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on compass ovate ground ,,hose 	.-father had died a 
the 

aiQutiLlate rLthe death of the petitioner' s .father. He 

also plead that had he been allowed to continue vvorking, 

tie would ;:ve become regular like his colleagues d/ dhri 

Harham, Lo ai and Jurga'r' 7AFaen the respondents refused 

to given h m employment, he filed a Civil .dsc. , rit 

Petition a. the High Court at iillahabact which had through 

a interim •rder directed the respondents to appoint him 

inplace of his father or to show-cause. The respondents 

did not ho our the order and the High Court repeated its 

order vide corder gated 0 .5.1993. That petition was con- 

- tested by he respondent- saying that High Court hat no 

jurisdicti n and, theref re, the petitioner come to this 

Tribunal. J has annexe the copy of letter from the 

respondent showing that the application of the petitioner 

had been r commended by he 1,1anager, i•dlitary Farm, Kanpur. 
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have cultivated land and 4-5 buffaloes. and he_ wiles not 

a indigent arson. They have pleaded that only 4:5)6. of 

total of va z,,nc19.5 in a cal renc.isx year are allowed for app-., 

ointment on co;mpassionate groundS.to the wards of ,ieceased - 

Government mpl&yee and that Sri 	Narain had been given 

employment t inding him a fit person under the conditions 

available. Regardihg oth 	3 persons whose services we re  

regularise nam,ly Harnain,LOkai and durga, they were all 

senior to the petitioner. Sri n. Narain was the only son 

of his fate ter. 

3. 	The law is s ttled that the Xribunals do not 

a ct as appellate authorities  tie in a matters like appointment 

on compass onate -grounds ° the nee y and fit person. In 

the presen case, the ca a of the applicant was duly pro-

cessed by he .employer o the basis of the various docu-

ments subm tted by sri I .hwar Nath, the petitioner. He 

had filled up the prof° -ma for employment in which he 

has hirnsel given the nail es of all the family members. 

(Annexure .A.—.1) in w hi h he has mentioned his elder 

brother 5r Kailash Nth aged 32 years, and Sri lima Nath 

aged 28yea s are employe 	The declaration has been signed 
and 

by the pet tioner attest d by the ;iianager—in—Charge of 

ti•.e iarm. The contentio of the learned counsel for the 

petitioner appears to us to be foe fetched to say that 

this (locum nt has been f•rged and prepared by the vianager 

f . 	his very Mane er has been recommending the na.iie 

of the pet' tioner for ap -oint:Th2nt on compasdon,3te .ground 

and we see no reasons as to ,whyan officer would go to the 

extent of forging a declaration which farm was infect sub- 

mitted th ough him and 	commending for employment oh coma 

passionate groundS% ..ve a certificate now submitted by 
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the petitioner  obtained from the Local 	shows tat 

Sri Kailash oath aged a out 45 years elder brother of the 

petitioner is employed with C.O.D. Kanpur and that other 

brother Una Nat:: is working as a Labourer. The further 

contention tha-t they -are not supporting the remaining 

members of the family 4oes not shows that t he faces con-

sidered by the employer, were wrongly considered. The 

Tribunal can in exceptional cases, where the order of an 

employer while denying employment on compassionate ground 

is passed take note of the fact, whether it is grossly, 

arbitrary, perverse or as to whether it is against the 

natural justice. In t:e .present case, we find no such 

.•thing-. 
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petitiOn on 09.6.1993 that is till 5 years had -already 

elapsed, and that he fled a 	in the High Court 

was of 	own choic•and after the constitution of 

. T. at Allahabad 	the year 1986, the High Court and 

apparently had no jur sdiction to entertain the petition, 

it said so. 	Pursuin his remedy in a wrong forum could 

afford him a case to iray for condonation of delay in 

filing the 0.A. befor this Tribunal.• Inc petitioner 

has chosen not to make any such prayer but, on the cent-

rary in pare no.3 of his petition has taken the plea that 

the application is within Limitation. That, counting 

from the date of dea 'h of his father in Junel, 1983 and 

thereafter from refu•al of the respondents to provide 

him employment is de initely much beyond the statutory 

period of limitation 	The petition is liable to be 

dismissed on this gr und also. 	•• • • 	 .. 	••pj•5/— 
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