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O R D E B(ORAL)

The applicant has filed thisg 0a seeking
compassionate  appointment. A preliminary nhjectinn has
been taken by the reapondents that the application g
barred by time as narrated by the applicant himaelf. In
the OA it is mentioned that the applicant’a predecessor
had expired in the vear 1997 on 29_11.1997. Immediately
thereafter the applicant had made a repraegentation fo
grant of compassionate appointment. the said request wasg
rejected vide letter dated 9.6&.98 and then vide angther
letter dated 11.1.1999 when he was again informed that

his request for appointment has heen rejected hut the
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applicant tited thig O0OA only on  21.3.2002. The
ragpondents  have taken = strong objection with regard to

limitation.

Though the applicant has filed an anplication
seeking condonation of delay wherein the applicant has
2alleged that since his mother and brother were not
keeping good health =20 he could not approach the court
anad the tamily condition remained” in indigent

circumstances.

However, : the perusal of the application does

not =show if the applicant was suffering from any
handicappedness in approaching the court. The appligant

and his mother wha were quite vigilant in making

-representations after representations but had filed thig

QA: eanly 21.3.2002, 80 it is not a case  where the
applicant was not bursuing his remedy but he has heen
purauing improper remedy which cannat  extend the
limitation period at all. Hense, } find that the MA
seeking condonation aof delay ias hereft af any merit and

\

the =zame cannot he allowed.

Accardingly, the 0A cannot be entertained

and the same is dismissed. No costs.

( KULDIP SINGH )
MEMBER( JUDI)
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