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O.A.No. 94 of' 1992

Ved Prakash Tit.l1ori ••• ••• Appllcant

VS.

UN.!Xlof Incti a and others ••• • • • ReSpondentllil

Th.is appUeetion has been moved by the appliCaAt

under Section 19 of the Adl!li.nistrat1v8 Tribunal Act seeking

'the rwef fot' providing appointment by the respondents to

the applicant on cQltpasaionate ground.
l

.•..

The .relevant facts giving rise to th1s appllca-

tion are tbat late Aadan Gopal Singh w8$ wOrking as f'itter

Highly Skilled Grade-I, P.P'i.S. t 1n Oiesel locQlotivliJ \lorks,

Bar.nasi. tie died on 06-02-90. The applicant \led Prakaah

rawer! t claiming hiassl f to be the adapted SOI'I of Madan

Gapal. Tiwari, mCllad this Tribunal to iesue direction to

the respondents to provide employment on cOII\paasionatB ground.

The respondents f11ed Counter Aftldavit and

resiated the 01aim rf the appliC ant on tne gZ'oun:i tttat

the applicant. is not 8 legally adopted 80n of the dmce.f.'Id
employee.
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I have heard the learned counsel for the parties

and perused the record.

It is stated on Denalf of the applicant that

~adan Gopal Singh, deceased employee , during tha li fet.1me.

<t..-

wanted to adopt the applioant as hi. son. §ires he ••• is«
';L/

rJv...'-f.. .l2...- - therefore, the formalities of a:iOptiOA

were not cQApleted dur.iQQhis lifetime. It is further stated

that PIadan GOpal Singh left a 11I111 to the effect that the·

adoption proceadinga of the applicant ",auld be aCilJlplated by

his wife after his death. So it is now borne out that

during the lifetiMe of the deceased, the applicant was

. Aot adopted a8 his SOA. The respondents "'ave refused the

request of the applicant as well as the wi.dow of Madan GGpal

Singh to provide .p1oyment to the applicant on aOlllapassionate

ground. The respondents hays filed a circular of the

He11weySoerd (Annexure R-4). Para Z(W) of the said

An~exute J:'eadBas under 1-

"The legal adoption process has been completed
and has bscQaEl valid before the date of daettl"

medical deaat8gorisatiortmedical incapacitation
(89 the case may be) of tJ:la eX-f!lQtployeo. It .

Tbis ;1s the condition placed by this C1rcular for treating



·., -3-

as an adopted son or tne adopted daughter. This c1rculaJr

has statutory foroe. The applicant. has filed cOpy of

the acdOption deed dated 07-08-90 (Aane)ClJre A-1). It

edmitteoly c ana in end.steroe attar the death of Pladan

Gapal. $ln~, who died on 06-02-90. So on the face of the

circular Cited above !&Ihieh has statutory farce, the

adopUon deed which eame subsequent to the clsaill of the

employae, haa no value. In thes8 cJ.rcumetances I feel

that the tlail~ay Administration were justifying 1n refusing

the employment 1D the app11can~ on cQftPassionate ground \

.,

treat1~ hill as the adopted son of thedaceased employse.

In vJ.SI.If of the diacusaions l'lHlCie abovo I find

no merit 1n this appllcatlcm aAd it. is hereby diW8sed w1th

J'H) order as to coat.

OA'f'E.i):ALlAHABAD.Auguet 10,1993.
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