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Hon'ble Dinesh Kumar Singh,J.

1. Heard learned counsel for the petitioner as well as Mr. Rajiv Singh
Chauhan, learned Additional Chief Standing Counsel for the
respondents-State Authorities.

2. This petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India has been
filed, seeking quashing of the order dated 06.04.2018 whereby the
petitioner's claim for compassionate appointment under the Uttar
Pradesh Recruitment of Dependants of Government Servants Dying in
Harness Rules, 1974 (for short "Rules, 1974") has been rejected on the
ground that the petitioner's father was a contractual employee, and he
was not substantively in service. This fact is not denied in the writ
petition that father of the petitioner was only a contractual employee.

3. The definition clause of the Rules, 1974 is rule-2, which reads as
under:-

GRYIS— &9 T 1 We¥ & 327 a7 81 gv7 Ag9raefl 4 —

(@) RPN Wad P q9d  TaY HRI H PRIGAT P
T H HArIIford U¥ WX Had § 8 ofl—

(1) U HargrorT d IR a1 sverrlt

(2)  JEfe SRR & Ty v Hargrorl J
R8T &Y & [Agerd a7 791 o7 a1

(3) FEnfd [Fafa wy F Agad T8 § Uit o
wargierEl § fAafaa Riga d o7 af & favavy
uqr & 8

WEIBeT— AT &Y AT &1 arcad genfeifa, ug gv a1 |War
7 ol & fory JFIBIEIT JiFar & SIgar &Y o7 ¥ &
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(@) g7 WRHR) HIFH* H aqd O BRI WIF F 8 forTar g
War 4 Y& gy 8 g,

(1) ‘FSHE’ @ I G ARG HaB B [AEAlengd wrEf g
(1) gt 7 9fa,
2) 37
(3) Sifqarfed gy aer faerar g |

[ (%) 97 W¥PR Had gv [ sifdafza 91 sifdanza a8+
3JI¥ [aerar F1a1, dle T GRBR Hadw Siddied o))

(1) ‘BT BT GET’ BT GG O BIRATT & T W 8 o
PTG GBI HaPH 3G+ GG P qd Hqwd o |

4. The father of the petitioner was not appointed in accordance with
law and procedure prescribed for appointment on Class-IV Post and,
therefore, the claim of the petitioner for compassionate appointment
has been rejected. The Rules, 1974 itself provide that a temporary
employee cannot be an employee in accordance with law, and under
the relevant Rules, his depandant shall not be entitled for
compassionate appointment.

5. In view thereof, I find that the competent Authority has not
committed any error while passing the order impugned herein, which
requires interference by this Court. Hence, this writ petition, being
devoid of merit and substance, is hereby dismissed.

[D.K. SINGH, J.]
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