IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
pRINcipAL BENCH
N2J DELHI.

0.A, No. 982/93

T

New Oelhi this the 10th Day of February, 1997
Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Menb er (J)

Smt,Birmo Devi Wd/o Late Asha Ram
2. Sh,Ganga Ram s/o Sh.Lats Asha Ram

R/e Village and Pgst, Khorampur, |
Oistt,Ghaziabad(UP) see Applicants

(By Advocate Shri Yogesh Sharma )

Vs, -

1e Unien of India through the Secrstary
Ministry of Defence Production
Govt,of India, New Ualhi,

2. The Director Genaral
Ordance Factory Board,
10-A Auckland Road, Calcutta,

3. The General Manager
Ordanence Factory, Murad Nagar,
Distt,Ghaziabad(UP)
: : ees Raspondents
(Nons for the respondents )

0RO ER (ORAL)

This applicstion has bsen filed by the applicante
for a direction to the Pespondents to appoint applicant 2,son
of applicant No,1, on compas.sior\at‘e’_gfounds. |
2. The brief facts of the case are that the husband of
applicant 1 yho uas employed with respondent 3 died in hgrnass

-

an
on 4,7,1986. According to the applicants,I1eftd‘lafg_indiqent

family and they areythereforz, sntitled to have one of them
namely, applicant 2 appointed on any suitable post on compassion-

ate grounds, They are agorisved by the order passad by the

Fespondents dated 3,6,92 by which the Taspondents hays stated
: _ conditiang M’in the
that since he did not fulfil the /ferovtbans gde iz axisting
instructions regarding cOmpéssionata appointment, thay‘cduld
not accaod to his request., Shri Sharm,,lzarnad counsel has
submitt ed that the only ground uhich hs is pressing is that

the impugned order is not a8 sp@aking order and the Tespondent s

.May, therefore, be directad to'pass @ sp3aking ordsr,

ol




-0

' S The responaents have filed their reply in which thay
have takan a preliminary objection of limitation. Having regard
to the fact that the father of applicant 2 died on 4,7.86
and the impugned order has bas2n pussaed on 3,6,92. after due
consideration by ths tespondents‘ragardiﬂg enployment or/;:;
son 8hri Mohan Pal which was 2arlizr rejected by ths grder
dated 2.,4,1988,ths applicaticn is liable to be dismiszsad on
this ground alone, Further,taking into account the facts of
the casa,including the fact that the applicants have failed
to show on uhaf grounds thay argpntitlad for further consi-
deration for appointment on compassionate Jrounds in accordance
with the ralav;nt Govt.instructions issued by the respondents,
I find no merit 2lso in this application, The impugned
order datsd 3,6,92 clearly mentions that the case of the
applicant has been duly considarad by the respondents for
Compassionate appoiniment in accordance with the ralavant
.instructigns on thz subject but the same Could not be acecadad
to as hs did not Pulfil the necessaly conditions, It is a
settled position that the appointmert on compassionats

grounds canot e claimsd as a matter of right,

4, For the reasons above, I find hbat this application
. being :
Jiithout merit is also barr:d by limitation, Accordingly 04 is

dismissed . No order as to costs,

| 125 S %31;/”
(smt.Lakshmi Syaminathan)
Menber (J)




