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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

| AT HYDERABAD

DA_No.948/90, Ot. of Order:2247-93,

"1 K.Srinivasulu
2., K.Haregh |
I ssesApplicants
uf.

1« The Reilway Board, rep. by its Chsirman,
Rail Bhavan, New Oslhi.

2. The thief_Personnel Officer, SC Railway,
Secunderabad.

3. The Dy.Chief Mechanical Engineer (P),
Carriage Repair Shop, Sattipalli, : 4\~
Tirupati.

i ' «sssRespondents

Counsel for the Applicant H Shri P.Krishna Reddy

Counsel for -ths Respondents : Shri N.V.Ramana,;| SC for Rlys

CORAM: ;
THE HON'BLE :SHRI A.B.GORTHI ~ : MEMBER (A)
THE HON'BLE (SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY :, MEMBER (3)

f |
(Order of the Divm. Bench passad by Hon'ble
Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member (A) ),

l ' SV
Applicant No.t fr.K.Srinivasulu, whe is |person
i |

L

1
whose land hss been acquired by the R ilways. [Appli-

cant No,.2 M%.K.Haresh, is the nephew (brother's|son)
|
of Applicarﬁ No,1. The prayer of the applicant|No.2

i
is that he should be given employment by the Respon-
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dents in accordance with the schems for appnintLant
to Group C & D posts in the Reiluays to flembers |f
families Ldié-p&gpad as a result of acquisition Ef
land for establishment of projects.
2. The father of the 2nd applicant died and he uas
therefore brought up by his uncle, applicant No.tl.

There were no seperate properties for the applidant

| i
No.1 and second applicant's father., The properties of

the Pamily were acquired and Rs.30,742-95 ps was |paid

towards conpensation, 0On 12-7-85 Respondent No.]

i.ae.

the Dy.Chief Mechanical Engineer (P), Carriage Repair

Shop, - Tirupati, published an ‘Wmployment notice éalling

for applications from dis-placed persons or their acniz -

daughter/uvife/husband for employment against certain

posts, Applicant No,2 submited his application |on

22-3-85 furggrding there~-with the required cert%?icatas.

1

' !
The Respondents houever refused to give him appointment.

Aggrieved by the same this 0.A. has been filsd.

3. The contention of the applicant is that ipitially

as per tha Railuay Board letter dt.31-12-82 addrsssed to

I

all the General Managers,besides displacad perséns

their son/daughter/ward/wife/husband are eligible for

employment by way of preferantial trsatment. As

applicafit No.z claims himgelf to be the ward of |the

....‘3
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7
first applicant their cantantioﬁkhat the respondénts
are not justified in denying employment teo second

applicant,

i

4, The applicants have further stated that a
committes of cfficials)bath civil and Railuay%meét on
4-7-83 and Pinalised the list of 145 families of{dis~

placed persons whoss son/daughter/uifs etc., arﬁ eligi-
ble for employment with the Railuays (in RailuaJ Carriage

Repair Workshop, Tirupathi). Basasd on the said deci-

aion applicant No.2 was sent for @hchnical Training for
a period of two years from AUQust, 1984 toAJuly, 1986,

The second applicant is therefore sligible and entitled

to be employed under the Respondents.,

5. The Respundehts in@their‘cnunter affidavit hav
clarified that although initially a ward of dis-<piaced
person was sligible Por employment under the schema,

subsequently the matter was clarified in 1988 to the

sffect that the scheme was intended only fbr-sqn/daugn;
ter etc., of dis-placed persons and not te ths wards.

Moreover when the applicant applied for the jobjon

et
28-8-85 he was not gualified for the jabﬂéﬁsttie employ=-
ment notice dt.12-7-85 was issued not only he +as merely
!

a student of I1.T.I. but Hg?was also under agedy being

17 and half years old., The Respondents furtheq contendg

that the benefit under the scheme vas meant to)|be ex-
I
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the Railuay Board letter dt.31-12-82 (para-3).

tended for a{period of two years only from the date of

1

land acquia#@nrand not beyand,as laid down clearly in

S. At the very out 3at}we have to examine whether

the applicant No.2 is a ward of Applicant No.l &

so he is eligible for employment under the schen

per Venkatramaish's Law Laxicon the term ward ha

explained as under :-

]
Ward has been defined in section

s -

4(3)72%8] "a minor for whose person
or property there is a guardian®,
This definition is wide enough to.
include everyyminor who hes a

[ W

guardiankmay not be appointed under
the Act,

=

nd if

B . As

s been

6a A careful perusal of the Original Applica
|

and its cnntentﬁaag would show that there is not

tangible. to establish that applicant No.2 (@i

under the guardian ship of applicant No.1l. The

fact that the fsther of the applicant No.2 died

not by itself make applicant No,1 the guardian of

applicant ?o.z, whoss mother is alive, Although we

are not satisfied that the applicant No,2 woulld

within the]meaning of ward, we need not place Jtoo much

emphasis on this ground because we find that the appli~

&«; aﬁos\w}ww-l;'

cant Np.2 would be ineligiblehfor the reasaons|stated
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A

in the subsequent paragraphs.,

i At the very outset it will be sesn from the

Railuay Board polécy letter dt.31-12-85 which is{am

adhaxura to the D.A. itself that the benefit under the

schema was to be utilisad within the period of tup

ysars after the acquisition of land,

case admittedly the land was acquired in 1981 and

compensation was paid in 1983, B8ut the applicant
' not. even

In the instant

'

o

No,2

%837{;;pligigle for employment under the Railways|uhen

he applied«i: ths job on 2B-8-85., He cannot therefaore

strictly in tarms of Railuay Board lettsr aforessa
claim the benefit of employment under the scheme

for land dis piaced persons and their.son/daughte

(Enather aspect brought out by the Respondents is

as per the application submittad by the Applicant

i . o

it would be evident that he was,at the time apply

for the job,a student of 1.T.1. aged abour 17% ye
©

Accordingly he would not be eligiblalln responss

employment notice dt.12-7-85 wherein age limit -st

7

id
meant

r atce,.
that
No.2
ing L
ars,

to the

ipu~—

v
lated as 18--25 and required educstional qualifications

has been laid down. In view of the above we find

that the Respondents cannot be said to have acted

either irrsgularly or improperly in denying employmant
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1

to second applicant under them.

therefore dismissed., There

costs, l

|

T
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The applicationl|iis

ashall be no order as|to

(T. CHANDRASEKHAR 7égov)

Member

Nember

l

Dated® 22nd July, 1993,
Dictated in Open Court,

»
-....L

Deputy Registr
avl/

The Chairman, Railbﬁg%%ﬁ?ﬁweoafgihl.

The Chief Personnel Officer, S.C.Rly,

The Deputy Chief Mechanical Engineer (P)
Carriage Repair $hop, Settipalli, Tirupati.

One copy to Mr.P,Krishna Reddy, Advccate, CAT.Hyd/

One copy to Mi.N V. Ramana SC for Rlys. CAT.Hyd.
Cne copy to L%brary, CAT Hyd,

One spare COpY.
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