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© Heard on 3 24.6,1999 | DOrder on 3 24.6.1999

ORDER

S.N. mllick’ V.C.

-

In this 0,A,» the applicant has prayed for the follouing

relisfs 3 :
|
fo (a) The order dated 10.1.1991 be declﬂrad bad and the
' ' gsamg be directed to be sat aside.

(b) An order of injunction restraining the roSpondents
from giving effect or any further effact toiths
impugned order dated 10.1.1991 and they be directed
to act in accordance with the order dated 3;2,1990 -
and the respondents be further restrained from
in terfering with the job of the applicant as labar
in the I'letal & Stesl Factorys Icchaporer Or; from
acting in any way contrary to the order datad
3.2.1990 or from acting in any other way lncm31stent

thereuith-\
i‘
2. M, Mdhugidan Bansrjees ths ld.cainsel @ppearing for tha

. ..
responden tg has taken a preliminary objection to this application
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‘atten tion hasy howsvers been drayn to condition no.(x) given

dn the graund that it is hOpalassly'barred'by_limitafion.
3, The facts are as follows -

It is stated that tha Father of the spplicents while
sarving under the responden t-authorities s a Labcur':-erv d ied
in hamess on 15.8,1988., His mother thereafter moved the
respondan t=au thorities to gi-v'a.an ‘appo’inﬁnent to the applicant
on compassionate grr.u'ndv By anletter dated 3;2. 19907“‘ the
applicant wag given an appomtment on ctanassionﬂte graind as

a Lebaurer under the ras;:ondants (vida annexure 'A') It is

his further case that-on the basis of the said 1ettar of

sppointmen tr the applicant duly reported for duty bafor the
responden t-au thoritiss after police vanhcatiom madlcal
examination etc. and he served there @s @ Labarer f‘Or 5 days.
But thereafter he wag asked not to raport for duty ‘any more.
Since then» the @pp licant filed several represmtations but

by a letter dated 20,2,1990s the applicant's 'nother was
informed that since her elder son» Nirmal Lakr&» w@s serv ing

in the factory» her raguest for compassimate sppointment of
her yander sons Turia Lakras i.e. ‘the ﬁre‘seint app“lican t» cawld
not be acecedad .to, | _

4, After going thraugh tha snnexuress it appaars that tha
applicant is totally confused sbaut his status or about his
right to be enf‘orced through this ‘Tribunal, Thers has been
wrong dascnptmn of the annexures 'A' and 'B' in the averments
made in the 0, A, Rnnexura 'AY dated 3.2.1990 is not a letter
of appointment but is an offer of appointment to .'the‘ applicant.
It does not. say that such appointment was given on cdmpassionata-
ground., It dn'ly sdys tha:t he uas givén an offer Ilczf‘ app'ointmant

by the responden t-authorltias on the terms given below. Qr

thgrein uhich states that -this appointment is 8}50 subject
to the condition that he wasld xhﬂin tain his'uidbu mothers
dependent brothers and sisfers. Annexure 'B' dated 20.2.1990
does not support the applicant's case In any uay;. It is

addressed to the mother of ths applicant and it runs as

1
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 has filed this application on 22,1.1996 i.e, mich beyond the

folloys =
" P P, 1 L T o
is regretted yaur regiest for special employment on
compassicate gramnd under D-in-H Scheme to yair .
younger sony Shri Turia Lakras cannot be acceded to."
Ar;nexura-'c' dated 10 th January» 1991, records that the
| applic‘ant's mother filed snother representation in reference
to the respondents order dated 20.2.1390» which uas'algo
rejected. »
5. There is nothing to shoy that the applicant was given
any compassioate appointment under the rasponden t-au thorities.
Atleastr annexura 'A' dossnot support the cmtmt;m of the
“applicent. | furthermore» excepting the statement made 'in
paragraph 4(b) of the 0,A.,» there is no,'.'sspporting material to
shoy that the applicant ‘accaptsd the said of fer an;d‘ joined in

the said post, It is his case that after join ing there» he

worked there for 5 days and thereafter he was asked not to

report, Under such circumstencess his cause of action arose mn
th-e day yhen he was asked by the respondents not;to report

for dutys who in fact terminated his serv ices. in ;the said post,
In thﬂi positiom' the applicant shald have approached this

Tribunal yithin @ ygar from tvha datg of terminations but has

" prescribed period of limitation, Thers ig also no praygr for
condonation of delays as required under thg AT Act. Under
such circumstancess we accept the contention of the ld.c@nsax
@ppearing for the respondents thatg the app lication is hopeless
barred by limitation, . ' |

6.  M.,N,Ghoshy appearing for the ‘@pplicant has prayed for

leave to file an application for condonation of delay, 3uch

leaver in air view shasld not be granted after a lapsg ‘of

?04/-
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3 years from the date of‘,f:ll:mg the orlgmal applz_cation.
The epp lication is dismissed for bemg barred by limitation

Te
at the stage of admission,’ ' Jf
. § : *
8, No order is made as to costs. . | o
. ) ' o t

M&Mf)
(S.N. lic.k)’

(B P.Singh)
Administrative Member vlce-Chairman
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