Central Adminisrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

New Delihi, this the i1ith day of December, 2002
Shri Ram Niwas
s/o Late Shri Ram Kanwar
r/o Viiliage Ghoshgarh
P.O. Jamalpur Distt.
Gurgaon, Haryana. cen Applicant

Vs.
National Sample Survey Organisation
Through its Director
Field Operation Division, 3rd Floor
Pushpa Bhawain, Madangir Road
New Delhi.
The Anubhag Adhikari
Prime Minister’s Office
South Block
New Delhi.
Union of India
through Secretary
Ministry of Planning
New Delhi. ' .. Respondents

CRDER {(Cral)

By Shri Shanker Raju. M{J):
This c¢ase has
In the cibcumstances, the OA is disposec

of Rule 15 of the CAT (Procedure) Rules, 1687.

2. Applicant, in this OA, seeks compassionate

Planning and Prograinme Impiementation. According to
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the pleadings in OA, the family is Indigent
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3. Applicant also alleges discrimination on
the ground that similarly circumstance one Sh.
P.N. Mehra, Wiho was working as Assistant
Superintendent, nis son ' has been accorded
compassionate appointment the same treatment has been
denied to the applicant, which is violative of
Articles 14 and 16 of the Coanstitution of India. It

ig also stated that despite reminders the regquest of
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4, On +the other hand, learned counsel

basis and it is only a precarious

for according compassionate appointment read Ww

other conditions as per the OM of 1698. In this

conspectus it is stated that the reguest of the

applicant has been considered and recommended in  the

year 1993 and having not approached this Court, OA is
t

not maintalnavle in view J}Sectlon 21 of the

stated that as the right is of only a sonsideration,
the ocase of the applicant has been considered up to
the level of State Minister ibid and vide



filed beyond one vyear from the date of the order

5. I have carefully considered the pleadings

1. I

vallable on records and also contentions put forth by
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fribunals Act, 1985. By the communication dated
15.1.199S% applicant was. informed of her rejection by
the State Minister but yet the OA has not been

preferred within the stipulated period of limitation.
In this view of .the matter, the OA is barred by
limitation and Iin absence of any application Tfor

tion of delay, this court cannot suo moto

7. However, in the interest of justice, 1

aiso adjudicate the case on merits. As compassionate
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was considered on several occasions up to ti
id and as the same was not fit as per
the guide-lines, and having regard to the limited

nas been rejected. From
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Umeshh Kumar Nagpal vs State of Haryvana, JT 1994(3)
S5C 525
8 in view of the above discussion, the GA is

found bereft of merit and is accordingly dismissed.



