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G R D E RCORAL)

By Hon'ble Mr,KuIdip Singh, Member (Ju'dl)

RESPONDEMTS

I

Applicant is seeking a direction to

respondents to appoint him under indigent circumstances<

He has sought for compassionate appointment on the ground

that his father who was working under respondents, had

died in harness on IK 3,90 leaving behind his wife, four

sons and two daughters. The elder brother of the

applicant is employed in Indian Army and is stated to be

living separately. Applicant is stated to have made

representations to respondents seeking appointment on

compassionate grounds but the same had been rejected

thr ice.

None appeared for the applicant when the case
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respondents and has been heard.

'.. lie

■^n his O.A. , applicant has failed to
iViaRe out
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had unlawful1vn i a w I u .i X 7

case for ooiTipassionate appointment

rejected. He has inerely stated
 n
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non compliance of

the entire 0.A. ,

to which of the instructions had not been coinplied with.
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manuatory Govt. instructions but i
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applicant has not been able to show as

\ submitted inO*"' the contrary, respondents have
their counter affidavit that the case of the applicant

■cippoint!Ti'3nt .ho'd b'ee.n coivsid'ered th-''ir:!J

could not be appointed. They have also

the case of the applicant

considering all the relevan

Respondents have also taken the
the O.A. is time barred since repeated representations
cu not extend the period of limitation.
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case of the applicant

been considered and
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re3ecLed thrice and as no
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to be dismissed. The O.A.
out in the present OA, it- j-

IS, therefore, dismissed. No
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