IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD|BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0A.,956/96 decided on : 14-8-96
Between

Ch. Lakshmi Q Applicant

ang

1. Telecom Pistrict Engineer
Srikakulam 532001

2. General Manager
Telecommubications
Visskhapatnam Area
Visakhapatnam 530003

3. Director General Telecom
(rep. Union. of India)

0/0 Telecom Commission
Sanchar Bhawan

New Delhi 1
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Raspondents

Counsel for the applicant
Advocate

K. Ramulu

Counsel for the respondents

C. Suryanarayana

8¢ for Central Govt.
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_applicatien that she has me seurce of living amd the fan

Fuffering from starvation because of non-availability of

0A.956/96 dt.14-8-96

Judgement

oral erder (per Hen. Mr. Justice M.G. Chaudhari, V.C. )

MR, C. Suryanarayana fer the applicant. Mr. K. R
for the respendents.
2. The applicant is the widew of deceased Papa Rae,

been engaged as Casual Mazdeer till his death en 17-9-19

The applicant submitted an application te the Telecem Di

ﬁmulu

“he had
D1 .

strict

Engineér. Srikakﬁlam, en 10-8-1995 praying fer jeb. The contents

of the applicatien, Annexure A-6 can mean that the enga

was seught en cempassihmate greunds. It is stated in tH

work and her position was pathetic. The request was Oy

with the ground that her late husband who had worked at
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places since 1-1-1981 had become eligible for Fetting ts

Jement

e
dlyi@
labour
pled
various

mporary

status prior to his death but he was not granted the sape because

of non availability of work immediately after the schem

grant of temporary status was brought into force i.e.

firom

s FOr

-0 -9 9

She, therefore, submitted that on the hypothesis that jher

husband had acquirédma%;ight to be conferred temporary |status,

her reguest for providing an appointment in a job should be

sympathetically considered.

3. It appears that earller also she had filed an app}ication

with same request and also had requested for supplyingjthe

particulars of the days for which her late husband had| worked as

casual mazdoor. In that connection, she was informed py letter

dated 21-4-1996 by the Telecom District Emngineer, Srikakulam,

that on a review of the case of her late husband, it was observed

fhat temporary status could not ke granted to him forjthe
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following reasons @
i#. He was nmot currently employed,
ii. He had uncondoned breaks in service for more than six
months which could not be condoned, |
iii. The deceased had not worked for 240 days during the
pfeceding 12 calender months i.e. from 1-10-1989|and was
not eligible for temporary status,
iv. He was not in service contimuously since 6-12-1992.
4. In so far as the ground that he had not conti%?usly
worked from 6512~1992, that cannot even be considered|as a-
ground because her husband had died earlier in 1991. | So far
as two main objections are concerned viz. i) He was npt
currently employed:; which would mean as on 1-10-1989;@nd ii)
had not worked for 240 days during the preceding year], it
appears that.the said authority had not takén into adcount
'the service rendered by the deceased in Srikakulam Division of
the Telecom Departmen£ of AP, which is reflected in Annexure-A.l
which shows thét the applicant was engaged from 10-941989 to
30-9-1989 and from 1-10-1989 to 31-10-1989. Therefore, when
it is stated that he was not currently employed that @begﬁnot
appear to be correct £Z; this period does not seem t¢ have
been taken into account. Likewise, for the purpose 9f deter-
mining«mhe days on which he worked during the preceding years
Prrpiderarsohyon Sthare
that has to be calculated in terms of the regulattentof-—the
%ﬁhEWES and after taking into @¢count the particularp stated
-/dfin Annexure A,l. After these facts are verified and|1f it is
found that the deceasedhg; eligible to be conferred pith !
there o
temporary status, then {J/ would be no difficulty im ponsidera-
tion of application of the applicant for compassionate appoibt-
ment in accordance with prevailing guidelines. We are,

therefore, of the opinion that the respondents shoulfd be asked

to reexamine the case in the light of what is stated above and

f
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Athen dispose of the application of the applicant for a
joh dated 10-8-95. We do not think thzt any fruitfyl
purpose would be achieved by merely admitﬁing the OX and
postpo%?ént of above direction. The learned cﬁunse] for
the respondents desired that a notice te be issued But we

R [ STSPTN TN
do not feel 1t necessary for. there 4ds already indicated
above., Hence, the following'qrder :

The Telecom District Engineer, Sr%kakulam, Respondent-1
isrdirecteé to dispose of the application of the applicant
dated 10-8-1995 in the light of observation:made herein
above after verifying the records and adopting a sprathe-

tic approach within a period of one month from the date of

receipt of copy of this order. The decision shall ?e com-

T T Gt - L

municated to the applicant.
5., The OA is disposed of in terms of—thHé afore stated.
No orders as to posts. : .
. : Mt
. » L
i L JupctsST
L1

Member Amn . ) Vice Chairman h

, ‘I ' ) 1

Dated : August 14, 96 }?/w g
Dictated in Open “ourt
DepddS QendG &1@ cC
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To

1, The Telecom District Engineer,
Srikakulam-l

2. The General Manager,
Telecommunications,
Visakhapatnam Area,
Visakhapatnam=3.
3, The Director General,
Telecom Union of India,
0/0 Telecom Commisgion
Sanchar Bhavan, New Lelhi-1.
4., One copy to Mr.C.Suryanarayana, Advocate, CAT,Hyd,
S. One copy to Mr.K.Ramulu, SSXBEXXRYXY Addl.CGSC., CAT.Hyd.
6, One copy to Library, CAT .Hyd.

7. One spare copY.

pvm.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRARIVE TRIBWNAL

HYDERABAL BENCH ATHYDERABAD

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE M.G,CHAUDHARI
VICE~-CHAIRMAN

AND' /
THE HON'BLE MK.H.RAJENDRA PRASAD:M(A)

Dated: U{-c;j -19é6 : I

-

OKDER-/ JULGMENT

M“VR.Ai/Cozit NO'

Cin .
O.'A.No_. . Gs 6[o[@ ,
T.A.No. (W.p. )

'Adr_nittf.hd and Interim. Directddns

Issued.

Allowed.

DiSpoéed of with directions

— R
i Smissg d
rnsmi sed as withdrawn.
N Dismidsed for Default.
.- Ordereld/Re jected.
pvm : l  o 7 No order as to costs.
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