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Original Application No. 1411 of 2001.

Allahabad this the 25th day of M6rch 2003.

S . hila Devi
widow of Udai Veer Singh
r/o 674, E.W.S. ~was Vikas Colony
Sector NO.1 BadIa Shahganj, Agra
pr~sently residing at .~17 Gali No.8
Bh~kkam Colony Ballabha~arh
District Par Ld abad , Har~yana.

• •••••• Applicant.

(By Pdvocate Sri S.K. Cha tur ved Ls )

versus.

1. Union of 100 ia
through too Secretary
Ministry ot Defence,
New Delhi.

Sansthan Suraksha Adhdk ar i,
Kendriya Ayodh Bhandar, (C.•O.!).)
Agra.

3. Commandant
Central Ordnance Depot,
k;jra.

4. Director General of Ordnance Services
my Head \~arter D.H.O

New De lhi.

.0 ; ••••••••• Re sponde rrt s ,

(By Pdvocate: Sri A ~1Ohiley)

ORO E R...• -------
By this O.A., filed under section 19 Of Administrative

Tribunals ct :985, the applicant has challenged the

orders dated 16.8.2001 and 10.10.2001 (Annexures 16 to 17

respectively) rejecting the claim of the applicant for

appo Lnt rrerrt on compassionate grounds.

2. The facts of the case are that the .husband of the

applicant Late Udai Veer Singh was employed as

Lower Divisional Clerk at C.O. D. era. He died on 2 5-1998.
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On de ath applicant applied for appointment On compassionate

grounds which has been rejected. Applicant h9s two minor
are

children hoCdependent on her. Applicant is getting

Rs.3000j- per month as pension .and she has her own house.

Applicant has also rece ived terminal benef its, after de ath

Of her husband. Counter Affidavit has been filed by the

respondents, resisting the claim Of the applicant. The

proceeding)of Board of Officers which considered too

. . 1 . -:'" J-J()l'>~. hcLadrn of appLlc arrt a onqwrth otre
7
/ hasj been f ~led. T e

~~ '< t-; ~ '""-
committee Ipe dE'!Id~tt-e list of all cases before it'Yotal

numbers of cases were 176. The case Of the applicant could

be placed at Sl. NO.56. It has been stated in the order that
.".J,...._.\~-~v.....

~ were more deserving Cases and applicant·s claim could not

be considered in view of tre limited number of vacan Y •.

Learned counsel for the applicant has placed relience on

judgermnt of Hon'ble supr ene Court in case Of Balbir Kumar

and another Vs. StElel Authority of India and others reported

in 2000 (6) SCC page 493. The Hon'ble Supreme Court has

discussed the ph LLos ophy behind providing the appointments on
. V--~~'"'

compassionate grounds. HO\IIJever, there is no d~spute (the

pr inciple laid down in the judgeme rrt , Hon'ble Supre rne COurt

was considering the case Of employee Of Steel .uthority of

India where number of claimants ~re not as lerge as" In

the present case .<CJ.-nsidering the large number of pending
....-\ ""

Cases claiming _ ccmpes s ionate appointment.. trle policy

has been fraared by the central Government that only 5%

posts Of direct recruitment shall be released for such

appoiotment and cases shall be considered according to merits

and appo Lntrre rrt s shall be given only to more deserving cases.

Following the aforesaid guidlines issued by central Government,
~ ~

the respondents ~ cos Idez-e d .the claim Of the applicant

thrice. However unfortunately the case could not be Of that

degree Of hardShip!WhiCh could be considered deserving for

~
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appointmeni;.

3. In these circumstances, it is difficult to find out

that the procedure adopted by the BOard, which has been

filed with counter affidavit suf f e.r from any error of law.

The order do not suffer from any error of law. The O.A.,

has no merit and accordingly rejected.

No order as to costs.

Vi ce- Chai zman ,

Manish/-

"


