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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR

- 0.A. N# 320/2000 7%.7 . Date of order"l6 7.200§.

| ' Sita 1Ram AMeena,-.S/o Late\'Sh-B;L.Meena,.\House

‘_No,4343, éhapper BadiYan'kavRasta} Ghatgate)'Jaipur.

o h ‘T;.prplicant,‘
Vs._ | |

1. _Union-of india through'Under’Secretary,rbeptt\of‘

Posts & Telegraph, New Delhl.

2. . .Chief: Post Master General, Ra]asthan C1rcle, Jalpur
_ 3} : ,Sr.Superlntendent"of .Posts,-_Jalpur Clty. C;rcle,
Jaiput «

...Respondents.

ih:, .Mr;SukhveerASingh.l : Counsel for: appllcant
Mr.S,M- Khan ) _A S ;_ _ t for respondents.
.Mr;S.SCHaSan ) ’
-coaaM} _ S J. T , ~A -
" Hon'ble Mr.S.K. Agarwal Jud1c1al Member.-
' PER HON'BLE MR S. K AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.‘
In this 0.a" filed. under Sec.19 of the ATs Act, 1985,
_the appllcant makes a prayer to direct the respondents to
i -cons;der the case -of the appllcant for appolntment on

compassionate érounds and\'to Qquash"and» set aside”'the

A . _ ) .
impugned order dated 4.7.95.

2. - In- brief facts of ﬂthe case as SEated"by »the
appilcant are that- father of the appllcant Sh.B.L.Meena died
on 29 12.87 and appllcant flled an appllcatlon for g1v1ngi‘
app01ntment on compa851onate ground as Group-D employee 1n'

the‘ year 1998. V1de~ 1mpugned order “dated 4. 7 95, the
. 3
department has reached to the conclus1on that the appllcant

R ’ A
-is not:_entltled \to .be :con31dered; ‘for app01ntment on’

compassionate groﬁndv«asgrther‘elder son of the’ldeceased
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employee is already 1n Bank serv1ce and the w1dow of the
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'deceased receives family pens1on “and received the dues of

retiral benefits. The applicant challenged this order by way _

of this O.A.-

3. The learned counsel for the respondents vehmently-

'urged that the case of the applicant 1s hopelessly barred by
“limltation as. the deceased employee d1ed 1n the year 1987..
-Itxis also argued that the application of the,applicant*has‘

already been'considered:by the department.and rejected his

prayer vide the impugned“order dated 4 7.95 and thlS order

‘has been challenged after lapse of about 5 years, therefore,

thls applicatlon 1n both angles 1s h hopelessly barred by

_limitation and llable to be dismissed. -

g

4. I have given anxious consideration to the-contentidn

_ralsed by the counsel for the appllcant and perused the

e -

'whole record.~

5. " "Admittedly,-'-he ~father of the applicant died-'on“

,’.

_29 12. 87 i. e.lmore than 12 years have passed. It is also an .

~

undisputed fact that the elder brother of the applicant is .
already -in Bank Service. ;Moreover after death ‘of the

deceased employee, the widow~Smt'Dhappu Devi. was receiving’

-the family pen31on and’ other retiral benefits were already

paid to her, meaning thereby 1ndlgent c1rcumstances‘1n the

~fam11y of the decased do not appear to exist at all. ‘Vide

the 1mpugned order dated 4 7 953 the department ‘reached to

~

the’ right concluslon that‘the applicant is not entltled to

any .appointment"on5 compassionate ground as no indigent

f4c1rcumstances exist'in the family ‘of the deceased. Not only"

<this,

but’ the order ~dated - 4u7 95 hasA~challenged by the
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'appllcan 'by this " 0.A in August_ 2000, i.e. ’after

-apprOXimately 5 years._In yiewsof the.provisions of'Sec.Zl:
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of the Act,f1985 and decision of the Apex Court from time to

time for this purpose, I am of the considered view that this

0.A appearé:to be hbpeléssly"barred by limitation and the
applicant is not entitled to any relief sought for.
6. "+ I, therefore, dismiss the O.A héving no merits and

hopelessly barred by limitation with no order as to\cpsté.

z ' (8.K.Agarwal)

Member (J).



