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IN CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

RP.31/93 in

OA.663/92 ' date of decision : ZgLZ—Qﬂ
Batween v

V. Rajagopal : Applicant

and

The Chief Pest Master General
Hyderabad

2. Past Master General
Scutharn Region
Kurnool

3. The Secretary
Department of Pmts
New Delhi

L1

Respandenté

9., Ramakrishna Rag

Counsel for the applicant -
: Advocate

e

N .U . _ Ramana ’
SC for Central Governme nt

Counsel for the respondants

CORANM :

HON. MR. JUSTICE V. NEELADRI RAQ, VICE:CHAIRMAN
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RP.31/93 in OA,663/92

3udgement

( As per Hon. Mr, Justice V. Neeladri Rao, Vice Chairman )

Heard Sri S. Ramakrishna Rao, learned counsel for the
apgiicant and Sri N.Y. Ramana, learned counsel for the
respeondents, 7
2. This RP was filed praying for B review of the order
dated 1-4-93 in OA.663/92,

id {04 was fi , £ ssionate
3. The sa;d{ﬂaauag filad praying for compassion
~emctmteingin
appointment of the second son of the applicant, The facts
which are not in controversy are that the applicant uas
asked to retire with effact from 17-7-1987 on invalidation.

grounds by the Supsrintendent of Pastal Stores Department,

Guntakal, By than the appﬂicant was working as Postal
Aggjistant.

4, The compaégionate appaintment to tﬁa applicant was
.daniad by élaging that his first son Sri Japardan Rag, is
owning Durga Enterprises and Pifth son iq*ﬁgﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁlﬂﬁiﬁa
Elect{Eﬁﬁé@; Then the applicant filed 0&:352[91. The same
was dispcsed by order dated 1~5-1992 by directing the
respnndanté'tu place the request of the applicant for
appointme nt of his scn.Sri V. Govindarajulu on camgéasionate
grnunds&@a?ure the Circle Selection Committee Por its
raconsideratiug?ﬂﬁ?the light of the abservations in the
said{é?der; When again the respondents have not given com-
passionate appointment to §E§;Eovindarajulu, the 0A.663/92
was filed, The same vas dismiss:ﬁ by order dated 1~4-19893 b
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observing that the very lstter dated 27-11-1987, of the

applicant shaus that his Pirst son was owning Durgs Eﬁt¢Qui
R

and his fifth son was maintaining Durga Electrmigls.
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S+ In this RP‘it was pleaded that even the note dated
23-4-1991 vida B.7/3-34 (it is filed as material paper)
~discloses that the first‘son of the app;icant saparatgd

from the applicant even befora he uaé ratired on invalid, >
fﬁéﬁﬁfﬁn. Paraiyﬁ'of'tha judgement in DA.322/9% is refsrred

M : N
t8, that this Bench already held that the Durga Electronics>

.

is owned and held by Sri L. Sathyanarayana Reddy and the
fifth son of the applicant is not ouning the same.

6. Iﬁ view of the note dated 23-4-1991 it is to be stated
that the first son of the applicant Sri Janafdhan separated
from the applicant even by the relevant date. Hence, his
dhcom cannot be taken into consideration for denying com-
‘passionate appointment to the second son of the applicant,
7. 'In para 11 of the order in 0A.322/91 it was stated
that when evidence was, adduced to show that ﬁﬁgﬁa_Elactru-
nics is ownéd and possessed by Sri L. Séthyanaraya;a Reday,
and wvhan the applicant.deﬁiad the contention that it is
ouned by his Pifth sen Sri V. Subramsnyam, the respondents
have not placed any svidence to show that Sri y, Subra=-
manyam owned the said shop,

8. As the applicant had not referred to the note dated
23-4-1991 and para 11 of the judgement in DA.322/91 at the
time of consideration of this 0AR and in view of the letter
dated 7242-1987 of the appicant, it was held in the order
dated 1-4-1993 that it cannot be stated that the applicant's
family had ‘no means ﬁu maintain itseif, : N

9, -~ But now im the letter dated'7-12-1937 of the appiicant
is explained en the basis of the note dated 23-4-1991 (but
the data 27-11-1987 in the order dated 1-4-1993 is a
typographical mistaks for 7-12-1987). |

- 0. Hence, in view of the note datedI23-4-1991iand¢ﬁ§r§>1n

Ml
of the arder in 0A.322/8% it haf to be held thatierrafy)
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apparenttia record in holding that tuwo of his sons are
having busirmess and hence the epplicant is not in
indigent circumstances.
11. Uhen the\inchme from these two business had to be
excluded iﬁ had éu bs concluded that the applicant is ;n
indigent circumstances. Hance, requsst of the applicant
for cnmpasslnnate appointment of his second son hag to be
placed before the Circle Selection Committee Pdr its N
reconsidgration. It had to be made clear that the said
Circle Selection Conmittee hafl to && proceeded on the basis
that the first son of the appiicant i & Sri Janardhan

. separated from the applicant by the relevant date and Sri
V. Subramanyam, Pifth son of the applicant is not owning
and possessing Durga Electronics at any tiﬁe;
ﬂz)k'ﬂrdar dated 1=4-~1993 is modified as under ‘*

The following para in the order dated 1-4-893 is

deleted : |

L

1 A, .
" In the absesnce of factual basis in.support of tha

said contentions, the same cannot be accepted. Thus thare
are nogounds to hold that the respondents are not correct
in holding that the Pamily of the applicant is not in
indigent circumstances, Hence the DR is dismissed uwith nﬁ
castsi
"And it is subé@ﬁ@gﬁedgpy the following :

"In view of the cansideration of the RP, the follow-
ing para hafl to be inserted :

The Circle Selsction Committee hag to consider the
request of the applicant for the_appoinfmant of his second
gon Sri Govindarajulu on compassionate grounds afresh on-
the basis that his fPirst son Sri Janardhan ssprated from

him evaen by the relevant date and his Pifth son never

v



owned and possessed 5ri Durga Electronics}

18. The Revieu Petition is ardered accordingly.

No costs.
(v, Naaladrfhﬁﬁﬁj‘
Uica-Chalrman

;LD&.tEd : February 23, 94 ﬁl” 1k g-2F0 e

ffctated in the Open Court  Deputy Registrar(J)cc.
To
1. The Chief Postmaster General,

Hyderabad.

2. The POstmaster General, Southern Region, Kurnool.

sk
3. The Secretary, Dept.of Posts, New pelhi.

4. One COpy to Mr,S.Ramakrishna Rao, Advocate, CAT. Hyd.
5. One copy to Mr.N.v.Ramana, S€xkax Addl ,CGSCeCAT,Hyd .
6. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. |

-~ 7. One spare copy.
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