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CEMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRYRLIMGE
MUMBaT BERCH: MUMRET

Of Mo 257 /2001
FLmba i fnlf the 7th day of June, Z00L.
dan’hble Mr. Shanker Raju, Membar (Judicial _

Sh. Ramesh Ramprasad Yadaw,
adonte s/0 late Sitladeswvi,
Ramsundar Yada,

R/Ao Room Mo &2 1/8,
Shankar Elappa Chawl, Keshav Pada

PLKL. Read, Mulund fwmwt)‘

Mumbai~400 080 e tpplicant

[By Advacats Shri K.R. Yelwsa)
~Yaersus-

L. The Union of India,
fthrough the Chief General Manager,
D/c Mahanagar Telephone Higam Ltd.
Telephons Houss, Prabhadevi, Dadar (W),
Mumbai-400 03/,

The General Managear,

0/ the Chisf General Manager,
Mahanagar Telephone MNigam Ltd.,
Telephone Mouss, Prabhadevi, Dadar (W),
Mumbyai

3

Z. The @sstt. Director (Recht.& admn),
O/0 The Chief General Manager,
Mahanagar Tm]mnhon@ Migam Ltd.,
1@T*ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ House, Prabhadewvi, Dadar (W),
CHumba «« Respondaents
(By advocate Shri 3.8, Karkera)

O R DE R (ORal)

Heard the lsarned counsel for the parties. In  the
present 04 the respondents” counsal has sought time to file
Pﬁﬂjy" In my view this 06 can be disposed of on  the basis
of the decision of this Tribunal in G.Bhivaneswaril wv. Union
of  Ingdia & Others, 1991 (18) ATC 788 even without the reply
of thﬁ respondents, as  at  the outset tThe respondents
contention is  that an  adopted child is not entitled to
appoinfm&nt as per the guidelines on  compassionate  qrounds

which is  contrary to  Govi. aof India, Miﬁiztry of Moms
affaics OM Mo !40114&f”£!? L (D) dated 30.6.87.  apart from
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it ¥ am remanding  this case  for consideration of thes
FREADONIEN TS e o1

ARCOING  Aappointment on compass i onate Srouncs

Tt the applicant after, verifyving the dociments pertaining to
his adoption by the deceased Gowt. servant..  The aopplicant
in this 6 has assailsd an ordar passed by the respondents
on 18.4.2000 ax well as on 4.10.2000, whereby The PEQU@StVOT
the adopted son of the decessead GFovernmnent servant has bean
rejected  For compassionate  appointment on the ground that
being an‘admpt@d son  he  Is not entitled  for girant of

in this order

P

compassionate appointment . It is also state
that as there is no provision for granting ocompazsionate
appmintement Tt an adopted son the case ofthe applicant does
not fFilall within the guidelines issued by the Government in
this regard. T Find &t Annesure 0° 'judgm@nt o f a
coordinate  Rench  of the Tribunal whereby it has been hald
that  Judicial review in  the matter of . compassionats
appaintment iz psrnissible  §f the request of an applicant
for compassionate appointment  has  been rejected  without
indicating reasons or it is not proper. It is alzo held in

this caa@ithat an adopted son/ward of a deceased smployes iz
not entitled for consideration for compassionate appointment
in the event a proof of the same 18 produced and the need
far a r&gist@red deed of adoption is not necessary., 1 find
from the record that the applicant had annexed  an  adoption
deed  pertaining to  the applicant which was not taken inta
consideration by the respondents. In this ‘viaw "of the
matter and keeping in  view the ratico  laid down in G,

Bhvansswari’s case (sopral, T dispose of this 08 at  the
admiasion whage itself by  dssuing direction to  the

respondents to revconsider the casse of  the applicant  for
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grant af 1 conpass e appoaintment by taking into
consideration the documents produced by him with regara Lo

his adoption and also Keeping in wiew the ratio laid down by
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/ The Tribunal in Bhisvans w101 7w
[N

(sunral. Tl

respondents ars further directed to pass &8 reasoned  order

theraaftar and this exercise
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period of three months from the date of recefipt of
|

shall be completed within a

3 ooy
of this order., Mo cos
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