By Advocate: Shri K. Baypay

Central Administrative Tribunal Lucknow Bench Lucknow.

0.A. No. 561/2006
This, the 14 sday of December, 2007.

L.
Hon’ble Shn M. Kanthaiah, Member (J)

Mano; Kumar Sharma aged about 19 years sonoflate Sri Ram Sewak
R/o 538 Khaiﬁiz Shiv Nagar n'm! rakana , Sitapur Read, Luciinow.

Applicant.

Versus

1. The Central Drug Research lnstitute, Chhattar Manzil Palace,
" Lucknow through the Administrative Controller. .

2. The CS.I.R,, New Delhi through the Director Gene':‘

3. The Directer , Central Drug Research fnstitute, Lucknow

' : , Respondents.
By Advocate: Shri Pankan Awasthi for Sri A K.Chaturvedi. -

ORDER

~ ByHon’ble Shri M. Kanthaiah, Member ()

The applicant has filed this Original Application to quash the
hﬁpugned fejection ‘order covered under Annexure -1 dai’ed 12.12.2005,
under Which the respondents ﬁas}e rejected his claim for appointment on
compassionate grounds, statiﬁg that the said order is illegal and arbitrary.

2. The respondents have filed vcounter opposing the elaim vof the
applicant stating that the applicant is liet entitled for any relief as prayed

for.
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..-,O A and also denied the pleas taken by the respondents i their

coun}%'ﬂf} .
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4. Heard both sides.
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3. /fi The apphcant has ﬁleé remmder refteratmg his pleas as in the
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~rejection order. Thereafter, the applicant made another representation
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5. The point for consideration is whether the applicant is entitled for
the relief as prayed for.

6. The admitted facts of the case are that the father of the applicant

lafe Ram Sewak, while working on a Class IV post in the

respondents department died on 27.11.96, Ieaviﬁ:g behind  his wife and

.t‘wyo minor sons . On the application of the mother of the apphcant, the

respondents authorities provided job to her on compassionate ground

and after her services were regularized, she died on 3.5.2004, leaving

behind  her two sons , namely , Lavkush and the applicant hercin. The

“elder brother of the applicant , Lavkush, made a representation to the

réspOn.denfs authorities for appgmﬁneﬁt of the fappli@léant on

-compaséionate ground but afier considering the said representation,

the respondents authorities ~have rejected such claim on the ground

that the applicant was minor. Annexure-6, dated 8.6.2005, is the said

.dated 2.8.2005 (Annexure- 7) and dated’ 3.10.2005 (Annexure CA-10), for

" his appointment on compassionate ground, stating that he will attain 18

years of age by 7.8.2005 andto consider his request for compassionate
appoiﬁtment. After considering the said representation, agam the
respondents authorities have rejected such requests vide order Annexure
CA-11 dated 10.11.2005. Sﬁbsequenﬂy, the respondents have also issued
another rejection ﬁrdér dated 12.12.2005 (Annexure-1), in which, they have

categorically informed rejection of earlier representation of the applicant

‘covered under Annexure-6 dated 8.6.2005 and Annexﬁre— CA-11 dated

10.11.2005, by giving reasons and thus the applicant is not entitled for
/2\
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any compassionate appointment. It is also not in dispute that thereafter,
the 'applicant made anoﬂieg representation  covered under Annexure - 8
dated 9.1.2006 for reconsidering  his claim for compassionate'appoinment
but the éutﬁorities have rejected such representation.also vide Annexure-
9 dated 15.2.2006. It is also undisputed fact that in Annexure -9, the
feSpondentS‘ authorities have  also informed earlier rejection orders
dated 8.6:2005 , 10.11.2005 and also 12.12.2005 and further stated that
his claim for compassionate appointment will not be considered again.

7. In ‘tihe said rejection order {Annexure -9) dated 15.2.2006, the
respon&ents' héve given reasons for not considering the claim of the

applicant for compassionate appointment on the ground that they are

~ getting  two family pensions relating to their parents and also elder

brother of the applicant was doing some job and applicant is minor, and
thus  rejected thse. claim of the applicant. Thereafter, ap;;ﬁcant agaimn
made a representation §overed under Annexure -10 dated 5.6.2006 and
thereafter filed this Original Application , questioning the rejection order
covered under Annexure -1 dated 12.12.2005 and for reconsidering his
claim for compassionate appointment.

