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OR D E R 

B.C.Sarma, A.M. 
1' 

This is an application filed by applicant Nbi who is 

the ujdu of the deceased Railway employee and applicant No.2 who is 

0  the elde 	on of the employee. The ox—Railway employee had died in 

harness on 22.9.77 leaving behind the applicant No.1 and two minor 

	

6 	SOnS including the applicant No.2. The applicant had prayed  to the 
employment 

Railway auritle( n the Respondent authorities have deniedassis— 

tance on compassionate ground in their letter dated 6.9.96 Annexure 'B' 

to the application. Being aggrieved thereby the iflStaflt application 

has been filed for a direction on the respondents to give compassionate 

appointment to applicant No.2. 

2. 	 When the matter is taken up for admission hearing today 

Pis.9.Ray, counsel appears for the respondents and strongly opposes 

the case. She submits that t-h-i-o-is a case of compassionate appointment 

w.baethe Hon'ble Apex Court in 1996(1) SCSLJ has ordered that no 

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



after the attainment of the majority S the applicant's son. 

3. 	 We have heard the counsel for both the parties and 

perused the records and considered the Pacts and circumstances 

of the case. lr.Banerjee counsel for the applicants submits that 

in this case a reply was received by the applicants only in 1996 

and therefore, the application is not barred by limitation. We 

are, however, not satisfied by the submission of flr.Banerjee. 

The Cause  of action arose when the applicant No.2 attended the 

majority in 1981. There is no document produced before us to 

shOw when the applicants made representations to the Railey 

Authorities for compassionate appointment. In their reply, the 

respondents have categorically contended that no such represen— 

tatian had been made. The applicsntshave also not Piled any 

copy of representation made by them. This application has been 

riled on 7.2.979 20 years after the death of the Railway employee 

and 16 years after the attaining of majority by applicant No.2. 

We are, therefore, of the view that on the basis of the judgment 

of Hon'ble Apex Court the application is liable to be dismissed 

in limini. In View of the above the application is dismissed in 

limini at the stage of admission hearing itself without any order 

as to costs. 
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