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CENTRAL ADMINISfRATIVE TR.BUf AL 

ALLAHABAD Be CH ALLAHABAD 

OPE C J~1 

Orrgrnal Applrcat on o 722 of 2005 

ALLAHABAD THIS THE 4TH DAY OF AUGUt;T 2006 

HON'BLE VI • JUSTICE KHEM K 
7 v.c. 

Sm! Neetu Srngh W/o 'ate Ramesh Kumar Stngh C/o Sh 1 1-< ra Sr g 

v llage Panan Kuiyan, Post · arlan: Sdheb Waztd V1a Baya a . t ct 

Bastr (UP). 

,B Advocate· Sn A K Snvastava/Sn R K Rao) 

Ver~u . 

1 Umon of lndta through s Secretary "f Defence f\.1 

Government of India Ne ~ De:lh1 

2. D:rector. Defence Re;search an De efopmen ( rg 11 o 

Kanpur. 

3 Director Defence Materia and ore Rsearch and 

Deve,opment Estab Jshrnent Kanpur. 

R~ponde 

ORDER 
Heard Sn Ami Kumar Snvastava counsel for the a p tea t n s 

O.A None for the respondents. 

2 The app.1cant 1s the Widow cf late Ramesh K •mar tngh w .o d 

1n hame~s on 1.12.3.2000 leav1ng behtnd h1m th ap I cant The Itc 

applied for her appo.ntment under d t g :n Har'le Ru es v 

Authonties have dechn ~d and commu tea ed t dect :o, 1 to r: r 1 t ~ 

shape of Annexure r os 1 a;-Jd 2. She has come to th1s Tr bunal say 

tnat e .. case was wholl JUSttted for sJch appo. •ment bu t:le It ont 

. eN~ wrongly r Jec ed rer c a 1m She ,a also ned to arra e _ t h 

her e.-cnomtc con ttfo 1 18 p rab cne a d how ne ne s c 

empl'"'yme t 

3. In para 11 of the1r reply respondents tned to res1st tne c1 1:11 o tn 

apohcant on the ground that firstl' the appl, ant 1s ge mg Rs 23JO/- p 

month as a family pen ion which 1s more than S;Jfflc e ~ ar 

secondly she also get term rna I berJeft the 1- l e o Rs 5 c: -



2 

thrrdly her husband has left immovable property. It has also been satd rn 

this para that she is all atone and 1n the circumstances her case for 

compassionate appointment has nghtly been reJected consrdenng o er 

cases for such appointment. Learned counsel for the appllcan has t red 

to say that firstly an enclosure referred rn para 11 of the reply has not 

been annexed w'th tne reply sayrng that the husband of the applicant left 

an Immovable property, as alleged and secondly. amounts, ha are 

mentioned in this para, could not have been taken rnto account for he 

purpose of decldtng as to whether the request of the applican o 

compassionate apporntment was JUstified or unJustified Learned coun el 

for the applicant has a'so tried to say that the case of the applicant co ld 

not have been rejected srmply on the ground that there ..,.,ere no adequa e 

number of vacancy in the quota of 5% D1rect Recruitment. 

5. The Tribunal has consrdered the respective subrmss ens 1n t e 

ltght of the pleadings. I am of the view that this O.A 1s devotd of ment 

Such appointment is by way of exception to the general Rule 

Recruitment According to the judicial pronouncements of the Apex Court 

1t has to be limited to lesser number of vacanc1es, 1n the quota of direct 

recrurtmen~. Such apporntment is grven to one of the dependents of the 

family of the deceased w1th a view to help if to sustain 1tself. The applicant 

1s getttng a famtly pensron to the tune of Rs.2300/- per month and she 1 

all alone as stated rn para 11 of the reply so it cannot be sard that she 

really needs such compassionate apporntment to sustatn herself. So th s 

0 A. has no merit and accordrngiy dtsmissed 

No costs. 

Vice-Chamnan 

Man ish/-


