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Heard ld.counsels Mr.A.Chakrabortys over an applicatidn

filad by Smi.Ganga Rani Mondal and Shri Ranjan Kumar Mondal,

who are the widoy and son of the doccﬁzgd employesy Late Manus
KN 4 -

Ex-Gangman under Pul Kharagpurilprayin

for @ direction

upon the respondents to consider the case of appeintment

on compassionate ground of applicant no.2» since the railuay

.smployea disd in harness in 1975.

2. It is stated by the applicants that at the time of

desath of the railyay smployees applicant no.2 yho is his

3rd sons wls @ minor» and after attaining majoritys he

\)ﬁ? applied fFor compassionite appointments but that was rejected
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by ths authority by @ letter dated 15.3.1993 (annaxuia "A' to the
application). Bsing aggrieved by the said order of rejection

the applicants have filed this caése before the Tribunal,

3. Tha respondents hive not filed any reply in this case

but ld.counsels fre.P.Chatterjess appearing on behalf of the
respondentss submits that on the face of the application the
same is not maint;inabla and is bﬁrrad by the lay of limitation.
4, Ld.counsel for the applicants drays my attention to the
letter dated 15.3.1993 at annexure ‘A’ to the application and
submits that the representation of applicant no.2 uas not duly
cons idered by the respondents. Therebys thds application should
be alloyed ui;h @ direction upon the respondents to consider
the cass of the applicant no,2 afrash,

5. Ld.counsel for the respondents submits that the impugned
order itself shous that the representation of applicant no.2
wag considered and it @s found barred by limitation in terms

of extant rulss contained in Estt.51l. N0.106/85. He fur ther
submits that the order of rejection was issusd on 15.3.1993

and the @pplicants have filed this application before the
Tribunial on 22.9.1997. Hence the spplication shouyld buvdiamissad
on the ground of limitation itself,

6. I have considered the submigsions of the ld.counsel for
beth the parties and I find that the application is hopelessly
barred by limitation. The applicants in their application did
not explain ths reasons as to yhy they could not approach this
Tribun&l gseon after the rejection of ths prayer of compassionate
appointment of applicant no.2 vide the lettsr dated 15.3.1993
and G;ES/;;;ained silent for this long period. In view of the
aforesaid circumstancesr 1 am of the considered vieu that this
application is hopelessly barred by limitation as alsoﬂ{;;hos

on ths part of the applicents to approeach this Tribunal for
granting appropriate relief yithin time.

7 The application is dismissed having no merit. No order is
made as to costs. | q/

MM
(D.,Purkayagths)
Judiciel Member




