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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRi-BUNAL.,. JAIPUR BENCH,_ JAIPUR . . . I . - . ; ~ 

0 .A .N
1
o .3_20/2000 . , . ·J?at_e' o(· order: _i6. 7 ~ 200~_ 

' ' - . 
.Sita Ram Meena, S/o Late· Sh.B.L.Meena, ,fiouse 

No~4343, Chappe~ Badiyan ka Rasta, Ghatgate, Jaipur. 
-
••• Applicant. 

Vs. 

1.- Union. of India through ·under 1secretary, -oeptt ,of 

Pos-ts & Telegraph, New Delhi. 

2. .Chief Post Master General, Rajastha~ .Cir:cle, J.aipur 

3. Sr .Superinten"derit · of· Post~, _·Jaipur City. Circle, 

Jaipur 

Mr •. Sukhveer Singh 

Mr.S.M. Khan 

Mr .• s.s~Hasan } 
-

CORAM; 

•• ~Respondents. 

Counsel for·applicant 

for respondents~ 

' ' 

Hon'ble Mr.s.~.Agarwal, Judici~l Member~ 

PER HON'BLE.MR S~K.AGARWAL 1 ·JUDICIAL MEMBER • 

. In this O.A ·filed. u·nder Sec.19 of the A'rs ~ct,_ 1·98~, 

. tne applicant makes a. prayer ·to direct the r·espondents 'to 

considei; the case of the applicant for appointment on 

co~passionate grounds and to . quash · and. set aside·· the 
::\ 

impugned order-_dated.4.7.95. 

2. In- brief facts ·of the case as stated by the 

applicant are that.· father of the· applicant Sh~·B .L .Meena_ died 
' . 

on, 29-~12.8.7 arid· applicant filed an .applicat_ion for giving 

appointment; Ori compassionate ground. as Group-D -employe.e in 

the· iear 1998. Vide ··impugned ord•r ·dated 4~7.95, the 

department· has reached to ttie conclusion th.at the applicant 
I . Q . ·ii not _ entitled . to 

~~0mpassionate ground 

be consider.ea · ·for appointment ·on· 

as ~ the. ·elder son of the· .deceased 
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is already in .Bank service an<;i the widow of the employee 
. I . 
deceased rec:eives · family pension -and recei,ved the dues. of 

retiral benefits. The applicant: ch·allenged this order .by way 

of this O.A. · 
-

3. The 1.earned counsel for the resp·onderits. vehinentl y · 

· tlrged that t~e cas~ of the applic~nt is ho~~lessly b~rr~d by 

lim~tation as the deceased employee died in the year 1987 .•. 

It .is also ar~ued that the a~plication of the :applicant· has-
. - - . 

. . 
already been. considered_ by the ~eeartment ~n~ rejected hi~ 

prayer vide the impugned.order dated 4.7.95 arid this order 

'has been.challenged after lapse of about Sye.ars, therefore, 

•· this· applic~tion in both angl~s is h ,hopeles·s+y _barred by 

.limitation. and liable to be dismissed. · 

.I. 

I have given· ami:ious consideration to the--- contention 
\ .· 

raised by the co.unsel for the applicant. and perused the 

whole record.· 
, 

5. Admittedly,.· the father. of the applicant died· on" 

29.12.87 ~.e •. ~ore. tha~ 12 year~ -h~ve pass~d- I~ is also an. 
'·~ 

dndisputed fac~ that the eidei· ~rother -0t the appiicant is 

already ~in Bank· Service •. M6re6ver afte~ ·death of the 

deceased employee,_.·the widow -Smt.Dh_appu Devi- wa_s receiving 

ihe family pension and 'ot~er retiral :benefits· were ·alreadi · 
- . 

paid to. her,. meaQing thereby· indigent circumstances. in the 

·family .of the de~ased do_ not' appear to exist at all. Vide . . 

the· impugned. ··order dat,ed 4.-7 .95", the department reached to 

the right conclusiori that the applicant is not en~~tled to 

any . appointment · on: compassionate grounq as no indigent 

. circumstances exist· :in the· family of· the deceased. Not only 

· this ,·j ·but' 
" ! 

appli~ant 

r 

•, . ·.~- .. 
the orde'r dated · 4,~7 .95 ~asA: ch~ll~nged by the: 

this ' O.A in August 2000, i.e. 'after 

5 years. In view of the provisions 0£ Sec.21 
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' 
of th• Act,· 1985 and decision of the Ape~ Court from time to 

time for this purpose, t am of the considered view that this 
' . 

O.A appears :to be hopelessly barred by limitation and the 

applicant is not ent{tled to.any r-elief s·ought for. 

6. I, ·there fore, dismiss the O .A having no merits and 

hopelessly barred by limitation with no order as to-costs. 

' 
Member (J). 


