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(Cnittoor Dist.,) A.P.-  Respondents; 

Counsel for the Applicants 	 .. Mr.K.Sudhakar Reddy 

Counsel fr t:ie Respondents 	.. 	Mr.N.V.Rarnana 
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O.A.No.967L91 	 Date pf Order: 22.12.94 

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

The applicants are the members of the families 
4jp9S:e8Sion 

from whose :L;tlandr1#as* acquired for establishment 
i7 

of Railway Carriage Repair Work Shop, Tirupati. They 

have filed this application praying for a direction to 

the respondents to consider their caseflor appointment 

to Group 'D' post on the basis of the understanding to 

provide a job for each member of a family whose landO was 

—>acquiredat the time of acquisition. It is alleged 

in the application that though several persons similarly 

situated like the applicantchaving been appointed the 

respondents have not considerd'-Ytheir case4ewhen a 

notification was issued calling for applications from 

general candidates for appointment to Group D• post 

his application has been filed challenging the above 

notificationand, also for a direction to the respondents 
'i• 'thp'i'icant 

to consider tb:eZTfor  appointment. 

2. 	Respondents in their reply - 

contenti6ris; It has beep contended that some of the 

applicants did not satisj±ythe  educational qualifica-

tions prescribed for Group 'D' post that many of them 

had not applied in time 'and that some of the applicants 

had not even made application for the benefit of appoint-

ment in the land displaced quota. The respondents have 

produced Annexure R-4 in which the reasons for not 

ccnsidering the case of the applicants have been mentioned. 
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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 and that 

tnrespectof T.tJgandhar applicant No.2, f9ough he had 

claimed appointment on the basis that land belonging to 

Mangamma his grandmother had been acquired even otherwise 
1>- 

eligible for the benefit as the land belonging to his 

father T.Changaiah was also acquired. In proof of this 

learned counsel for the applicant made available for out. 

perusal the copy of the certificate issued by the Sub-. 

Collector, Tirupati which shows that land belonging to 

T.Chengaiah the father of T.Uqandhat had also been acquired. 

It is ture that some of the applicants had not actually 

putforth their claim/for appointment but claims were 

made ab.,.-behalf of othermembers of their family. Now that 

the other members of the family are not claiming appoint- 

ment in the land displaced quota in view of the fact that 

the ]and belonging to the family of all these applicants 

jhgdieen acquired thecounsel 	 are that the 

applicants are entitled to claim the benefit. 
I-' 

4. 	We have heard learned counsel 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 muci earlie r/ 
 several cases of late applicant 

have been allowed by the Tribunal and some of ±hen have 

been appointed also in, the year iggij in pursuarce to the 

orders of this Tribunal in the land displaced quota. 

Though some of the applicants had not earlier made their 

/ 
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Copy to: 

The Gncra1 rnaqer, 
South Central Railway, 
Scundorab2 d. 
Deputy Chic? Mochanicol Engirlacr, 
Carriage Repair Shop, Sattipalli Post, 
Tirupathi. (Chittoor District) d. One-copy to Nr.K.Sudhakar Roddy,Ad\JOCte,CT,HYd5t5b8 

One copy to Mr.N.\I.Ramafl8,Add1.Cn30,T,HYd0t8d* 

One copy to Ljbrary,QAT,Hyder8b8d. 

One spare copy. 

V L KR 
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claim because other members of their family had claimed 

appointment since none from their families has so far 

been appointe9 We are of the considered view that the 

respondents should consider the claira.Yof the applicants 

for appointment to any post for which ther2educationally 

and otherwise qualified. When this was suggeted to the 

counsel for the respondents the counsel fairly conceeded 

that their claims would be considered though belatedi on 

the basis of their eligibility subject to availability 

of the vacianciLes under the land displaced quota. 

S. 	In the light of the submission made by the 

counsel at the bar We dispose of the. application with 

the following declaration and directions: 

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. 

In regard to the claim of the applicants otherthan 

Nos. 1 and 12 the respondents are directed to 

6.ider them for appointment to any post in 

Group 'D' for JA'4T they are educationally and 

in other respects eligible and suitable in their 

$ 	turn. 

No order as to costs. 

(A.B.GORT I) 
	

C±IDA 
Member(Admn.) 
	

Member (Judl.) 

/1 	 Dated: 22nd December, 1994 

/ 	 (Dictated in Open Court ) 
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