8.  The main claim of the applicam is for reconsidering his claim for
compassionate appointment and alisé for quashing  the rejection order
covered under Annexure -1 dated 12.12.2005 stating that none of his
grounds in the representation have been considered by the respondents
before passing such rejection.

9. ltisthe case of the respondents that the request of the applicant was

placed . . thrice before the competent committee and after passing a
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reasoned orcier,_the r.espondems ‘authorities have réje.ctedl such claim of the
applicant ,. In spite of lgi.viﬁg such dctaﬂed reasons, the applicant has
filed this O.A,, quesﬁoﬁing ‘garlier rejection order  covered under
Annexure-1  dated 12.12.2005, wifzhéat quesﬁ;éning the subsequent
rejection order covered under Anﬁexuré -9 dated 15.2.2006 and also the
reasons gis.zen in the éaﬂier. rejection order covered under Annexure 6
dated 8.6.2005 and thus  the applicant is not entitled for any relief.

10. AMﬁedly, the mother of the applicant was died on 3.5.2004 and
by the time , the aiapiicam was mimr]'l“hbugh, the elder brother of the
applicant made a rcpreéenta‘sion, for appainment of the applicant on
- compassionate ground, but the same was rejected and also mfonlned the
| same. Subsequently, when the applicant  himself made a representation
covered under Annexure -7 dated 2.8.2005 and A-8 dated 9.1.2006,
stéting that by 7 ..8.20()5, he is gomng to attain 18 years of age and to
- consider his claim for compassionate appointment, the respondents have
rejected his claim on the ground that their family was getting two
pensions and his elder brother  was also doing job. Annexure- 6‘ dated
.8.6.2005 and subsequent rejection gr&er covered under Anﬁexure-l
dated 12.12.2005 and also Annexure -9 dated 15.2.2006 also shows the
reasons for .r.eje,ctizon of the claim of the applicant and in the rejectiéﬁ
order, which is under challenge in this O.A. covered under Annexure —1
dated 12.12.2005 also the respondents authoritics have informed earlier
rejection covered under Anpexure -6 dated 8.6.2005 and Annexure-1

!

dated 12.12.2005.
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:11. When the .respéé@fleﬁts authorities have:considered the claini of t"h:s:‘
applicant by placing the same before the competent coﬁﬁﬁee for three
times and thg_;d_ecision”c;% Aevery meeting.  was also communiéated to the
applicant by giving reasons, the applicant is not justified for questioning
the validity of Amnexure -1 dated 12.12.2005 onthe ground that the
same dogs not contain the reasons for rejection. Further the respondents
authorittes  have also communicated the subsequent réjectién order
covered un‘:c“‘lef Annexure -9 ;datéd 15.2.2006, in which they have given all
 the details  and also all the three rejection orders covered under
Annexure —6 dated 8.6.2005, Annexure- CA-11 dated  10.11.2005 and
Anneiﬁre -1 dated »12.12.2(}()5 and ai:so averting  the reasorils for
rejection of such request of the appii_cant but without questioning  the
latest rejection order covered under Amzexure -9 dated 15.2.2006, the
applicant is not ‘at‘ all justified for questioning of the. earlier ré&ecﬁon
order cdvered» under Amnexure -1 dated 1:2.12.260-5 and even on that
ground also, the claim of thé applicant is not at all susfainable. |
12, From the above discussion, it is clear that there is no justification in
the claim of the applicant eithgr | to question the validity of earhier
rejection order covered under Ammexure -1 dated 12;1,2.2_605 or for
giving any direction to reconsider his claim after more than 3 years  after
the death of his mother. Thus , there is no merit in the  claim of the
applicant and as such, the same 13 .Hﬁbl:e for dismissal.

13. In the result, O.A. is dismissed. No costs.

MEMBER (J)

Qo
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