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CENIRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL
' JHPW BENCH, JDHPR

Date of Order s 21.12.95

OA. No, 3 515/95

Sukh R_am eo Applicant.

Union of India & Ors. . ' .« Respondents.

Mr. J.X. Hishria, Ceunsel for the Applicant.

Kw®

k&%

on 12,11.1969 while working as Safaiwala in the Northern
Railway, Jodhpur. He 1is aggrieved by the rejection of

* the request for compassionate appointment to him vide a
letter dated 9.10,1993 at Annexure A/l. He has sought
the relief in this O}A_; far a direction to the respondents

to consider his appointment On cOmpagssionate grounds.

2.  The applicant claims that he was 7 years’ old at
the time of the death of his father. On attaining the
age of majority, he submitted an application ,ir;,1981
for compassionate appointment. Thereafter, he kept
on serving reminders but received no reply in writing

vodo £
\ from the respondents. A final representation was fddwd
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by the mother of the applicant en 13.12.1993 (Ame_xwe
A/3) . This was replied by the respondents vide the
letter dated 29.10.1993 at Amexwe A/l in which it
has been stated that 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 ¢
since late Shri Lalla died about . 24 years back and
the age of the son is about 40 years now, the case
cannot be ‘considered for cOmpasgsionate appointment
because -according tothé rules, the appiication should
have been made within five years from the date of death
of the concerned Government employee or within six

months from the date the first child attains the age

. of-edghtee n . ©n these grounds, the respondents have
X

rej@é’ééd the representation of the mother of the applicant

- for qémfigassiehate appointment of the applicant.
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3.//% }t is seen that though the representation was
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rejected 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. T'he
applicant has filed a Misc. Application requesting for
comdonation ©f delay. In this application, he has
merely stated that the order dated 29.10.1993 is net a
final order and so the application should be t;eatéd as

within limitation.

4. I have perused the récord, I cannot agree with
the contention of the applicant that the order dated
29,10.1993 at Amexure A/l rejecting the representation
ié not a final order. The Hon'ble Supreme Cowrt has
held in the case of Rattan Chandra Sammanta Vs. Union

of India (1994 (26) ATC 228) " Delay itself deprives
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a person of his remedy available in law. In absence

_gf\__,giny fresh cause of actlon or any ligislation a person

T //’/ "who has ‘lost his remedy by lapse of time loses his right
‘/ :.. ’ as Weli“ »
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N 5e %"  The application should have been filed within
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the said representation. The case is, thus, bérred by
limitation and I £ind no reason to conxdone the Jdelay.
The O.A. is dismissed at the stage of admission accordingly..

( USHA SEN )
MEMBER (A)



