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V'AL, 
	 iieard Shri A.K.Mldhanty, learned 

A - 	-1 il ) ' 3 ri 
- z: -;/ 

counsel for the applicant and Shri BoDash, 

learned Addl.Standing Counsel appearing on 

oehalf of: the. Respondents and perused the 

materials place4i on record. 

The f acts in brief are that the 

applicant, j*z is the widow of late Natabar 
h ad' 

Das, Ex-F.A., Cuttack G.F.0.,, wholexpired on 

1.1.1997, It has been disclosed -by the 

applicant that immediately after the death 

of her husbando she had filed an application 

sec.-.,'King compassionate appointment, which was 

alls.:, approved by the Respondents-Department, 

'ent of Post Offices# '.1owever, Senior superinten& 

.1.')ivisj-jn, although issued a letter 

,lated 11,"'.6.1999, Dffering a-.-ppointinents to all 

L-he candidates waiting for compassionate 

appointment,,. later-an, by another letter 

dated 19.3.2001, he called upon the applicant 

to exercise her willingmess to be, appointed 

against any G.D.S. post under the Rehabilitatior 

Assistance Scheme or willing to serve in any 

(,)the--r Ministry of the Department, if vacancy 

was avail"le tl&-re, but n,,) appointnent was 

given to her so far. Her nwe x= all along 

remained in the waiting list. It is in this 

backiarop of the facts, the applicant has 

prayed for direction to be issued to the 

.,Respondents to give appointment in favour 

her son uneter com,,passionate appainL-ment scher-.ie~q 

.......... . 
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either against any regular post in the 

POst office or against any pust,of Gramin 

Uak Sevak. 

The Respondents in their counter 

while refut-ing the facts of the case, hai,,r 

state~' clearly that the, appointment w~­ 

tO availability of vacancy in Grotq~,,~ 

ca'.'re under c~~npassiOnate quOta. Althoug-In 

-they ha& asked for willingness for 

in any ather Ministry of the Deparb-tent or zr. 

against any G.D.S. appointment, she 

avail of the opportunity offered to h,~!,,_­.. 

instead of exercising her option, the a.j'~ 

nex infomed the Departanzent vide her let,,L 

~Iated 8.2.2002 to Consider appointment ."Ll 

fw,rour of her s~Dn, Debendra Das 
) 
in tbc 

Department as he'had attained majority. 1-114, 

have, h6wever, denied that slach a represer'-z—, 

tion was ever received by them and ever 

that representation 'had been received, 1'. 

wouleo not have b4een possible Eor thc.m 

­­.)nsider such request formally as 

sclime does.not provide the cmpassionaLe 

appointment to be a transerat)le on(,.~. 

learned counsel for the applicant I. izis 

repeatedly submitted during oral argument 

that having regard t0 the economic condition 

of the. - family of the deceased Govtoservanto, 

U a sympathetic view ought to be taken ir - u~ 

n, atter. In reply to this,, the Respow".1ents 

have drawn my notice to the Judgment of the 

11,L=I ble Apex 	in the case of LIC of 

vs. 1:11'rs.Ashn Ranachran~,r,:, ATP,1~el<ar 
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has been held that the Courts/Tribunals 

,,,hcjuld not direct c~xipassionate appointment 

f sympat.-)- ,*~r'und o 

to 4nF,--",-tions of the low 

'Respondents have also argued,, relying on the 

judgment of U.K.Nagpal case that a compassionate 

appointment canndkt be asked as a matter of 

right and iefinitely Govt. job does n~Dt run~, 
i'-, 

successively in a family hierarchy. 

The law pronounced by the Apex Court 

ir; Aska 	 precludes me to 

t,akc~ a vie,,4 	 the scheme provision for 

the purpose of compassionate appointment. 

rbe fact of the anatter in this case is that 

de~ath of 4.-.he Govtservant took place on 1.1.97., 

widow coula not be 4ppointed althoug(h 

ppo in trzie nt d, ue to ~ 1 a= k o f for aL 

VZIKZ~,",--A- *~cy uneter compassionate quota and that tbe 

a1or)licant %,as n-,)t 	w-lil]-ing to be considered 
Hr..1 C-t "V~/ 

a-A i r'I this is h0w 

she did riot exercise her option for appoin-tMent 

G.D.Ss post. ror all these reasonse 

is hardly any scophe for judicial 

intervention and accordingly, the O.A. being 

IV is 	 c ists. 


