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I 	S 
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD. 

O.A.No.276/91. 	 Date of Judgment 

Smt. BilqhiS Begum 	.. Applicant 

vs. 
1. Dy. Director, 

Govt. of India 
Health Scheme, 
1-7-155, Bakaram, 
Hyderabad-A.P. 

Director_General, 
central Government 
Health Scheme, 
Govt. of India, 
New Delhi. 

The Secretary, 
central Health Scheme, 
Govt. of India, 
Nariman Bhavan, 
New Delhi. 

The Mdl. Director, 
Central Government 
Health centre, 
1-7-155, Bakaram, 
Hyderabad-A.P. Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 
	Shri N.Rarnmohan Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.Bhaskar Rao, Addl. CGSC 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubrarnaflian : Member(A:) 

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhar Reddy Member(J) 

I Judgment as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubrarnanian,Metflber(A) ( 

This application is filed by Smt. Bilquis .Begum 

under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act1  1985 

against the Dy. Director, Govt. of India Health Scheme, 

1-7-155, Bakaram, Hyderabad-A.P. & 3 others, praying for a 

direction to the respondents to reinstate her to the post of 

pharmacist Gr.I. 

2. 	The applicant was appointed as pharmacist Gr.I in 

July, 178 in the Office of the Chief Medical Officer, 

Central Government Health Scheme (C.G.H.S. for short). 

After her marriage she could not work and she submitted 
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her resigrfation. 

ker husband died in January, 1988. 	tHA year 

in Januar', 1989 she started representing seeking re- 

employmen1 in the grade she held for a short time a decade 

gy!a letter dated 4.12.89, the Dy. Director, C.G.H.S. 

Hyderabad asked her if she was willing to be re-employed 

in any C.9.H.S. Office outside.Hyderabad. The applicant 

replied 4te very next day expressing her willingness 

but in Hyerabad whenever a vacancy arose. Finally, 

by lettez dated 21.6.90, the Addl. Director, C.G.H.S. 

Hyderaba informed her that there is no provision for re-

employmer1t and she could not be re-employed. Aggrieved, 

the applicantproached this Tribunal with the O.A. 

The respondents oppose the application and have filed 

a counteif affidavit. The facts as narrated by the applicant 

are not ciisputed. It is statede Directorate wanted to 

know wheher the applicant would accept re-employment 

outside Ikyderabad and the response of the applicant was 

conveyed to them. The Directorate examined the case and 

in the Øsenee of any provision in the rule replied the 

local at4thorities accordingly. This was, in turn, 

communicted to the applicant. 

We 4,ave examined the case and heard both the sides. 

The applicant has served the respondents for just over a 

year. She tendered her resignation in January. 1980. 

However, when she was again compelled to seek employment, 

she approached the respondents in 1989. Besides the 

concerndd authority she approache5bther functionaries like 

the Miñisters etc. The correspondence is just by way of 

acknowledgments of receipt and onward forwarding. There is 

no deciion anywhere. The Directorate examined her 
4%JC a4 

willingness to be re-employed bu-tin effect restricted to 

only Hy4erabad whereas the Directorate wanted to know' 

whether she was prepared to be re-employed outside Hyderabac! 

Anyway, when there is no provision, according to the 

respondents, for re-employment, such willingness or 
- 	
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'ti. I 

To - 

The Deputy Director, Govt. of India, 
Health Scheme, 1-7-155, Baicarain, Hyderab_ •p•  

The Director_General, Central Government, 
Health Scheme, Govt. of India, New teihi. 
The Secretary, Central Health Scheme, 
Govt. of India, Nariman Bhavanw New Delhi. 

The Addl Direttor, Central. Gdvernment Health Centre, 
1.7-155, Bakaram, Hyderabac3-Ap. 

5. One copy to Mr.N.Raxn(nohan .Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. 

One copy to Mr.N.Bhaskar Rao, Addl. CGSC. CAT Hyd, 
One spare copy. 

pv rn 
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otherwise is of no relevance. The learned: counsel for the 

applicant argued that calling for such willingness itSelf 

has vested in theapplidant a right for re-employment. We 

do not accept this, since merely seeking some information 

is no commitment. It only shows their earnestness in 

examining the case from many angles. 

The learned counsel for the applicant! drew our attention 

to the fact that the resigrátion was accepted nearly 9 years 

after it was submitted. He contended thai the applicant has 
Yj€.eaàc. e4 £.q  wn.e4 o&tknq LWa 

a right to resume service .xacceptance of the resigna- 

tion on 4.12.89. But then, there is another aspect to this 

qtiestion. During the entire period)the applicant was on 

unauthorised absence. Moreover, the applicant has not made 

this an jssue in any of her representatiors or in the O.A. 

even. This delay on the part of the respondents does not 

help her. It is plain that both the applicant and the 

respondents have forgotten the resignation question over 

9 years.;  No attempt was even made to wittdraw the resigna-

tion before it was accepted. 

What now survives in the applicetionis only compassion 

for the applicant who has just put in a little over one year 

of service more than a decade ago. In the absence of any 

provision in the rules for re-employment in such cases, 

we cannot compel the respondents to offer! her re-employment. 

We, therefore, dismiss the case with no order as to costs. 

However, this disposal should not come in:  the way of the 

respondents if they want to rehabilitate the hapless 

applicant ±fxtkyxwznt in any other manne± in accordance wit1 

rules. 

( R.Balasubramanian 
Mernber(A). 

I 	 Dated 	January, 1992. 

TcJ- J 
( T.Chandrsekhar Reddy 

Memer(J). 
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IN THE, CEi'dpJJJ WMINI9TRATIwETjj.But3,I 
HYLEPABAD BENCH AT. HYDERABAD 

THE HON'BLJI#1p. 	• 

	

THE HON'I3LE MR\ 	- 

THE HONTBLE NrR.BALAsu8pJJ4JNIi-Ay - 
AND 

THE HON' BLE MR'7c icky4Ly 3ZAiqi( 31 
* 	

I) 

LMTEE. 	_iggQ 

OEWEW JUDGMENT: 

- 	-r - 0 	
. 	 M.A./R

in— 

t1eth.4 - • 

I 
O.A.No,  

4thikaI AdministraIytTrjhu$S - 	
. 	 DESPATCH 

AAted and Interim di. ections 
Issed. 	 - - 	

- 	 I 	 HYflFRABAD I3ENCR. 
Allbwd. . 	 -- . 
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Dis;ed of with directionr.  

- 	 Dismised 	 • 

Dismi. sed as withdrawn. ss  

- 	No order as to costs. 




