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1'R .N. S4HU, IEMR (D12) * The claim in this case is for a direction 

to the respondents to appoint the appikint either as a 

L.D.C. or ?'eter Reader, under the Rehabilitation Assjst_ 

ance SCherre, Within a time-frame. 

2. The brief facts are not in dispute. The applicant's 

father died on 6.12.1990, at the age of 47. The applicant 

applied to the Chief Engineer(P), R & B, Secunderabad, 

Andhra Pradesh to appoint him as L.D.C. on compassionate 

ground. The Garrison Engineer, R & B, Baijasore, by his 

letter dated 14.11.1992, required the applicant to 

intimate whether he would be willing to accept the post 

of Meter Reader instead of L.D.C. and if so, his 

willingness was solicited. By the letter dated 22.11.1992, 

the applicant expressed his willingness to accept the 

post of Meter Reader. The grievance of the applicant is 

that till now he received rither an appointment as 

L.D.C. nor that of a 1'ter Reader. 

2. The counsel for the respondents stated that i 

the applicant had applied for a  post of Mte, there was 

a vacancy and he would have been absorbed, but he applied 

for L.D.C. on 17.7.1991 for which he is qualified and 

empanelled for appointment. He mentioned that he is at 

51. No.35 in the list of persons waiting for appointment 

as L.D.C. and 15 have already been appinted. This list 

of pe rs OnS is pre pare d taking the date of death of the 

main bread-winner in a chronological manner. With regard 
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to the post of a lter Reader, learned counsel for the 

respondents says that it is a  100 per cent promotional 

post from the post of Ite in which the applicant's 

fat her  was  working. 

3, 	I have heard the learned counsel for the 

respondents Shrj U.B.Mohapatra. Nobody app&red at the 

time of hearing of this case on behalf of the applicant. 

There is a contradiction in the stand of the respondents. 

They had themselves solicited the willingness of the 

applicant for the post of a Yeter Reader instead of 

L.L.C. on 14.11.1992. 1ccordingly the applicant had 

sent his willingness on 22.11.1992. The post of meter 

Reader is not a Gazetted post. It is either a Group D 

or Group C post to which appoinemtns on Comçmssionate 

grounds can be made. Cbviously the applicant is 

qualified for the post of Meter Reader, oterwise the 

applicant's willingness could not have been officially 

solicited. There Was alsO a vacancy in the post of 

Meter ieader. Thdt apart, it is admitted that the 

applicant is also qualified for the post of L.D.C. 

The question at issue is whether the respondents are 

justified in delaying the appointment to him. 

4 • 	I am anzed to note that the respondents in their 

counter-affklavit cited the decision of the Supreme 

Court red4ig tJrnesh Kumar Igpal in defence of their 

stand. They have not read the order of the Supreme  

Court properly. The Supreme Court consistently held 

in a  series of decisions that a  compassionate 
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appointnErxt is made only to relieve the dependants 

of the bread-winner from penury and starvation. There 

is absolutely no point in delaying the appointnt. 

The bread.,wjnner died in this case on 6.12.1990. The 

applicant had applied in 1991. He was informed in 

1992 that they were prered to consider his appoint... 

nnt as Yeter Reader to which he consented. It is to 

be clearly inferred from Annexure-3 by which 

Shrj K.K.Khosla, Garrison Engineer had written to 

the applicant for seeking hiw willingness for the 

post of Meter Reader, hiw qualifications were 

considered, his suitabjljtjes were adjiAdicated upon, 

and thereafter the offer was given. It is illogical 

to keep the applicant waiting ozre his consent is 

sent on 22.11 .1992. 1hether it is a promotional post 

or an entry post is inTnaterial. Wherever there is a 

vacancy the applicant has to be absorbed as a measur e 

of relief and rehabilitation. The very fact of delay 

defeats the sole purpose of giving compassionate 

appoint nnt. 

5. 	I,  therefore, direct that within a period of 

four weeks from the date of receipt of this order, the 

applicant be appointed either to a post of Meter 

Reader or to the post of a L.DC. 

Keeping people on the waiting list for years 

tcgether does not serve any purpose • If the post of 

L*D,,C os are not released or there is some hitch aut 
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the vacancy, it does not mean that compassionate 

appointments shall get postponed. Postponing an 

appointment 	happened in this case by more 

than 5 years is impermissib].e. The respondents 

are advised before I part with these records, to 

ensure that once they decide to give appointment 

on compassionate grounds, it should be done within 

a reasonable period in order to be effectively 

helpful to the depandants ofthe deceased who are 

deprived of sustenance because of the prerrture 

death of the sole bread..winner. In doing so they 

will only comply with the proposition of law 

consistently iaii dain by the Supreme Court in a 

number of cases. One of them, quoted by the 

respondents in their cOurlter-affjc3avjt is that of 

UiTesh Kurrpr Nagpal, 

6. 	The application is allowed with the above 

observations. Cost of Rs.500 be paid to the applicant. 

(N. SMIU) 
MER DMIN 	lvi) 

B .K .Sahoo// 


