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2 22.8.94 	 ard Shri R.B.Mohat, lear. 

counsel for the petitiozr and Shri. Ashok- 

Mjshra, 1earrd 	 - 1 

for the Central Governnent. In this 

application the applicant prays for a ! 	- 
d irect ion to quash Annexure .u4/8 dated 

P9.5.1996. i this letter the Central  

Rice Research Inst itute, Cuttack 	I 

in f orned the applicant that they had 

communicated their decisiQn vice 

No.3226 dated 12.5.1988. This is ense4 

to this application as Anrexure-A/5. By 

that letter the CRRZ inforned that afte* 

lap.e of 15 years, the epplicants 

request for compassionate appointnent 2t-IZA— 
cannot be a%eded to. Ite Gjrjdhari 

Set hi, who worked as  MIAClass—IV e mplyee) 

died on 11.8.1972 leaving behind his 

widow and a son who was two and half 

years old. 
.ê 



4 

'A' 

Serial 
No.of 	Date of 
Order 	Order 

1.1 ~ 22 .8 . 9 

Order with Signature 

It is stated tIt the widow did not know 

about the rules and therefore had not appliJdbthat 

time. She waited for her sOn to attain ujoTke 

applicant obtained t he Caste Certificate fras ldar 

as per AnnexureJ/3 dated 21.1.1992. The  

representation on 18.12.1987 (nnexure-A/4). There wEi 

no re s ponse t o this ze pre se rita t ion • There was a 

further representation on 27.3.1968. This was 

rejected by nnexure-5 dated 12th ?y, 1968. 

I have given my anxious consideration to 

the arguments advanced by the learned counsel for 

the applicant Shri R.BMOhapatra, who stated that 

the lady was not familiar with the rules governing 

compassionate appointment and he alleged that the 	I" 
office was also not helpful to hear this case. 

It is now decluied that a case for 
ri 

compass ionte appointment should be cons ide re d 

irnrned iate ly after the deat h of the decease d • If 	ft 

indince of the family is established, then 

succour must be jmmedlite. This is a case which 	~2W'Uj 

is two and half decades old. On that count alone 

the claim for compassionate appointment has been 
rightly rejected. Secendly Annexure -5 is the 

official rejection dated 12.5.1988 for a case of 

compassionate appointment to the son of deceased 	4 ptp 

Gir jjMri Sethi. The cause of action arose on 

12.5.1968. There was no need to make further 	J 
representation and this later representation has 

not in any way effectively advanced the available I 
remedy. The application suffers from laches and 
is hit the limitation provisions under Section 21 
of the C.A.T. Act, 1985. It is dismissed inlimine.J 

MRDMINWTRATIVE) 


