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Original Application No.952 of 2002

New Delhi, th i 5? the 21f5t day of October, 2002

HON•BLK MR.KULD!P SINGH,MKMBKRCJUDL)

Kulrteep Singh Rana.
H./o J.ate vShri Khnshal Strsgh
H/o HoTJfic No. 19, 'D' Block,
Shyam Vihar, Fhaaell, Na,jafgarh,
Neiv })e 1 h i .

(By Advocate: Khr i H.K . Gupta)

Versus

1. Uruon of India
Through; Secretary,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
Government of India, Central
Secret.ar i at,
North Block,
New De1h i.

Director, Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
Governroent of India,

New Complex,
Sardar Fatel Marg,
New De1h i.

(By Advocate; Shri S.K. Gupta)

O H » K RirORAL)

-APPLICANT

-HHSPONDKNTS

The applicant has filed this OA seeking

compassionate appointment. A preliminary objection has

been taken by the respondents that the application is

barred by time as narrated by the applicant himself. In

the OA it is mentioned tha.t the .applicant's predecessor

had expired in the year 1997 on 29.11.1997. Immediately

thereafter the applicant ha.d made a representat ion fo

grant of compassionate appointment. The said request was

rejected vide letter dated 9.f..9H and then vide another

letter dated 11- 1. 1999 when he was again informed that

his request for appointment has been rejected but the
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appHc{3.nt filed this OA only on 21.3.2002. Ihe

pospondentR have taken a strong object ion with regard to

!imi tat i on.

Though the applicant has filed an application

seeking condonation of de]ay wherein the app!icant has

alleged that since his mother and brother were not

keeping good health so he could not approach the court

and the family condition remained" in indigent

nircumstances.

However, ,- the perusal of the application does

not show if the applicant was suffering from any

# handicappedness in approaching the court. The applicant
and hjs mother who werp quite vigilant in making

representations after representations but had filed this

OA only 21.3.2002, so it is not a case where the

applicant was not pursuing his remedy but he has been

pursuing improper remedy which cannot extend the

Imitation period at all. Hence, I find that the MA

seeking condonation of delay is bereft of any merit and
\

the same cannot be allowed.

Accordingly, the OA cannot be entertained

and the same is dismissed. No costs.

( K1J^.DIP SINGH >
MKMBKRCJUDI.)
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