IN THE CENTLAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL 3 HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

. Q.A.No, 967/91 Date of Order; 22,12,94
BETWEEN 2
1, T.Guravaizh
2, T.Ugandhar
3. V.Chenchaiah
4, P.Subramanyam
5. K.Munaiah .
€. K.Muneswara Keo t
7. T.Bathaian '
8. K.Muni ®adaiah
9. K.Sadasive keddy
10, &.Chenchaiah
11, T.kamaiah
12, C.5ubbaiah .. Applicants,

AND

1, General Manage South Central
Failway, bec%ngérabad:

2. Deputy Chief Mechanical ,

Engineer, Carriage Repair Shop, v

Sattipally Post, Tirupatni,

(Cnittoor Dist,) A.P, - .. Respondents;
Counsel for the Applicants .. Mr,K,Sudhakar Reddy
Counsel for t.ie Respondents .. Mr.N,V,Ramana
CORAM:

HON 'S LE SHRI A.V,HARIDASAN : MEM3ER (JUDL.)

HON'3LE SHKI A,B,GORTHI : MEM3eR (ADMN,)



0.A,.No.9€7/91 Date pf Orders 22,12.94

X As per Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, Member (Judl,) X

The applicants are the members of the families
)prOSSEGSlon JQ@Q?

from whose:., éﬁu;ﬁdandrwai;/acqu1red for establishment
- of Railway Carriage Repair Work Shop, Tirupati. They
have filed this application praying for a direction to
the respondents to consider their caseffor appointment
tc Group 'C' post orn the basis of the understanding to
provide a job for each member of a family whose land: ) was

LA
é:4£>acquired at the time of acquisition. It is alleged

/

in the application that though several persons similarly
situated like the applicantshaving been appcinted the |
respondents have not consideredﬁ/their case ¥ when a
notification was issued calling for applications from
general candidates for appointment to Group 'D%;posgr

his application has been filed challenging the above
fnotlfication and,also for a direction to the respondents

&r ﬁﬂépplicant
to consider theézfor appointment.

-\.‘i\-"s.r." .'}M,.__}

2. Respondents in their reply ehag%;faised various
contentions, It has been contended that some of the
applioants did not satiigg%fjgge educational qualifica-
tions prescribed for Group 'D' post that many of them
had not applied in time‘end that some of the applicants
had not even made application for the benefit of eppoinﬁ-
ment in the land displaced quota. The respondents have
produced Annexure R-4 in which the measons for not

censidering the case of the applicants have been mentioned,



3.  When the application came up for the final
hearing today Sri K.Sudhakar Reddy, learned counsel
for the applicant submitted that the applicants 1 and
12 are not pressing their claim for appointment anc that
tn respect of T.Ugandhar applicant No.?2, fgough he had
claimed éppointment on the basis that land belonging to
Mangamma his granémother had been acquire2’3£:n otherwise
eligible for the henefit as the land belonéing to his
father T.Changaiah was also acquired, In proof of this
learned counsel for the applicant-made available for 6un
perusal the copy of thelcertificate issued by the Sub-
Collector,‘Tirupati which shows that land belonging to

' T.Chengaiah the father of T.Ugandhar had also been acquired;
It is ture that some of the appiicants'had not actually
putforth thei; claimffor appointment but c¢laims were
‘made ob behalf of other members of their family. Now that
the other members of the family are not claiming appoint-
ﬁent in the lan¢ displaced quota in view of the fact that
thgflanﬁ belonging to the family of all these applicants

g‘:'-_'\- »t‘;[_/f N
¢j§§déeen acquired , the counsel <fp*%~55;arguesjthat the

o/
applicants are entitled to claim the benefit.
> ~ . '
4, We have heard learned coupsel for both the

parties, Though the land was acquired in 1981 and though
the claim for appointment in land displaced quota should
have been made much earliegfseveral cases of late applicant

have been allowed Ly the Tribunal an? some of ‘them have

L L 5 ‘
been appointed also in the year 1991pin pursuance to the
orders of this Tribunal in the land displaced quota.,

Though some of the applicants had not eérlier made their

S



Copy to:

1. The Gencral Manager,
South Central Railuay,
Secunderabad.,

2. Deputy Chief Mechanical Engineer,
Carriage Repair Shop, Sattipalli Post,
Tirupathi. {Chittoer District)

3. One

4, One
5, 0One
6. Dne

YLKR

copy to lMr.K.Sudhakar Reddy,ﬁduocate,CAT,Hyderabad.
copy to Mr.N.U.Hamana,Addl.CGSC,EAT,Hydcrabad.
ccpy to Library,CAT,Hyderabad.

sparas copy.
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claimlbecause other members of their family had claimed
appointment since none from their families has so far
been appointe?) We are of the cbnsidered view that the
réspondents sﬁouldicoﬁsider'thé claim/of the applicants
for appointmeﬁt'to any‘post‘for whicb theﬁf?edﬁcationally
and otherwise qualified. When this was suggested to the
‘counsel for the respondents the cdunsel_fairly conceeded
fhat their claims would be considered though belatedk on"
the basis of their eligibility subjeét to availability

of the vacanctes under the land displaced gquota.

5. ~ In the light of the submission made by the
counsel at the bar we dispose of the. application with

the following declaration and directions: o

1, The applicants 1 and 12 being no more interested
in getting employment under the land displaced

quota they will not be entitled to any claims,

2, In éégard_to the claim of the applicants otherthan
Nos. 1 and 12 the respondents are directed to |
@éﬁgﬁder them for appointment to any post in \

Group 'D' for wWhith7 they are educationally and

in other respectéﬁeligible'and suitable in their ;

L ‘ turnf
No order as to costs.
(A .B.GOR;g;)(, _ (A .v.HARIDAsma/

Member (Admn.) = Member (Judl.)

. ’ |J
Datedt: 22nd December, 1994 J
(Dictated in Open Court ) '
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