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CENTRAL ADWIWISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL. 3ABALPUR BENCH. JABilLPUR

OrlQinal Application No. 199 of 2003.

3abalpur, this ths 8th day of April 2003*

Hon'ble Nr. R.K. Upadhyaya - neabar (Adanv.)
Hon*ble nr. A.K. Bhatnagar - Raaber (Oudicial)

Ku. Nsatu Pataskar (Patua)
0/q* Late Chhotalal Patua
aged 26 years
R/o. C/o Sat. Kasar Patua
Vivekanand Uard, Garhakota
Oistt. Sagar n.P* APPLICANT

(BY Advocate - Shri 3* Bhattacharya)

VERSUS

1.

2.

3.

Union of India,
Through ths Sacretary,
Oapartaant of Posts India
Nsu Dalhi.

Ths Chief Post flaater Ganaral
nadhya Pradesh Circle
Bhopal n.P*

The Senior Suparintsndant
of Post Offices,
Sagar Division, Sagar n.P, RESPONDENTS

ORDER (Oral)

v\A

a-

SZJB. .K. Upadhyaya, Member (Admnv.)

The applicant has sought a direction to the

respondents for her compassionate appointment on the

death of her father Chhotelal Patwa, who died in harness

on 08/l2/l996. The claim of the applicant is that the

applicant and her mother are the two dependants of the

deceased employee. Since there was no earning member in

the family^she had applied for compassionate appointment

"in place of her father". It is admitted by the applicant

that by letter dated Il/l2/l997 (Annexure a/5) she was

informed by the respondents that her claim for compass

ionate appointment v/as rejected, having been found unfit

under the sch^e of compassionate appointment. The
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learned counsel of the applicant states that since the

order dated 11/12/1997 (Annexure a/5) was not a speaking

order, the applicant was repeatedly requesting for

reviewing the matter, but ultimately the applicant was

informed by a letter dated 05/05/2000 (Annexure a/6) that

the request of the applicant for compassionate appointment

has already been decided and is rejected. Therefore this

application has been filed. The learned counsel stated

that in view of the fact that there is a need for

compassionate appointment on the death of the deceased

Government servant this Tribunal should issue directions

to the respondents to consider the case of the applicant.

2. We have heard learned counsel of the applicant.

The deceased Government servant died on 08/l2/l996. The

object of providing compassionate appointment is to help

the surviving members of the family of the deceased

Government servant in their financial distress. However

the posts filled up by compassionate appointment are

limited and there are several applications. Therefore the

respondents lawfully adopted the practice of screening of

the applications considering the most deserving cases for

such appointment. The respondents vide their letter dated

11/12/1997 (Annexure a/5) had stated that the application

of the applicant was considered but after considering the

case of the applicant on standards prescribed for such

reservation for compassionate appointment^her case was not

considered suitable. Therefore the respondents have

regretted her request. The contention of the learned

counsel of the applicant that the applicant continued to

send representations and reminders does not help in this

case, we^prima facie,find that there as no error in the

order dated Il/l2/l997 (Annexure a/5), but the applicant
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should have approached this Tribunal inmedlately
thereafter. However it was not done, on the other hand, the
applicant haa been admittedly seeking employment on fur
ther representations. The Hon-ble supreme court in the
«se of Admin, of union Terltory of Daman & Dleu £, ors.
vs. R.D. Valand 1995 (83 SIR 516 have held that repeated
representations do not enlarge the period of limitation.
Therefore,„e find that the present original Application
is filed beyond the period of limitation prescribed under
section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act. Even if
we consider the subsequent letter dated 05/05/2000
(Annexure A/73^the present application is still beyond
the period of limitation. The applicant has not made any
prayer for condonation of delay, therefore this case Is
to be dismissed as barred by limitation.

However we have considered claim, on merlts/and°
we find that there Is no violation of the rules or
guidelines for compassionate appointment In this case.
ThGrefore*this applicatinn i ̂  a-.* jPPiicataon is dismissed both on the point
of limitation as well as on merits at t-h a ■ *uu merits at the admission stage
itself, with no order as to cost.
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