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Hon'ble Mr.A.K. Bhatnagdr, Member (J)

M::inojKumar Saxena, aged about 32 years, Son of
Late Sri J.P. Saxena, Resident of B-2/69, ~orld
Bank Scheme , West of Shivaji Park, A. D.A. Colony,
Naini, Allahabad Town.

~J2licant
By Advocate Shri S.C. 8rivastava

';i'

Versus

1. Union of India through secretary, Ministry of
Defence, Govt. of India, New Delhi.

2. Director General, Ordnance Services, New Delhi.

3. Commandant Central Ordnance Depotr (C.O.D.),
Chheoki, Naini, Allahabad.

4. Personal Officer to eommandant, C.O.D., Criheokd ,
Naini, Allahabad.

ResEondents

By Advocate Shri Ratnakar Ohoudhary

ORDER
By Hon'ble Mr.A.K. BhatnagarL Me~er (J)

Under Section 19 ot the Administrative

Tribunals Act, 1985 this O.A. has been filed
seeking the relief that the respondents be directed

to consider the case of the applicant for compassionate
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a ppo Lncme nt; , The applicant has also made a prayer
v ....

tha t in case Group tl. vacancies are not available,

he may be aLl.owed to serve in Group 'D' post.

2. The facts giving rise to this O.A. are

that the father of the appli8ant Late J.P. Saxena

dies in harness on 17.05.97 while workin;;;as Senior
Store Keeper (Group C) in Centrql Ordnance Depot,

Cheoki. Naini, Allahabad. The deceased father of

the applicant left behind him his widow, his widow

sister, unmarried daughter aged aDOut 24 years, son-

the a ppl.Loa nt; aged about 32 years. daughter-in-law

one s~hool going son who died due to prolonged illness.

As no source of livelihood wa s available due to sudden

death of the breadearner, the applicant a~plied for the
job on the prescribed format in the Office ~ C.O.D.

Allahaoad on 11.08.97. Getting nOTresponse he had

applied again in January. 1999. By reply dated 03.04.99

his candidatu~e for ~ompassiJnate appointment was rejected

~onsidering him second time by the Board of Officers

wi th the parmission to sul:::rnit the prescri~d form again

if he still needs the job. In t?urs<.lanceof the reply,

the applicant submitted a fresh application form in.

June, 1999. The applicant also submitted a represent-

ation on 24.06.99 explaining his pataetic position. The
v

rwM
yo

apPlicant~asked by the Personal Officer to the Commandant

on 01.09.99 to give his willingness if he is agreed

to accept the job in Group 'D' vacancy. The applicant

gave the consent to accept the appointment in Group 'D'

on 15.09.99. After receiving the negative answer on
•. l.

Q2.12.99, the appl.Lcant, haa. no option exeept to come OlD

tois Tribunal for his grievances.
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3. The respondents have contested the cas~

and filed the counter-affidavit. In the same. it is

stated that due to other more deserving candidate and

less number of vacdncies.the a ppl Lca nt. was not

considered eligible £Or compassionate appoin~ment.
;

He was considered number of times but could not come

in the lisbof deserving candidates. In this regard.

the respondents have also made a chart specifically

showing the pasi tion 0 f the applicant. The terminal

benefits amoun~ing to ~.3.27.003 claimed by the widow

oE the deceased, were given. It is further stated that

the applicant's right was limited to due consideration

of his case and claim as per the rules and the policy

guide lines, and that ~ase and claim has been duly
per

considered by the respondents asLthe pelevant rules

and the guide lines. The respondents have prayed for

dismissal of the O.A.

4. I have heard the arguments advanced by

the learned counsel £Or the parties and perused the

pleadings on record.

5. From the above facts. it is clear that

the respondents have considered the applicant number

of times for 'compassionate appointment. but he was not

included in the panel of selected deserving candidate.
-, The respondents have also made a statement that the

widow of the deceased got handsome amount of ~.3.77.003/-

which applicant has not denied in his re joinder.
•.• ~.......,..,'"y

respondents,tlone their job quite
i\

In

my opinion. the

sa ti s factor¥l Y» • •• pg '.
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In view of the facts and circumstances

discussed above. I am of the view that the applicant

is not entitled for any relief. The O.A. is dismissed

with no order as to costs.

\/"
Member (J)

IM.M.I


