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ShfibV.Ramakrishnan, Member (A)

Shri A.N.qujanafadhya, | . Member (3)

Sri K.Prasad,

Aged 22 years,

S/o Late Sri K.Prabhakaran,

€2/6, M.I.lines,

fatadahalli, R.T.Nagar,

Bangalore-560 032, " +seApplicant

Advocate by Dr, M.S.Nagaraja,
Versus

1, The Secretary to Government,
Ministry of Defence,
Government of India,

New Delhi,

2, Union ot India,

represented by
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The applicant herein is aggrieved by the denial

""of compassionate appointment, which was sought far on

death of his father, who was uorking as Safaijwala in

Equipment Depot, Air Force in Bangalore,

2, The applicant contends that his father

belonged to the louwest strata of the Society and he had
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We find that these instructions were cﬁnsidéred by the
Madras Bench of this Tribunal in the case of M.Marimuthu
in OA 7a1/91 and the Tribunal had held that the policy
ot. the Alr Force was in conflict uith the instructions
153528 by the Ministry of Personnel, Govt, of India
dated 30.6.1987, uhich had laid down a scheme For compa-
ssicnate appointment in all the vwings and departments of
the Govt. of India. The Tribunal had held in DA 741/91
that the internal 1nstruction¢*or the Air Force ralled
upon by the respondents vas in contradlctlon ot the Govt,
of India instructions and the action taken by the depart-
ment based on these instructions could not be sustalned
and directed the respondents to re-consider the case of"
the applicant in terms ot the scheme issued by the Mini-
stry of Personqel for compassionate appointment, We
are intormed by the learned standing counsel for the
department that the department had implemented the

directions of the Madras Bench and Ctonsidered the appli-

ué direct the department to consider again the cass of

the applicant ter employment on compassionate appoint-

ment in terms or the scheme laid doun by the Ministry of
Personnel in its OM dated 30.,6.1987 ignoring such part of
the internal instructions ot the department which are in

varience with the provisions ot the scheme of Ministry
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