissioner of Income Tax (Cadre Controlling) Officer, 

Gentral Revenue Building, Bhagwan Dass Road, Jaipur. 

3. Deputy Commissioner of Income Tax, Office of Chief 

qommissioner of Income Tax (Cadre Controlling) Officer, Central 
Revenue Building, Bhagwan Dass Road, Jaipur .. 

! 

(Bx Ad~ocate : Sunil Bhandari) 

............ Respondents 

ORDER 

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

ribun~ls Act, 1985, challenging the order dated 30.09.2013 (Annex. All) 
i 



2 

where the claim of the applicant for compassionate appointment has 

be1· +,"" ,........,., ... r1 to be rejected. 

2.; necessary facts, in brief, are that the father of the applicant late 

Shri 
.L. Purohit was in~tially appointed as Clas~ IV employee in the 

¥'>""''""""' Tax Department at Bikaner. He expired on 26.08.1995 during his 

""" .... """' period. The appliCant has claimed that the applicant filed an 

seeking compassionate appointment before the concerned 

rtrnLent which was not considered at initial stage and thereafter due to 

of three years, his case was not considered in terms of OM dated 

.05.2003 issued by DoPT. The applicant has got qualification ofM.Com 

eligibility for appointment on the post of Tax Assistant. No reasons for 

of. the case of the applicant have been provided. 

However, respondent No. 03 verbally told the applicant that his father 

en a 1sease and submitted his resignation on 22.12.1981 due to his m t 1 d' 

therefore, his case cannot be considered. F h urt er, the respondents did not 

provide the applicant requisite information under RTI A . 
. . · . . ct, 2005 sought by 

him statmg the d · recor IS 20 years old wh. h . . '. Ic Is not available. The 

respondents vide letter dated 30 09 2013: . ~ . . . : lfllonned the . . 
claim to · ;· reJeCtlOn of the 

the applicant. Aggrieved by th 1 . 
,e etter dated 30.09 201 

A/1), the applicant has filed the \ . 3 (Annex. 
present'OA for 

oth \ quashing th 

-3: 

er consequential reliefts). .· . • e same and 

The respond t . . . . en s m their reply wh '1 .... 
. . ':: .. .. 1 e dtsputing the .t'. 

ha · · · 1acts a ve mter-alia stated . th . . . '-.. verred by 
at father \lf the a . 

•••-.;..:· ~~~pphcant resiE:nect 
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22.1 Z.!9& l. The application of the applicant's father was accepted by the 

' ' insp~cting Assistant Commissioner of Income Tax, Bikaner Range, 

Bika~er yide order dated 27.11.1982. Since, the record of the applicant's 
\ 

I ' father w'as quite old and relating ba.ck to more than 30 years, the same 
I . 

I cou~d not be located and found out easily. However, the respondents have 
' . 

piaded On record application dated 22.12.1981 (Annex. R/1) and copy of 

i 

order ~ted 27.11.1982 (Annex. R/2). 
i 

4. ~eard both the counsels and perused the record. 

I 

5. : 
I The application filed by the applicant is hopelessly time barred as 
I 

ac~al pause of action for compassionate appointment arose immediately 

after tl,le death of the applicant's father i.e. on 26.08.1995 as per his own 

I 

aVIerments though pleadings. Moreover, the respondents have placed on I ' 
' I 

I I 

I ' re:cord the application filed by the father of the applicant on 22.12.1981 
I I 

I 
•, (~~x. R/1) and acceptance of the same w.e.f. 22.12.1981 vide order 

' ' I 

d~ted11 27.11.1982 (Annex. A/2), which leave no doubt that the applicant is 

I 
I n:ot at all eligible for compassionate appointment. 
I -

I ' 

: The OA fails on count of limitation being hopelessly belated, as well I 
6. 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I as, on merit. Therefore, I am not inclined to interfere with 'Annex. All 

' ' I ~ate~ 30.09.2013. The OA is, thus, dismissed with not order as to costs. 
' I 

I 
I 

I 
1 ss/ 

[Praveen Mahajan] 
Administrative Member 


