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In this O.A.9 the applicant, has prayed for the following 

reliefs ; 

The order dated 10.1.1991 be declared bad and the 
game be directed to be set aside. 

An order of injunction restraining the respondents 
from giving effect or any further effect tothe 
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 
interfering wjththe jab of the applicant as labair 
in the Metal & Steel Factoryp Icchaporep or, from 
acting in any way contrary to the order dated 
3.2.1990 or from acting In any other way inconsistent 
therewith. 

2. 	fIr. lladh.i s.idan Banerj ee, the Id. cain sal. app earing for the 

respondents has taken a preliminary objection to this applicatiOn 
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on the grwnd that it is hopelesslybarredbYlimittiOfl. 

3. 	The facts are as f011ows 

It is 5tatd that the father of the applicants while 

serving under the respondent,ithOriti8s as a Labcurer, died 

in harness on 15.8.1988. His mother thereafter moved the 

responc1anba.ithOritie8 to givean appointment to the applicant 

on conpassioflate grwnd. By a letter dated 3.2.1990' the 

applicant was given an appointment on corrpassionate : gtwfld a 

a Lab curer under the respondents (vida anne..jre 'A'). It is 

his further case that on the bs15 I of the said letter of 

appointment' the applicant duly reported for duty bef'or the 

respondant_Uth0riti8S after police verification,  medical 

examination etc. and he served there as C Labcurer.  for 5 days. 

But thereafter he was asked not to report for duty any more. 

Since then' the applicant filed several representations but 

by a letter dated X.2.1990f the applicant's mother was 

informed that since her elder son, Nirmal Lakr$,  was serving 

in the factory her reqast for compassionate ppoisitment of 

her ycunqer son# Tuna LakrC, i.e. the present applicants cld 

not b a accad ad to. 

4. 	After going thruigh the •nne.jres, it appears that the 

applicant is totally. confused abcut his stabjs oabqjt his 

right to be enforced through this Tribunal. There has been 

wrong description of the annexijroS 'A' and 181  in the avarments 

made in the O.A. •Anne,.jre 'A' dated 3.2.1990.18 not a letter 

of appointment but is an of for of appointment to the applicant. 

It does not say that such appointment was given an cOMP2ssiOnatsm  

grwnd. It Only sCys that he was given an offer of appointment 

by the respondent_authorities on the terms given below. Qir 

attention has, however, been drawn to condition no.(x) given 

therein which states that th1s appointment is also subject 

to the condition that he wqjld maintain higwldpw mother, 

dependent brothers and sisters. Annexure 'B' dated 20.2.1990 

does not 3JppOrt the applicant's case in, any way:. It is 

addressed to the mother of the applicant and it runs as 
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follows — 

"Since you have suppressed the fact that your elder 
Shri Nirmal Lakra,  is serving in this factory, it 
is regretted your reqest for special employment on 
compassi'iate gra.and under 0-in-H Scheme to your 
ywnger sont Shri Tuna Lakra,  cannot be acceded to.' 

Anne,cure.'C' dated 10th January' 1991' records that the 

applicant's mother filed another representation in reference 

to the respondents order dated 20.2.1990' which was  also 

raj ected. 

There is nothing to shOw that the applicant was given 

any conpassionate appointient under the respondenta.*ithOritieS. 

Atleast,  anna,.Ire 'A' doesenQt support the centention of the 

pplicant. furthermore,, excepting the statement made'in 

paragraph 4(b) of the 0.A., there is nosupporting material to 

shOw that the 'applicant accepted the said ot'?er and joined in 

the said post. It is his case that after joining there, he 

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

report. Under such cir.jmstances, his cause  of action arose on 

the day when he was asked by the respondents not to report 

for dutyr who in fact terminated his services in the said post. 

In that positions the applicant shald have approached this 

Tribunal within a year from the date of termination, but he 

has filed this application On 22.1.1996 i.e. nuch beyOnd  the 
prescribed period of limitation. There is  also  no prsyer for 

condonation of delays as req.i med under the AT Act. Under 

such circumstances, we accept the contention or the ld.Carnsel 

appearing for the respondents that the application is hopeless 

barred by limitation. 

P'lr.N.Ghosh, appearing for the"appLtcant has prayed for 

leave to file an application for ccndonation of.  delay. 'such 

leave, in our view, shculd not be granted after a lapseof 

0 
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3 years from the date Of111nQ the original applicatiq, 

H 	 7. 	The application is 'dismissed for being barred by limitation 

af fhm m+2ngm rP dm4m4rri 


