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0.A. No. “'P‘ii/ 92 198
T=A--Ne. 0A,549/90
DATE OF DECISION __20.4.18992
Xum.Zh,kaja Rajeswari L Petitioner
L Mr K., Vernkatesnh Advocate for the Petitioneris)

Yersus

The Divisional Manager, South Central
Rajilway, Vijayawada and anocther Respondent

Advocate for the Responaeni(s)

M Nh-DevrajSG-for-Rlys ;

CORAM

The Hon’ble Mr.7 , CHANDRASEKHARA & EDDY , MEMBER (JUD L. )

The Hon’ble Mr.

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?

J
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgemeni? N

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal?
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYLERABAD

RP.49/92 3

in .
0A,549/90 Date of Crder: 20,4,1992
BETHEEN ;
Kum, Ch.Raja Rajeswari .+ Applicant,

AND

1, The Divisional Railway
Manager, South Central
Railway, Vijayawada,

2, The General Manager,

South Central Railway,

RKailNilayam,
Secunderabad, .. Respondents,
" Counsel for the'AppliCant «s Mr,K.,Venkatesh

Counsel for the Respondents ,, Mr,N.R.,Devraj, SC for Rlys,

CORAM :

HON'BLE SHERI T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL, )

(Order of the Single Member Bench delibefed by

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Feddy, Member(Judl.) ).

T



Mr., K,Venkatesh, Adwcete for the gpplicant and
Mr, NK.Devraj, Standing Counselfor the respordents are

present, tHeaxd botn sides,

-

Mo error apparent on th_eﬂface- of g:ecord is bI‘OU.g'ﬂ"C
: £ ;" )
 our notice. Mr, K.Venkatesh, Alvocate for the Review

peti%ioner States tha£ the C;yierouft subséquent-to the
Judgment in. this OA had declared that Smt. Pushpavalli is

not the legally wedded wife of the said Gopéla Krishnudu

and in view -of this position & clerification is reqguired

in the Judgment that the &pplicant has to be considered for
appeintment on conpassionate grounds, In-para 8 of our
Judgmerit we have made clear by observing, "if the said

Smt. Pushpavalli is found to be the legally wedded wife of
the 83id Gopsla Krishnudu by Civil Court, it is left 4o the
Department to consider her for appointment on compassionate
grounds, 2But the szid Smt. Pushpavalli is not considered
or appointment on ¢oompassionate grounds, on the ground
that she is not the legally wedded wife of the Gopals
Krishnudu or on any other ground then nothing stands in
theway of the respondents to consider the applicant for
appointment on compassionate grounds in iccordance with the
rules, if the Department is satisfied that the case of the
applicant is a deserving one and'if the applicant is not
married®, So, in view of the said directions, no clarifica-

tion is Irequired, Herce, the review petition is rejected,
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(T .CHANDRASE KHARA REDDY )
MEMBER (JUDL, }

Dated ; 20th April, 1992,

(Dictzted in the Open Court),
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