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»he applicant is aggrieved by the order turning down

his request for compassionate appointment. The applicant's

While working as a Civilian Maxdoor in COD Kanpur died

in harness on 14.6.73. It is brought to my notice that the

wause of action arose at Delhi and therefore this Tribunal has

jurisdiction. After the death of the father of the applica-At,
SSJt.: Simla Devi, widow of the deceased, approached the
respondent for her appointment on compassionate ground in

r^i4.ation of the normal rules. It is alleged that necessary
sanction was accorded by the Army Hqrs. vide their letter
No, Q:3-Se9/311/0S-sc( i ) dated 17 Q aoated 17.9.74 Annexure B) but she did

not Join duty booauae It was . far of place and th.rafors .ha
t»a«Mt.d eaplcy.ent for her aon, „ho wa, a oinor at that
time. The ah. requested that her nephew may be considered far
sppointment but that was rejected by the Respondents.

After ha son became a major, she applied ta the
fsspondents for consideration of h«

appointment vide Annexure C. A

^er son's compassionate

recommendatory letter from th#
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r A? I i f Sy Se !31''e t a f!/ to the Govt. of Hiraachal Pradesh to

the Commandant, COD, Kanpur is at Annexufa Ch In i.h^ ; hta-v nSi i

OOPpaspondenoa, as par Annexure E, Respondent No.1 directed

Respondent No.2 to consider the case of Smt. Bimla Devi in

t fr at rtMPSsal rules. Subsequently R. 2 wrote a letter

dated 15.1.91 advising the applicant to suhmit a fpeah

8-pplioation within 20 days. The applicant submitted fresh

application on 2.2.91 for compassionate appointment hut. this

W)5;5 Pi^-ieoted stating that there were limited vacancies.

The respondents have also filed their counter stating

that .as there are more deserving candidates, the applicant

could not be accommodated for compassionate appointment and

therefore the application may be dismissed.

The applicant has filed a re.joinder more of less

asserting the same points.

I have heard bhri Shambu Nath, learned counsel for the

applrcant and Shri M.L.Verma, learned counsel for the

respondents and perused the records.

I find in para 2 of Annexure A it is stated that due

US llSited vacanoies, though the case of the applicant was

considered by a Board of Officers, compassionate appointmeTit

eauld not be given to the applicant. This letter is addressed

to the applicant.
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Uriifls-f T a i pcusna ta.nces, I feel that it is a fit case

to give a direction. I therefore direot the if espw'rtde'Ats tn

the oese of the applicant for appointment on

compassionate ground in relaxation of normal rules ss a

Civilian Mazdoor as and when a vacancy occurs and in his own

turn. This judgement may be implemented as expeditiousIy as

jjOSSihle. The applicant is thus disposed..t/ No costs.

iC.Jl ROY)

Member(J)

19.8.1993
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