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OR DE 

A.K.Chatterjee, V.C. 

The petitioner had f.ile 0.A.558 of 1996 seeking an 

appointment on compassionate ground on the death in ha'nesè 

of her husband, Bijey $ingh9ose, who was an emp1oye of 

Eastern Railway in C & LI LJor;ks op at Likuah, This D.A o was 
I. 	H disposed or on 9.1.197 with tbe,directjon Upon the respondents 

f. 

particularly the respondent no.5, to dipose e the representa- 



tion filed • by the petitioner n 15.3.1 96 within two months 

from the date of comnunication of the order. It was further 

ordered that in case no appointment was given, a speaking order 

should be passed which should be comnuiiicated to.the petitioner. 

She now alleges that the repondent no.5 of the O.A., who is 

the only respondent in the present application, has wilfully 

violated the aforesaid order a\s the re\resentation was not 

disposed of even till the irstnt application was filed on 

11.4.1997 despite the fact tha it was ~uly cornnunicated by 

the applicant.by  registered pot which was. received by the 

:peôflttte$pofldeflt on 22.1.1997. She, ~hereforer prays that a 

conterrpt rule should be isjId. 

Though no reply has been filed on behalf of the respOn-. 

dents, theIr ld.counsal has stated that as a matter of fact 

no representation dated 15.31996 was ra eived. This contention 

cannot be bwshed aside as the petitioner has not produced any 

document to show that the representation was duly sent. In 

such situation, there cannot beany ques ion of disposal of 

the supposed representation and ~consequan'tly no contdnt rule 

can bs issued. 

However, we are disposed o give an1 opportunity to the 

petitioner, considering her dis essed àohdition, to put in 

another application to the concened authbrity seeking compa-

ssionate appointment and if any such application is made, the 

same shall be duly consideredancl in caselit is turned do, a 

reasoned order, should be recorded and comnunicated to the 

petitioner within ten weeks from the data. of receipt of fresh 

representation from the petitioner. 

Subject to the observation s above, the CPC is rejected, 

No order is made a to costg. 

This order be comnunicatad to the patiñ forthwith. 
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