
In THE CENTrAL .!..C•'UHISTFthTIVF: TR.IBTJr\IJ..L, JAIPUP. BENCH, 

J A I P U R. 

o.A. no. 59/94 Date of decision: 7.12.94 

SMT. STJGANDH RACHHA Applicant. 

VERSUS 

UUI ()U OP. HIDI A & OHS : Respon.:::_ents. 

None present on behalf of any of the parties. 

COR.AJ.\1: 

Han 1 ble l1r. Justice D. L. i:ehta, Vic-:-Chairman 

PER HOH 1 PLE HP. JTTS'l'ICE D. L. l·1I'HT.~. VICE-CHAIRHAN.:., 

l\.pplicant' s husband, Shri r:.n. Gupta., wae hc.lding 

the f.•":~St of .Sen.ior 'Technician. He expired. An application 
.. ~ 

was m.::>ved by the applicant for giving the O='mpa:sion=.te 

appointment. Recommendatic·n rt1as m.:..:Je by the ;..dministrati'\. ... e 

Off ic"=r that the ];·resent applicant, \'life of the deceased, 

should be given app:.intment on th•::. post of Clark •3rade-II 

(Group • C) l:ring v~cant at th.:: stati•::>n. The respon.":ents 

have- already ·Jiven an appointment on t:.h.::: post of •::::lerY. •1'-J-II. 

2. Applicant's subrnissi.')n is that she .sh::>uld. be given 

appointment in the r;rrade •')f R-::. 1400-2600 •')n the lJ;)St of 
\ . 

Producti·='n i\ss.i stant. Ordinari 1 y, the o~mpass ion ate 

appointment cannot be given. H·::no,~ever, in a ve2ry reasonable 

•::ase. at tt.e most. this .~an be given in Group •c• and 

Group •n•. The.applicant has already been qiven appointment 

in Group 'C' • Clerk Gd.-II. She cannot claim an,Y better 

right. 

3. In the result, h~r application is rejected, ~,ith 

no order as to costs. 
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( D. L. MEHTA ) 
Vice-Chairman 


