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I THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TKIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.RA.Bo,281/92

BETWEEN K

7Ch. Satyavathi
A N'D

1, The Secretary, haillway Boaxd,
#ail Bhavan, New Delhi-110 CC1,

2. General Manager,
South Centrel kailway,
kail Nilayam,
Secunderabad - 500 371,

3. Divisional héilway Manayer,
south Central Railway,
Vijayawada - 520 (Ol.

Coungel for tne Applicant

Counsel for the kespondents

COREM 2

Date of Order: 28.7.1992.

.. Applicant,

Respondents,

My, 3,V.Subba Rao

-MrgN.Rajeswara Hag fo

Mr.,D.Gopal Kao Sﬂf@ikfg

HON'BILE SHRI T.CHANDIASEKHAKA REDDY, MEMBER (JUD L. )

S ——

(Order of the Single Member Bench delivered by

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara keddy,

Member (Judl, ) y.
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This is an application filed under Section
19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act td direct the
respondents to provide compassionate appointment to the son
of the applicant who is one Ch,Nagendra kao in any suiteble
group 'C' post consistent with academic end technical

gualifications,

The facts giving rise to this CA in brief arc

as follows:

2. The appl@icent's husband was appointed &as
Khalasi in the Railways (S.C.klw,) on 1,1C,1953, According to
the applicant hér husband was promoted @s Engine Cleaner and
while working &s Fireman 'C' the applicent's husband is said

to have died in the yesr 197¢, 5o, we may point out here that
the caige of action arose as early as in the yeal 1970,
According to the applicant at the time of the death of Cher
husbend 'she had two daugnters and one son, The two daughters

of the applicent got married and they are living with ‘their
husbands, The 3réd issue who is the son is said to have attained
majority on 1%.6,1961, SOeééjearly as on 19,6,1991 the son

of the applicant became eligible for appointment on compassionate
grounds, The grievance of the applicant is that the respondents
had not provided sppointment on compassionate grounds to her
son and so the present applicaticn is filed for the ieljef
indicated above, So it can be stated in view of the facts

in the OA)that the grievance of the appliqant relates to the

year 1%7C as well &s to the year 1981,

3. | ‘ We have heard today Mr,.G.V,Subba Rao, Advocate
for the applicant and Mr.N.,Rajeswara rRac for Mr.,D.Gopal Kao,

Standing Counsel for the respondents,

4, It is now well settled that with regard to the

grievance prior to 2,11,1982 that this Tribunal does not have
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jurisdiction to entertain tﬁ%s CA, As this Tribunel deoes not

have jurisdiction to entertain this CA this OA is liable to be

rejected,

5. It is the case of the applicant that she had bee
making repeated representations to the respondents for providing
appointment on compassionate grounds and thet her claim had been

rejected on 28.11,1990,

6. MA,289 /92 is filed on behalf of the

applicant to condone the delay oOf 3% monthé in filing this OA,
According to the counsel for_the applicant that from 28,11,1990
which is the date of rejection oxders of the respondents thatgi:ﬂ
there is only 3% months delay in filing this OA and so the delay
‘in filing this CA is liable to be.condoneé. As the grievance,as
alreadf pointed ocut, is prior to 2,11,1982 we do not have
jurisdiction to deal the application ﬁﬁ?h%@?/92#‘on merits .,
Hence MA,389/92 éﬁ—filedrté condone the delay is also liable
to be rejected and is e@clordingly rejected.

7. N Mr,G,V.5ubba Rso contended that this matter
maynglaced pvefore the Divisgion Bench as this CA is being
rejected. It is only during the course of the arguments that
the said submission was made by Mr, G.V.S5ubba Rac, But_tbe.
receéent instruﬁtious from the Chairmah, Central Administratife
Tribunal show, refgarcing the subject/sudjects that-would}be éealf
by a &Single Member that appropriate ocrders including orders 6f
rejection could be passed at the admission stage by a Single
Memper, So in view of this position we do not find that there

is eny need to place this matter kbefore Division Bench,

8, Mr.G.V.Subba kao next contended that an

. ) A s . ) tokh a??%é% n . '
observation may be mafe in this order glv1ﬁg_ & %tho approach
proper forum i.,e, the High Court to obtain appropriate relief,

The applicant is always at liberty and has & right to approach
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?%hgt§EOper forum for legal remedy, Hence no specific
he pe

direction nor permission need be given on the said aspect.

9.

For all the reasons menticned above we

reject the OA as not maintainable under the pruvisions of

19(3) of the dministrafive Tribunals Act, There shall be

no order as to costs,
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(T.CHANDRAS EKHARA KREDDY ) /
Member (Judl, )

Dated s 28th July, 1952,

ty Registrar
(Bictated in the Open Court)

Secretary, Pailway BoCard, Rail Bhavan, New Delhi-l.

Geheral Manager, South Central Railway,
Railnilayam, Secunderabad-371,

bivisional Railway Manager, S.C.Rly; Vijayawada-1.
copy to Mr.G.V,.sSubba Rao, Advocate, CAT,.Hyd.
copy to Mr.D.Bopal Rao, SC for Rlys, CAT.Hyd,

spare COpY.



pvm.

P

=P
\qu/@\- N\ .
> v
TYPEL BY COMPARED BY

CHECKED BY APPRGVED By

~H TEE CEITRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI-g
- BUNWAL : HYCERABAD BENCH,
o THE 0. SLE MK,

AN

'THE HOW'BLE MR.K +BALASUBRAMANTIAN M(A)

- AN /
THE HON'BLE iR

“K.T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY ;
MEMBEE (J) )

Al

THE HON'BLE MR.CLJ. ROY MEMBER(J3}

Dated: 3%-7 -1992 .

CORBER™ /JUDGMENT

. T —

T A./C.A./M.A. No.

in'
0,A.No, &%('\Cﬂx ﬂ/ |
T,A,No, (W.P,No. )

R ——— -
Contraj Aimnmsmnn Trlinel

. /\«i y hUGIQ.‘:[

HYDERABAD BENCH.

A tetenege

AN

.





