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CE NI'Rl\.L ADMINISTRAT I'VE 'IR IB UNAL 
J Q)Hi? lR BE N:!H ~ -J illHP -tR 

Date of Qr:der : 21.12. 95 

Sukh Ram •• Applicant. 

Vs. 

Union Of India & Qrs. •• Resporrlents. 

Mr. J .K. _ iVl:tsh1it::l.~; C~unse; 1 for i;hr.! Applicant. 

*** 

Raih.1ay, Jodhpur. He is~ggrieyed_py the rejectiol'l of_ 

-t;:he. r~qU!st fC?~ ccm~ssi<~mate. app9i~m~nt :to him vide_ a 

!ett~r d~r~ed 9.10.1993 at -~nnex~f! _ ~~~ _e_ He has sou::rht 
-- • _. - •••• .-J , •••• - • 

to cons.ider his appointment on compassionate grounds. 

2. Th_e ~ppliqam;: cla,jms that he _w~s 7 year_~· (iJ):J.~ at.. 

the time of the death of his_ father. OQ _ attai[1ing _the 

ag_e of majority, he st¥->mitt~d an appligat:l:on.il1_.1.981 

for cornpassi_onate a_ppoint~nt. Thereafter, 1}e J<ept 

on serving reminders but received no reply in writing 
l'>"L~ .!> 

from the respondents. A final representation was ~ 
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by the mother of ·the applicant an 13.12.1993 (Annexure 

A/3) • This was replied by the respondents vide the 

letter dated 29.10.1993 at Annexure A/1 in which it 

has been stated tha·t as per the details Of the family 

given to the respondents, the age of the son Of late 

Shri Lalla was 17 years at the time of his death f.; 
since late Shri lalla died about ~~_Q4 years back and 

the age of the son is about 40 years nOt'i, the case 

cannot b~ .-:~.considered for cOrnp3.ssiona.te appointment 

because --according tot he rules, the application should 

ha.ve been made within five years from the date of death 

Of the concerned Government employee Gr within six 

months from the date the first child attains the age 

_/'·"<<,-·:of -e~hteen. 
I'· . . ...... ~\ 

On these grourxls, the respondents have 

_/' _ reject(;fl. the representation Of the mother of the applicant 
'~ 

for c.dm~ssiGnate appointment Of the iipplicant. 
l ' ~ 

,I 
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is seen th.a·t thou;:rh the representation was 

by the letter dated 29.10.1993 ·at Annexure A/1, 

this O.A. has been filed on 10.10.1995 i.e. about two 

years after the rejection of the representation. The 

applicant has filed a 1-'lisc. Application r:eql.l!!sting for 

corrlonation ®f delay. In this application, he has 

merely stated that the crder dated 29.10.1993 is net a 

final order and so the application should be treated as 

within limitation. 

4. I have p9rused the r~cord, I cannot agree with 

the contention of the applicant that the order dated 

29.10.1993 at Annexure A/1 rejecting the representation 

is not a final order. The Hon'ble Supreme Court has 

held in the case Of Rattan Chandra Sammanta Vs. Union 

Of India (1994 (26) ATC 228) " Delay itself d'eprives 
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a. ~rson of his remedy available in ·I.e.w. In absence 

as w~tl es. 

cause of action or any lilgislation a terson 

his remedy by l•ibse of time loses his r :iqht 

The application should have been filed within 

from 29~10.1993 i.e. the date of rejection of 

representation. The case is, thus, b~ed by 

limitation an:i I find no reason to condone the delay. 

The O.A. is dismissed at the stage of admission accordingly •. 
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( WHA. SEN ) 
MEMBER. (A) 


