
(9IN TH£ Central ao^iinistratiue tribunal

principal bcnch
g

Waj QLLHI.

O.A. No. 982/93

Na^jQalhi this tha IQth Qay of Fabruary, 1997

Hon^bla Smt.Lakshmi Sua;Tiinat han, Mamber (3)

Smt.Birmo Osui Wd/o Late Asha Ram

2. Sh.uanga Ram s/o Sh.Late Ash a Ram

R/o Jiiliga and Past, Khorampur,
Distt. Ghaziabacl(UP) ^pp
(By Advocate Shri /ogesh Sharma )

>• Applicants

1, Union of India through the Secretary
Ministry of Defence Production
Govt.of India, Neu Jelhi,

2, Tha Oir actor General
Ordance Factor,- Board,
10-A Auckland Rosd, Calcutta.

3, The General llanager
Ordannnce Factory, Murad Nagar,
Oi stt. Ghaziabad(UP)

(None for the respondents )
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.. Raspond ent s

This application has bean filed by the applicants
for a direction to tha respondents to appoint applicant 2,son
of applicant No.l, on compassionate.grounds,

briaf facts of the case era that the husband of
applicant 1 uho was employed uith respondent 3 diad in harness
on 4,7.1985. According to the applicants, he hsd 1eft'*lndigant
family and they ar o,th er efora, entitled to have ons of them
namely, applicant 2 appointed on any suitable post on compassion
ate grounds. They are agoriaved by the order passed by the
respondents dated 3.5.92 by uhich ther espond ant.-have stated
that sine, h, did not fulfil th a

instructions rsgarding compassionata appointms nt, tha/ co'ild
not aocaad to his raquast. Shri 3harm,,liarnsd counssi ha,
submittad that the only ground uhloh ha is pressing is that
the ispugnsd order is not a spsaPing order and tha respondents

^may, therefore, be directed to pass a speaking order.



3. Th 3 respondaats have filad their reply in which they

have taken a preliminary objection of limitation. Having regard

to the fact that tha father of applicant 2 died on 4,7,86

and the impugned order has been passed on 3,6,92.. aftar dua
tha

consider.ition by the respondents regarding employment of/3rd

son 3hti flohan Pal which was 3arli3r rejected by tha order

dated 2,4,1988,the application is liable to ba dismissad on

this ground alone. Further, taking into account tha f ects of

tha c asa^ including the fact that tha applicants hava failed

to show on what grounds thoy ore^ntitled for fuithor consi

deration for appointment on compassionate grounds in accordance

with the relevant uovt,instructions issued by the raspondants,

I find no merit nlso in this application, Tha impugned

or dar dat ed 3, 5,92 clearly mentions that the Ceso of the

applicant has bean duly considered by tho rasponoents for

compas3i..ndt a appointment in accordance with the relevant

instructions on the subject but tha same could not be acceded

to as he did not fulfil tha necessary Conditions* |t is'•

settled position that the appointmart on compassi. nat a

grounds canot bie claimed as a fnattsr of right.

the reasons above, I find that this application
boing

/jithout merit is also barrod by limitation. Accordingly OA is

dismissad ^ No order as to costs,

(Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan)
fl amber (3)


