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Present ¢ Hor'ble Dr.BeC.Sarma, Administrative Member

Hon'ble Mr.D.Purkayastha, Judicial Member

SMT, SUSHILA MAL & ANR,

VS
UNION OF INDIA & ORS.

For the applicant ¢ Mr.A.K.Banerjee, counsel
Mr.S.Mahapatra, counsel

ForAthe‘resnmndents: Ms.B«Ray, counsel

" Heard on $ 22,4,87 - Order on § 22,4,97
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This is an application filed by applicant No.1 yho is

the widey of the deceased Rgiluay employee and applicant No,2 yho is

the eldest son of the employee, The ex-Railway empleyee had died in

harness on 22,9,77 laaving behind the applicant Ne.q and two minor

s0Nns 1nclud1ng the applicant Nes2, The gpplicant had prayed to the

‘ "~ employment
Railuay a i Respandent authorities have denied/assis-

tance en cempassionate ground in their letter dated 6,9.96 Annexure 'B°

te the application, Being aggrieved therebg the instant application

has been filed for a dirsctisn on the resgondenfs to give compassionate

appointment to applicant Ne,2,

2, | When the matter is taken up for admission hearing teday
Ms.B.Ray, counsel appears for the respondents and strengly eppeses

the case. Sha submits that bhie—és a case of compassionate appointment
whepe the Hon'ble Apex Court in 1996(1) SCSLI has ordered that ne

appointment will be given in such cases which have been filed lang



after the attainment of the majority U?'the applicant's sen,

3. We have heard'the'couhsel for beth the parties and
perused the recerds and considered the facts and circumstances
of the case., Mr.Banerjee counsel fer the agpplicants submits that
in'this case a reply uas'reéeived by the 8pplidants enly in 1996'
and therefore, the application is not barred by limitation, Ue
are, hmuéver, not satisfied by the submission of Mr .,Banerjee,
The cause of actien arase when the applicant No.2 attended the
majority in 1981, There is no decument produced before us to
shoy yhen the applicants made represéntations to the Railgay
Authorities Fer compassionate appeintment, In their reply, the
fESpondents hava categorically contended that no sﬁch represén--
tation had been made. The applicants.have alse not filed any
copy of representation made by them, This application has baen
Filed on 7,2.97,20 years after the death of the Railuay empleyee
and 16 years after the attaining of majerity by applicant No,2,
We are, therefore, of the viey that on .the basis of the'judgment
of Hon'ble Apex Court the application is liable to be dismissed
in limini, In viey of the above the application is dismiséed“ié
limini at the stage of admissien hearing itself uithaué any order

as to costs,
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