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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW BOMBAY BENCH

0.A. No. 565/90

TROAXX N 198
: 16.,4,1991
DATE OF DECISION
Smt.B.B.Yerallu Petitioner
Mr.A.Sinha v
| Advocate for the Petitioner ()
‘? \ ‘ | Versus
The Commandant, Army Base Workshop &
& two others. Respondent
Mr.A.I.Bhatkar. Advocate for the Respondent (8)

" CORAM

The Hon’ble Mr. P.S.Chaudhuri, Member(A),
"ir
' The Hon’ble Mr. T.C.Reddy, Member(J).

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? >(£4

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? o //

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ‘ifz %

4, Whether it needs to be circulated to\other
. \ [, \—%\va——lgv\l\f\ *

(P.S.CHAUDHWRI)
MEMBER(A) .

nchef bf the Tribunal ?




NEW BQMBAY BENCH, NEW BCMBAY.
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BEFCRE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL <?;)

Smt.Ballamabai Bhumanna Yerallu. .+« Applicant.
V/s. . |

The Comméndant,’
512, Army Base Workshop,

. E.M.E. Kirkee,

Pune ~-.4l1 003, & two others ... Respondents.

Coram: Hon'ble Member(A), Shri P. S.Chaudhuri,
Hon'ble Member(J) Shri T.C. Reddy.

-

Applicant by Mr.A.Sinha.
Respondents by Mr.A. I Bhatkar.

£kal Judgment'-

vQPer Shr1 P.S Chaudhurl, Member(A)] Dated: 16.4.1991,

This appllcatlon under section 19 of the
Admlnlstratlve Trlbunals Act was filed on 30.7. 1990.
The appllcant in 1t claims to be the w1dow of one
Shri Bhumanna Yeranna Yerallu‘who was in the employment
of the first respondent since 1920 and who expired on
18.7.1981. We have heard Mr Anupkumér Sinha, learned
counsel for the applicant and Mr..A. I.Bhatkar instructing

Mr.M.I. Sethna learned counsel for the respondents.

2. . In the orlglnal appllcatlon thejappllcant had
made several praYers which are not consequential Q;)

to one anether and so constitute'plural remedies in terms
the Ceﬁtral‘Admiﬁistrative-Tribunalg (Procedure) Rules,
1987. Faced with this predlcament Mr.Sinha sought to
restrlct his prayers to only the prayer at para 8(c) which
seeks a direction to employ Mr.Gajanan Bhumanna Yerralu

the eldest son of the appllcant and her deceased husband.
...2. .
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3. Af ter hearing the learned counsel for both sides

we find this prayer to Be wholly mieconceived. It is the

- applicant's case that her husband joined'service in 1920.

Hie dafe of birth would, theiefore; have been 1902 at the |
very latest. Of coereé; he might have been underaged when
he first 301ned appointment, but there is no averment to
this effect., If his date of blrth was 1902, he would have
attained the‘age of superannuation in 1962 or even earlier.
He was living at this time and only died several years

T , :
later, viz.1198l; The scheme of compassionate appointment

to mitigate the immediate hardship of the surviving family
members. ~Nene of these érerehuisites are applicable in the
present case, . ‘ | \

4, ~ In this view”of the matter we are of the opinion

that the application merits summary rejeetion.

5, . We éccordingly summarily reject'the applicetion
under section 19(3) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985.
“When doing so we meke it cleaf fhat it is open to the
applicant to file fresh'epplicatién in accordance with law and

glf s0 adv1sed, in respect of any grievance that she may have

order

other than that dealt with in this £%®em. In the circumst-  ‘

ances of the case there will be no order as to costs.

Ol

(T.C.REDDY) f (P.S.CHAUDHWRI)
MEMBER(J) ‘ ” : N MEMBER(A)

¥
is only for those who dieﬁ»in harness, Further, it is'meantte}



