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OF-EN COURT 

THE LE NTRAL ADM! NISTRATI VE TRIBU NAL, ALLAHABAD BLNCH, 

ALLAHABAD 

Dated: Allahabad t his the 2 0th September, 199u 

CORAM : Hon ' ble Mr D.S.Baweia. Member(A) 

ORLGIN AL APPL!CATION ~ O. 272 OF 1990 

Lakhan Lal son of Late Sri Jalim 

aged about 35 years , r esid ent of 

uola uhat, Cantt. Kanpur 

( C/A Sr.L O. P. Gu pta ) 
Ve .&: SUS 

1. The Gene r al ManageL, 

Ordnance Equipment f octory, 

Phool Bagh at Kanpur 

2. Union of l nd 1 a throug h Secretary 

Ministry of Defence , Gove r nment 

of India, New Delhi -
(C/R ) 

OROE K ( OHAL ) 

- Applicant 

Res pondents 

( By Hon'ble Mr D.S.Baweja, Me mber (A ) 

• • • • 

This a p ~li cation has been filed praying for quashing 

the impunged orde. dated 20 .6.au and 24.7.95 ttb>ugh wnich 
" 

claim of the compassionate appointment has been re j ected. 

Hea~ the counsel for ap plicant, it is not~d that ~he appli cant's 
" 

fat ner died on 11.6 .63. The family consist .. ng of four sons and 

two dau ghters and a widow wife was left behind. The applicant 

is the youngest or the deceased em~loyee'a children. The 

a ppli cant was minor at the time of death and became m•jor in 

1Y77. The ap~licant made a repre sentation for the cumpass~onata 

appointment and the request was rejected vice l etter dated 

as ( Anne xf{.,
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• e A 2) It th t h "iJ - • appear s a t e a p plicant conti nued to 
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!Ju . 
make representat ions,_, t11ereafter_, and~esponoents gave~Q 

r eply to one 01 his represt::ntat.on~v1u....._~. cter da1.ed 24•if•95 
i. ~ Q a11d letter dated 24.7.9:;,. Since the letter dated 20.0.80 

is impunged,for quashing,the Counsel for appl.cant was asked 

to explain as to how the applica t ion is not time barred. 

The appl~cant has pleaded that since the ~espond~nts have 

cons.aeL ~d the representations dat ed 24.3.95 vide l~tter 

dated 24.7.90, tne applicat~on filed on 27.2.9b is within 

limitation. I am not incl i ned to agree with the-;contention 
tJ 

01 the applicat.i.on. The case of action arose after rejection 

" of nis request for compassiona t e appointment vide order 

dated 20.6.BO. Any reply given by itaa ponaen~ without going 

into merit to the subsequent representation will not extend 

i: he pa ri od of limi tat.Lon. 

2. ln V.lew of the above facts, the application 

is highly t~me barred and, therefore, not maintainable 

and the same is dismi ~ sed accodingly. 
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