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Order dated 4,2,2005

The father of the applicant

had to face premature retirement during the
year 1991 for the reason of his ailinc heal th.
On his retirement, as it appears, representations
were filed seeking employment on rehabilitation
assistance scheme in favour of one of the
members of the family of the Govt. servant.
The said representation stated to have been
turned down in the year 1992. Despite that,

it reveals that further representations were
filed with the same purpose, but without .

any effect. During k& April, 1995, the father
of the applicant (retired Govt.servant) died
and his wife/mother of the applicant died im
dneing November, 1997 . Even after that

repeated representations were filed till
November, 2000 and during the year 2001,
OeAeNO.29/01 was f£iled, which was disposed

of on 12.,3.2003 by this Tribunal requiring

the Respondents to give reconsideration to

the grievance of the applicant. At that

stage, the previous rejection order of 1992/93
was set aside, because the same were
bereftment of any reason. Following to the

disposal of OeAsll0.29/01 on 12.3.2003, the

~applicant represented to the authorities;

whereupon the authorities also reconsidered
passed
the matter and/order

on 11.9.2003, a copy
of which has been annexed as Annexure-A/12
to the O.As Challenging the said rejection
order under Annexure.aA/12 dated 11.9.2003,

the present O.A. under Section 19 of the
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AsTeAct, 1985 was filed during March, 2004.

By £iling a counter, the Respondents
have supported their stand/rejection order;
and by filing rejoinder the applicant has
tried tc substantiate his case,

Heard Shri TeKe.Mishra, learned counsel
for the applicant and Shri U.B.Mohapatra,

learned Sr.Standing Counsel representing the

- Respondents.Department and perused the

materials available on record.

The reasons for which the present
grievance of the applicant has been turned
down' appear to be just and proper and in the
circumstances, no direction can be issued
to the Regpondents to prOVide a compassionate
appointment to the applicant long after
15 years. The Oaie is‘accordinglyldismissed
being devoid of any merit:‘especially, when
the applicant has placed no materials to show
that at any point &f time his family was
in distress/indigent condition. No costs. -
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