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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CALCUTI'A BENCH 

o.OA 
	

0414/2015 

resen 	n'ble Ms. Bidisha Banerjee, Judicial Member 

RABIA BIB! & ANR. 

VS 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. 

For the applicants 	: 	Mr.B.Ray, counsel 
Ms.T.Das, counsel 

or the rs1pondents 	Mr.A.Mondal. counsel 

on:  

ORDER 

ter is taken up in the Single Bench in terms of Appendix VIII of 

ule 14 f FAT Rules of Practice, as no. complicated question of law is 

i. volved, md ith the consent of bath sided. 

	

2 	IA. Counsels for the parties were heard and materials on record were 

.erused. 

	

. 	The' grievance of the applicant in a nutshell is that the respondents were 

cmputin the terminal beneflts received by the family for taking into account 

tle amount that was deducted for satisfying an ôutstaiding loap despie an 

Isetvatic n of this Tribunal in OA 855/12 that the family had received 

11s. 1 ,39,7 /'-i Such computing and enhancement of the amount from 

.1,39 	/- to Fs.3,3O297/- caused consequent reduction in the allotted 

p ints fro 8 to 79 making the son of the applicant ineligible to be offered 

4mpasi nat appointment while the private respondent with 80 merit points 

was being offered as such. 
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/4. 	Ld. Counsel for the applicant vociferously submitted that since the scor 

of the applicant: should be 80 and the private respondent with 80 score points 

has been fund suitable to be offered employment assistance, the applicant 

H 
would be ertitled to identical benefit. 

IA. Co.insel also invited my attention to a reply under RTI Act that the 

sail private rspondent Uma Das although considered was not offered 

ap ointrn i it a she was not found eligible for appointment on compassionate 

gr und with a ualiflcation of only Vilith standard, whereas the qualification of 

thi son o,, h present applicant was B.Com. Therefore ld. Counsel would 

submit that the applicant being higher qualified, should get a preference in the 

matter of appointment against Group 'C' post over and above the widow Uma 

Das. 

5.1 Per c1ntra, id. Counsel for the respondents submitted that since the 

authorities could not offer any appointment to Uma Das, both the applicant as 

wll as thepri.rate respondent would be considered for suitable appointment 

aainst future available vacancies. 

6. I 	IA. ursel for the respondents would further submit at the Bar that the 

cE se of th1 picant has been re-opened pursuant to the direction of the DOPT 

ir 2010 a1d it Is still under active consideration. 

J 	j 	. 
7 	At this juncture id. Counsel for the applicant would strenuously urge 

that since 1espite availability of vacancy private respondents could not be 

offered appointment the available vacancy of the year shild go to the present 

aplicant after raising his score point from 79 to 80, 

8 	The :dontentions were noted and considered. In view of the fact that the 

net amouh received by the family was Rs.1,39,785/- and not Rs.3,30,297/-, it 

is directed that the authorities would review the score point of the present 

Inlicarif I 'J,ritlin one. month from the date of communication of this order. 

sed i
11  o the revised score points they should consider the case of the 

,sent 	li ant against any vacancy available against unfilled vacancy of 

14, as i di ated in Annexure A/20 to the OA, in case such vacancy is not 



r
rM  

iter through Uma Das or otheise or if already filled up against 

ftiture vacc1es. 
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9. 	The respondents shall consider the applicant appropriately in terms of 

the score points arrived at after review bearing in mind that as per the score 

oint of earlier consideration the applicant would be clearly and eminently 

ligible fbz appointment. 

jo. 	Tle OA is accordingly disposed of. No order is passed as to costs. 

F.  f 

(BIDISHA BANERJEE) 
MEMBER (J) 

At 


