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hENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JABALPUR BENCH, JABALPUR
Original Application Ne. 413 of 2003

Jabalpur, this the 25th day of Jenuary, 2004

Hon'ble Mr. G.Shanthappa, Judicial Member

_ Ganesh Prasad son ef lats

Banarsiram R/e P-2-171-172 : .
Madanghesr Nsw Delhi. APPL ICANT

(By Advocats - Shri K.G. Mathur en behalf ef
Shri S.K.P. Verma)

VERSUS
1. Unien of India, :
Through the Secretary Ministry of
Dsfence~ Neuw Dslhi.
2, Chairman,
Ordnance Factery Beard,
Neta ji Shubhash Read-Kelkatta.

3. Cemmandant,

Central Ordnance ODepst,
Jabalpur. RESPONDENTS

(By. Advecats - shri Om Namdes)
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The abovs OA has been filed by the applicant
seeking a direction te the respsndents te consider the
‘raproslntation of the applicant in respect ef appsintment
on cempassianate ground in place ef his father on a8

sg%i?lo pest, by issuing him appeintment erder within

specific peried.

2. The brisf facts ef the case are, that the faﬁhor

of the applicant died in harnsss en 28.4,1989, leaving
behind 4 sens. The applicant is sne sf the sens ef

the deceassd and hs applied en 21.7.01 fer appeintment en
compassionato greund. The rsspendents had sent a letter
te the applicant te submit certain decument§ as per the
letter dated 30.7.01, He submitted all the necessary
decuments as asked for en 7.1.2002(Annexure-A-8) and
14,11,2002(Annexure-A-9)respsctively. The applicant
appreached ths respendents, When thers §;§ho respense

ths respendents, hs approahes this T;ibunal for %3
: e

aferesaid relief. -
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3. The respondents hays filed their reply, contending
that, the applicant hagd applied for appointment on
Compassionate ground in the yaar 1989, but the application vag
not supported with any documents, he uag informed to submit
the necessary documents vide their letters dated 21.9.1989,
19.4.1991, 4.7.1991 and 30.7.1991, Hig Case could not be

Placed befors the Board of officers for consideration.

JeT. After lapse of 14 yeéars, he had submitted 2nd
application on 21.7.2001 for employment in relaxation to
normal rules. As a one time Mmeasure, to considsr more than

S years old casss in the quartely Board i.e. January to March
2301, the applicant was asked to submit requiremsnts, but the
applicant failed to submit the same within the time frame,
Thereafter, his case was rejected on the ground of belated
claim. In view of the Judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court
repoted in JT 1994(3) SC 525, the case of the applicart

cannot be considered. Hence they pray Por dismigssal of the OA.

4. I have heard the learned counsel for gither sides,

perused the pleadings and document g,

5. Admitted facts are that the cldim of the applicant is
belatedne ag he hag made his request for appointment on
compassionate ground after lapse of 14 years fraom the date of
death of his Pathsr. The applicat managed to survive from the
date of the death of his Pather i.e., since mors than 14 years.
’fhe case is not covsred under the existing instructions

issued by the DOPT. The scheme for appointment on compassionate
ground is for those who are in immedise financial distress ang t hey
can avail ths benefit, The way infuhich the applicant has
approachad the respondents for appointment on Coumpassionate

VEr
ground is, very casual. He approached the respondents/bélatadly
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The sther slder 3 brothers have not cgme ferward with

‘ there was a
the said reduest. If roaﬂy!thc financial distress,
citﬁnr one of the brothers weuld have approached the
respondents for the said claim. Hencs I am of the
epinion, that the claim ef the applicant is belated. Thg
belated claim fig%Fennu of the applicant is nat coversd
under the existing instructiens issued by the QOPT, in

vieu of tha Hen‘'ble Suprems Court judgment reperted in

2003 scc(L4S) 1183 Directer, Defence Metal Ressarch

Laboratery and anoﬁhpr Vs. G.Murali,6 Para 4 and 5 reads

as fellows :-

4. Wes do nbt Pind any flimsy ground or
technicalities in the Tribunal's order., In fact, we
find the High Court's erder to be unsustainable,
There has been a failure to appreciate what ths
Tribunal had rightly taken inte account,

namely, that the writ petitioner and his family had
ceped without the compassionate appointment for
about eyhteen ysars. Thers was ne warrant in such
circumstances for directing the writ petitioner's
appointment on cempassionate greunds and that too
with the directien te ths rsspendents te ths urit
petition te create a pest te accommedate him.

5. It is fair to state that lesarnsd counsel for
the writ petitioner has not supported the ordsr
under appeal but has submitted that the respondents
to the urit patition be asked to sxamine the case
of the writ petitioner all over again in the light
of the guicelines gaved 17.2.%988 issusd by the
Gevt of India, Department of Persennel and Training.
Having regarc to the fair attitude taken, we would
appreciate the respondents loeking into the matter
afresh in the light ef the guidelines.

6. As_g;g observed above, the applicant has net made sut

apry
[;aso, The OA is devoid ef merits, ¥The same is dismissed.

No cests .
2
( f.Shanthappa)

LR Judicial Member
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