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ALLAHABAD this the I9%  day of September, 2008.

Parvez Akhtar Khan, Son of Late Ali Akhtar Khan, Resident of Mohalla
Ghasi Katra (North), Yateem Khana, Gorakhpur.
i, ety ...APPHGML

VERSUS

1 Union of India through Comptroller and Auditor General of India,
10, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi. |

2. Principal Director of Audit, North Eastern Railway, Gorakhpur.

risessisensaeesnRESpONdents

Advocate for the applicant: Sri S.K. Om
Advocate for the Respondents : Sr Prashant Mathur
= ORDER :

Through the instant O.A, the applicant has prayed for quashing of
the order dated 29.12.2006 passed by respondent No. 2 coupled with
prayer for a direction to the respondent to appoint the applicant on any

suitable post on compassionate basis. :

2 According to the applicant, his father Late Ali Akhtar Khan died on
13.07.1994 while in service. The applicant being minor at that time, his
mother made an application dated 16.09.1994 requesting the

respondents to grant compassionate appointment in favour of the

applicant on his attaining the age of majority. After attaining majority,
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by the family of the petitioner on the death of his father. It has alsubam {‘u |
sbasrved in the said judgment fhat in view of fhe deciaionttaker by tHcll
Hon'’ble Supreme Court in Balbir Kaur Vs. Steel Authority of India , 2000 | “ﬁ |
SCW 1745, certain marks are assigned to terminal benelits as well in

addition to allocation of marks on various other counts and then over all |

comparative merit is determined. Learned counsel further contended that
neither marks have been allotted to the applicant on various ground nor

(- proper consideration has been done by the respondents.

8. On the other hand learned counsel for the respondents has

g vehemently argued that the claim of the applicant is highly belated. In
support of his contentions, he has placed reliance on 2005 SCC (L&S) E":
357. Learned counsel for the respondents has further contended that 3

family of the deceased employee has already survived for considerable
period of time. The family details has already been mentioned in the "

impugned order dated 29.12.2000.

4. Having heard learned counsel for the parties, 1 am satisfied that

this Tribunal in judgment rendered in O.A No. 472/03 (referred to above)
h”
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present case, the father of the applicant died in 1994. fa

survived for period of more than 10 years. In the facts ;gﬁP
circumstances of the case, 1 find no good ground to interfere with . ;
ijmpugned order dated 29.12.2006, passed by the respendents. The O
' x
is accordingly dismissed. o
5. There will be no order as to costs, ‘L—
;_
MEMBER- J. F?
- } Anand/ : e




