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ITEM NO.34                     COURT NO.7                    SECTION XI

              S U P R E M E       C O U R T   O F    I N D I A
                               RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).19512/2009

(From the judgement and order            dated      17/03/2009   in     SA    No.
152/2009 of The H
IGH COURT OF U.P AT LUCKNOW)

FOOD CORP.OF INDIA & ORS.                                      Petitioner(s)

                      VERSUS

CHANDRA PRAKASH                                                Respondent(s)

(With appln(s) for exemption from filing O.T. and prayer for
interim relief and office report ))

Date: 01/09/2010       This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE HARJIT SINGH BEDI
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE CHANDRAMAULI KR. PRASAD

For Petitioner(s)         Mr. Ajit Pudussery,Adv.
                          Mr. Dinesh Khurana, Adv.

For Respondent(s)
                          Mr. Irshad Ahmad, Adv.

             UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                                 O R D E R

                 We     have   heard   the       learned   counsel    for    the

             parties.

                 We are of the opinion that the mandate issued by

             the Division Bench in the impugned order giving a
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direction that the respondent be given appointment

on compassionate grounds should not have been made

as    there    were     several         questions        to    be    answered

including      the    one    as    to      whether    any       vacancy        was

available      on    which       the   respondent        could       be    given

appointment.         We are, therefore, of the opinion that



the    order    of     the       Division     Bench       insofar         as    it

mandates appointment cannot be sustained.                             Counsel

for the parties are, however, agreed that the name

of the respondent has been already included in the

roster        for     the        purpose      of         appointment            on

compassionate grounds but the learned counsel for

the respondent states that the roster has not been

correctly maintained.              Be that as it may, we direct

the    petitioners          to     consider        the        case    of       the

respondent      once    again       in     accordance         with   law       and

take a decision within a period of six months.                                  We

also permit the respondent to file a representation

seeking a correction of the roster.

      The Special Leave Petition is dismissed with

the above observations.

(KALYANI GUPTA)                                       (VINOD KULVI)
    SR. P.A.                                           COURT MASTER


