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OPEN COURT 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHAt::iAO 

Allahabad : Dated this 18th day of January, 2001 

Original Appticatiun No.28 of 2Q01 

CORAM :-

Hon'ble l'lr. Justice RRK Trivedi, v.c • 

• 
Oinesh Chandra So n of Meuasi Lat, 

Resident of Village & nost-Dhanauli, 

District-Agra. 

(Sri K.S.Misra, Advocate) 

• • • • • • Applicant 

versus 

·1. Union of India through Secretary, 

Ministry of De fence, Govt. of India, 

Neu Delhi. 

2. Civilian Staff uff icer, 

CuAS Secre taria ts, 

Ar my Headquarters, South Block, 

DHQ PU NEW DELHI. 

3. Director ate General of \J rdinance 

Services, Master General of Ordnance Branch, 

Army Headquarters, OHQ oo Neu Dethi-11. 

4. SCS u, Joint Director OS Personnel, 
... 

For Directurate Genreal urdnance 

Services, Agra. 

• • • • • • Res pende nts 

~ ~ ~ f ~ iO_r_a_ll 

By Hon'ble Mr. Justice RRK Trivedi, v.c. 

• 

By this application filed under Section 19 of the 

Admi ni strative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant has 

chattengad the urder dated 22-9-2000 by which the 

app lic ant has been denied the ap pointment un compassionate 

gr ound. 
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/facts or the 
2. TheLcase in short giving rise to this application 

are that the father of the applicant Late Mawasi Lat 

was serving as tabourer in the COD, Agra. While in 

service, 1"8wasi Lat died on 18-2-1983 leaving behin~ 

his widow and two sons Jagdish Chandra and the present 

appli c ant Dinesh Chandra. The elder brother of the 

applicant applied for compassionate appointment. Howe~er, 

his claim was not accepted. In the meantime he married 

hims e lf and died on 18-6-1994. After the de a th of 

J agdish Chaddra, the applicant made an application for 

his ap pointment on compass ionate ground. He gave a notice 

thruugh the c ounsel which Ya s reptie d by the respondents 

by tatte r dated 7-7-2000 (Annexure-A-2) and the applicant 

was asked t o su pp ly rutl particulars reg arding the father 

of the a pp licant. Afte r receiving full particutars the 

respondents passed a n order on 2-9-2000. In the order it 

' has bean state d that the a 1J plicants elder brother J agdish 

Chanpra was considered twice atongwith other similarly 

s ituated candidates in 1984- 94 but he could not be selected 

due to more de s erving cases and limited number of vacancies 

avai 1. a b ta. It i s fur th er stated tha t af'ter the death of 

Jagd i s h Cha ndr a the cas e of the applic ant uas considered 

but he could not be found suita ble for appointment on 

compassi onate ground on the _basis of criteria taid do~n · to 

determine 

numbe r uf 

rel ative har dships to the c~aimants 
A..~~4;_~ 

vacancie s. Para 3 l reads as under :~ 

and limited 

"Now 17 ye ar s have passed since the death of your 
f athe r Shri f'law as i Lal (died in 1983 ), and his dependents 

i . e . you and your brother have a lready been considered 

thrice f or employment but rejected by Board of Officers 

as pe r rute in vogue. As yuur family coutd pull on atl 

these year s your case is no tonger considered compassionate 

a nd yo ur re quest now for consideration of your case again 

f or em pl oyme nt ca nnot be acceded to as per existing policy.a 
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3. Learned counsel f or the applicant has assailed the 

order on numbe r of grounds, mainly on the ground of - .;-delay causedon ~ccount of late action of the respondents. 

Lear ned counsel has atso retied on the judgement of the 

· Hon'ble ~upreme ~ourt in case of Umesh Kumar Nagpal vs. 

State of Hary ana, J.T. 1 994 ( 3 ) SC 525 and the Hon 1 ble 

High Court in c ase of Director Harijan Evam Sama j Ka tyan 

Vibhag 2000(1) E.s.c. 611 and Sanjeev Kumar Dubey Vs. 

o.r.u.s. Et awah & urs , 2000(·1) E.s.c. 635(Alld.), a~ 

Smt . Sushma Gosain & Or s vs. Uu l & Ors , 1989 (4) S. L. R. 

327 • 

4 . I have cons idered carefully the submissio ns made 

by the coun~et for the appl ic ant. The principles laid 

daw n by the surerior Cour ts c an be applied only in case 
. ~ 

the facts of the c ase are ca.{'simi1ar. Howe ver, in the 

present case I do not find tha~ the respondents have 

committed any mistake in rejecting the claim of the 

app lie an t. It cannot be disputed th at the appointment 

on compassio nate gr ound cannot be cl aimed as a matter 

of rig ht. lt is by u ay of ha lp given by the Go vernme nt 
-:--\ ~1...-e 't-'4 I • ( I v-. 

t o a family which is teft orphan and J!!. c ""'"'°'to maintain 

itself on s udde n death of a n e mployee• However, the 

lau6able objec t with which this s cheme was introduced, 
'-"'.. • ~ v... """\ 

has not been followed in tA1 a11t proper sense. Do 1 .~ 

,J "" "' pres e n~/d ;1 a ppointment s are being claime d more as a 
-"'-. .... 

matter of' ri ghta... In the present case Mawasi Lal died 

in 1983. About 18 year s have passed. This family 

s urviv ed. The purpose of imm~diate help does not exist. 

J a gdish Chandra, late br ot he r of the applicant married 

himself , though admittedly he was not given employment. 

Thu s , the app licant' s family coutd afford to add one 

more member in the family and still it is claimed that 

the family i s destitute. Iha applicant is an young and 

major man and he ca n s houlder responsibilities of the 

~---\' 
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family. He is expe cted to oarn for his r.amily/to maintain 

--~~ his mother anct..~~left in the family. 

s. The respondents have clearly stated in their 

reply that the claim was considered thrice but in view 

of more deserving cas~ the applicant could not be 

cons idered. unly limited vacancies are being re1eased 

for such appuintments. The impugned order does not 

suffer fr um any illegality. This ap plication has no 

merit and is accordingly rejected. 
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Vice Ch a irman. 1 

Dube/ 
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