IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 3 HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

T aee
0,A, 1203/95. Dt, of Decisien t 13-08-26,
M. Krupamma | : .« Applicant,

Vs

1. The Sr. Superintendent,
RMS,HPO Building,
Vi jayawada~520 001,

2. The Directer of Acceunts (Postai).
Hyderabad-500 001,

3. The Chief Pestmaster General

(representing Unien ef Inéia)
Hyderabad. . . «+ Respendents,

c_:ounsel' fer the Applicant $ Mr. C.Suryanarayana
Ceunsel fer the Respondents 3 Mr., K.Ramulu, Addl,0GSC.

CORAM3s ,
s
rnsfﬁou'ann SHRI R. RANGARAJAN § MEMBER (ADMN,)
}
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Oral Order (Per Hen'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (Adon.’

Heard Mr.C.Suryanarayana, learned ceunsel fer the
applicant améd Miss Shyama Prexy ceunsel fer &km Mr.K.Ramulu,

legrned ceunsel fer the respendents.

24 The applicent 1n'th18 OA is the widew of late
Mr.M.Dgsu, The husband ef the applicant wﬁile werking as

a Mailguard at HRO, RMS, Vijayawada erally infermed the HRO
that he waz sick and he weuldavail siek_léave frem 7-5-88, It

it stated that ne medical certificate was submitted and he
alse did net jein duty. It is alleged that he remained absent
unautherisedly frem 7-9-88 frem duty, thus vielating the
provisionqﬁf Rule 62 and 162 eof P&T Manual Velume-III* Hence
he #as preceeded against under Rule-14 of CCS{CCA) Rules 1965.
That preceedings ended with the cempulsery retirement ef the
ex-employeg,whq is n; mere n’ﬁfiﬂ the public interest in terms
of meme Ne.B.2/31/11 dated 13~10-89 (Annexure-10).

3. The husband ef the applicant jeined asﬂuailguaré on
17-8-79, At the time of his cempulsery retirement 1t,;§étatg¢
that he had put ip 7 years 10 menths 73 days ef service, Hence
his case for payment of pepsien was net accepted, The applicant
filed representatien fer payment ef family pensien te her which
was rejeated by the impugned erder Ne.J 30/MD/Mk dated 1-1-92
(Annexure-14) . It is alse seated ip the impugned erder that

the gratulty te which her late huaband Mr.M,Dasu yuas entitled
had been disbursed te him, o , _ N L
4, - This OA 15 fileé fer getting aside the impugned letter
Ne. J 30/MD/MK gated 1-1-92 (Annexure-14) en the greund that tt
BSEX respendent gutherities have ne rule te deprive the widew
ef the benefit ef the family pencsien and fer a censequential
Benefitgy of grant ef family pensipn.

N
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Se The applicant new submits that she is abesut 40 years
of age and she has ne ether means fer livliheod, She has
nebedy to suppert her and she has twe yeung children te be
supperted by her and educate them. Hence, she praquhat she
should be given seme assistance by way ef either family pensien
or seme jeb even if it is Qf-casual nature to suppert her children
and alze te ensure that she is able te carry on without difficulty.
6. In the abeve circumstances, I de net wish te give

any directien in this connectien. In erder te consider this

case I have called Sr,Superintendent ef Pest Offices, RMS, HOP
Building, Vijayawada te bhe present today. Mr.M.Nagaiah, Sr.
superintendeﬁt of Post Offices, RMS, HOP Building, Vijayawada
was present in the Ceurt, He submitted that he cannet quete any
rule which will assist the applicant. The applicant having
cempulserily retifed befere he had cempleted 10 years of service
cannet get any pensien, As the husband ef the applicant was net
getting any pensien,there is ne rule which gives the family
pension te his fimily. Hewever, he sympathises with the cenditie
of the applicant in this QA,

7. I have seen the SR and the persenal file ef the applica
alse. There are number of perieds wherein the geceased empleyee
was X upautherigedly en leave which were treated as digs-nen., 1In
view of the abeve it cannet be said that the applicant was absent
enly for the peried fer which he was chargesheet@d. Be that as

it may, this case has te be censidered en humanitarian greund,

8, The lesrned cpunsel for the applicant breught te my
netice rule 41 of the CC8 (CCA) Rules (Swamy compilatien 11th
Edition). As per this rule the cempetent authoritylmay grant
cempassienate allewance fer an empleyee dismissed er remeved
frem service net exceeding twe third ef the pension and gratuity
Though this rule dees net indicate that the cempassienate allewa

is permissible in the case of cempulserily retired empleyee, in

.ot
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the facts and ¢ircumstances eof the case it 15ko be seen
by the cempetent autherity whether a departure can be made
frem this rule te grant cempassienate allewance in the present
case on humanitarian basis. If cempassienate allewance is net
permissible in view of the rules, the case of the applicant fer
engaging her even as a casual labeurer may be censidered, due

te the pytiable conditien ef the applicant.

9. Te censider the abeve issue she sheuld submit a
representatien te the Directer General, Pest Offices, New
Delhi, and if such a représentation is received, it has te be
considered sympathetically and dispesed of within a peried ef

feur menths frem the date of receipt eof that representation,
10, In the result, the fellewing directien is giveni-

The applicant may submit, if se advised, a repre-
sentatien te the Directer General, Pest Offices, New Delhi,
for granting her some cCompassienate allewance er alternatively
te censider her case fer appeintment even if it is/a casual
nature censidering her persent pitiable cenditien., If suchza
representatien is feceived. the same should be dispesed of
within a peried of feur mpnths frem the datq of Eeceipt of
that representatien.

11, The OA is erdered accerdingly. Ne cests,

(Registry should ferward a cepy of this OA and the
enclesures and alse reply filed by the respondents -

to Directer General, Pest Offices, New Delhi aleng with
the judgement, The learred stending ceumsel sheuld givemmm
the correct address ef the Director General, pestal
sexrvices te the Registrar fer sending the cepy ef the -
judgement te him)

(R. Ran araja?)
Menmber (Admn,

| -
Dated & The sth _August 1996. ¥ %
oo rzyf.jék%gff?ﬂaf,

Toictated Tn Open Cou

‘em
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Cepy te:~-

1. The Sr. Superiﬁteadent, RMS, 4PO Building, vijayawada-001

2, The Directer ef Acceunts (Pestal), Hyderabad-001l, ;

3, The Chief Pestmaster General (representing Unien efIndia)
Hyderabad. .

4, One cepy ta Sri.C.Suryanarayana, advecate, CAT, ﬁyd.

S, Onre cepy te Sri, K.Ramulu, Addl. CGsC, CAT, Hyé.f

6, One cepy te Library, CAT, Hyd. | .

7. One spare Cepy. a} v a¢§2tg¢f e ?ff%;Afdwy
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