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S Ajitha, Ozhukupara, Thekkumkara

Uriacode Post, Vellanadu,

Thiruvananthapuram: ,Di.sf:'rict. ....Applicant

By Advocate Shri Pirappancode V Sreedharan Nair. -
Vs.
1. Union of India represented by its

Secretary, Ministry of Telecommunication,
- New Delhi. '

2. Chief General Manager,

- Telecommunication,
Thiruvananthapuram.

3. District Manager, .

Telecom District,
Thiruvananthapuram.

4. Deputy Director for Scheduled
Caste and Scheduled Tribe,
Kerala and Lakshadweep, TC 15/968,
Meenakshi, Vazhuthacaud Junction,
" Thiruvananthapuram--14. ' , _
: . . .« sRespondents

By Shri K Karthikeya Panicker, Addl Central Govt Standing Counsel.

ORDER

CHETTUR "SANKARAN NAIR (J), VICE CHAIRMAN

'Applicant approached thié Tribunal earlier", ;:ha]lenging the
reject;ionv_of her pf:ayer“ fox‘" appointment on compaséionate* grounds.
Her fath.er died iin hamess. The family is in indigent circumstances,
and shé was entitled to get an appointment, states aﬁ:plicant. The

request was rejécted stating- that the mother of the applicant was

_gettin'g a salary of Rs.2559.00 per month, and family pension. ‘Appli-

cant moved this Tribunal, and the Tribunal referring to orders of
4, -

Government of India, directed fresh consideration.d Then the impug-

ned order was issued, practica]_ly in the same terms as the earlier

order. .

contd.
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2; Whethef a family‘ is indigent or not, is a matter. to be
decided on facts. indigence is a reiati_ve exp"ression ' dépending on
the prevailing ,ecdnomié arid. social conditions. Though the Scheme
for appoi_ntment' on cbmpéssionat;e grounds is intended to reach succour
to the 'needy,l it cannot be converted into a monopoly. Diverse #

) . ‘e Y . T
considerations must guide the decision.

3. When the gauthorify was épecifically directed to 'considerA
whether the éasev of applicant was a ‘"deserving case" ‘in terms of
the order quoted in para 4 of the judgement in o 109/93, respon-
dents er a minimum dutyj to extend such consideration. Failure
on the part of officials to comply Qith difectipns, or apply their
minds to the facts, deserveé to be deprecated. It will also be well
to remember that orders touching on right-s:. of citizens must be suppor-
ted by reasons. The .'éersor‘l against whom van' order is passed, is
entitled to know "the reasoné therefor. " As rightiy 'pointed out by{

Standiﬁg Counsel for respondents, the attributes of a quasi-judicial

" order are missing in the impugned order. We quash the same, and

direct the competent authority '. to paés a reasoned - order with

Yéference to the facts of the case and ‘with specific reference to the

directions in OA 109/93,'_ within a period of two months from today,

and communicate the order to the ‘appiicant.

4. . Application is allowed. No costs.

Dated the 20th January, 1994.
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