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and one
providing an employment assistance(to one of her family
members)did not yield any fruitful result,theAppiicant
(Smt, NMishamani Sinsh) filed Original Application No£287
of 2002 séeking a direction (to the Respondents)to
provide cmployment asgsistance tc#ne of her family
mempbers, Similarly,when her request (for payment of
family pension,death gratuity and cash payment towards
unutilised leave) was. rejected by the Respondents(under
Annexure-6 dated 17-04-2002) she filed Original
Application No, 714 of 2002 with prayer for a direction

(to the Respondents ) to release those dues and by
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£iling Original Application No,724 of 2002, she has prayed
fox.a direction (to the Respondents)to consider/reconsider
her huskand®s case for approval/confirmation in G, D

cadre (with effect from the date his junior i,e, Res,

£t

No,4 was approved/confirmed in the said cadre) with a1l
consequential service/financial benefits(as has been
paid to Respondent No,4) wli ch would have been paid to

Applicant's husband,had he been approved/confirmed in the
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gaisl Canre,

St The fate of the two cases{namely 0,A,Nos,
714/2002 and 287/2002) depends upon the result of the

Originel Application No,724/2002 and,therefore,it is

necessary to deal with,at the first instance,the grievance
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3 Engagement of the husband of the Applicant
as Casual Labourer since 1971-72 and conferment of

1

temporary status on him with effect from 29,11,1989

¥

not keing in diszpute, the Applicant has cleaimed that

asin
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e Respondent No, 4(whose entry into
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sual Labhourer was ﬁt a later point of time than
the husbard of the Applicant) was regularised (in the
LPC held during dune,1998) wee, £, Novemizer,1992, her
husband®s case should not haVe.hQQn ilgnored for such
regularisation and that, zince the husbana of the

o several representations (with regard

cegularisation)that 4id not yield any
fruitful result, it has been prayed that gince the

hushand of the applicant had rendered 29/30 years of

service (i,e, 17/18 vears of Casual Service and about
12 years of secrvice with temporary status) and explred

prematurely on 08,10,02s the family menbers should not

S

have been allowed to move on the street with kegging
bowlg, It has heen stated that the deceased employee

was the only earmning member of the Ffamilwy anﬂ,ﬁhereforey
& direction ought to be issued to the Respondents to
regularise the service of her hushand (w,e, £, the date

when Respondent No,4 was regularised in November,1992)
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4, Respondents have filed their counter;in

which they have not disputed the factual aspects of
the matter,liowever,with regard %o non regularcisation
(woeeof, the date when Res spondent No,4 was regularised)

it has been subaitted that the confitmation of the

hushand of the Applicant:in GL,D post was taken into
consideration (in the DPC held during the year 1998)
alongwith Respondent No,4 and others; but the said DPC

did not recommend the case of the husband of the Applicant

for such regularisation; due to the reason that, though

he had sta

@ to have read upto Class-V he could not
produce the School Certificate in sunport of his '
qualification and the date of his birth, It is the

case of the Respondents that the husband of the Applicant

produced a Horoscope in support of his date of - birth;

put, 28 per the latest maling, the Horscope in support

of date of birth is not acceptablé in the matter of
appointment/employment and that the desirable qualification
(cf Vth standard pass)could not be established in absence
of scheol Certificate and,as for regular isation, the person

(even with temporacy status)has to

s

the reguirement
£ Rules; fox which the case of the husband of the Mpplicant
could not se recommended by the DPC. It has been stated

the counter that as per the decision dated 12,064,199

a,Casual Labourers with

tug,would be treated at par with temporary
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eaploveas fox the purpose of grant of certaln benefits
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was made from the salary of the Applicart,wWith the

above stutements, the Respondents have opposed the

cases of the Applicant,

. We have he ariviearnc« Counsel for bhoth
sldes on the above issues and perused Lna material s,
placed on record, It iz seen that even though regul a-
Respondent No,4 took place in the year

598 with effect from 1992, the hushand of the Applicant
' ER

slept over the matier (after filing the representations

/

as alleged) did not take any further action for

redressal of his grievances,Undex the law, the man,/
person,who sleeps over his grievance is not entitled
4,

Lo get any reunedy after explry of a considerable period
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and in that event "del 2y and Lachos" stends on his way
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0L his grievances, Respondents have also

their counter,with regard to

reprecentations made by the

Loy

Administrative Tribunals Act,l1985 cleally provides that

an order,the aggrieved party, six months after

the representation,can aspproach the Tribunal,1f
noorder is passed on the sald representstion or within
one year from the ﬁate of the - grderrwhich hag th been
done hy the hushand of the Applicant in this case, Flither
on perusal of the minutes of the DPC it is seen that even

thouoh the hushand of the dpplicant wag considered fog

recul to lack of documents/supoorting mat i.lr
- 1 ¢ o for} r i

he could npot ke considered/recommended for resularisation 4
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in G, D post thoush he is senior to Respondent NOQ&;
Therefore,no. breach of any of the Rules or law has
been shown by the Applicant,question of dlrecting
for regularisation is unwarranted, That apart, this

Original Application is grossly barred by limitation,

Hence this Original Application No;724 of 2002 is

dismissed being of no merit,

L

Since the Applicant's husband was not a
regul ar employee (gas per the Riles quoted by the
Respondents and has ing upon which the prayer for
release of the retiral dues has been rejected)no
relicef (for retiral benefits can be granted:more so

in absence of any Prayer for quash.ing of such

Rule/lettar;ﬁenCG, the 0,A,No, 714 of 2002

alls and

ta3

is accordingly dismisscd.l
@

S0 far as the prayer for providing employment
assistance made in 0,A.N0.287 of 2002 it is to ba noted

here that as per the Yecords, the hushband of the Applicant

AS peg the Circular dated 05,11,1598 produced by the
R?saor&ouLu,thouvk the family momber of a temvorary
status cmployee is not entitled for employment assistance

but here is a peculiar caseywhere the hushband of the

Applicant was allowed to serve even with the lack qualifi-

cation for such a long time till his death,Except 2 paltry

amount of his own saevings,nothing has boen pald in lieu
(N

of pensionary duecs and not even monthly pension, It has !/
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veen stated that the hushand of the Applicant was the
érly gaining membel of his Family,In this view of the
matter, Postal Department being a vast vrganisition,
there would be no difficulty,1f the cage of one of the
members of the fanily of the deceased employee is
considered for any work in the Departnent on comoassionate
gnOunﬁ.TheE?foxa;whilc disposing of this U, N, NO, 287 of
2002, we direct the Applicant to make a detalled
fepresentation to the Resnondent Nosl{within a perioad
of fifteen days hence):who should personally look into
the mat'ér anﬂ,if POssible,provide a jok to one of the
family members for sistenance of the livelihood of the
deceased family members, in these hard days, We hope and
trast that the Regpondent No,1 will look into the
grievance of the Applicant within a period of sixty days

from the date of receipt of such g representation,

In the light of the discussions made above,

all these three Original Applications are dispcosed of,
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