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0.,A.No,309/93 . Dt, of decision: 25-2-1994,
Judgement

( As per the Hon'ble Sri A.8, Gorthi, Member, Admn. )
Applicant No.?1 is the widouw of late D. Chakrapani
whn was discharged from Railway Service on mediﬁal grounds
on 13-2-1984, He died on 2-10-87. Initially aﬁplicant
No.1 approached the authorities concerned rsquegting for
appointment on compassionate éraunds. Sha was éallad for
selection but was found medically unfit., Thereafter she
requested the authoritiss to give appointment on compa-
ssionate grounds to her adopted son (applicant ND.Z). Her
request was rejected on the grcﬁnd that the adcﬁticn,of

applicant No.2 did not seem to be in order as at theétime
of adoption his age was 16 years. She was, thersfore,

advised to approach a competent €ourt’ of lau and obtain

the decree of the Principa. District Munsiff, Kavali in

0.%,No.44/1991 vhich is at Annexure-VII to 0.A., Even
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cant No,?1 for giving appointment to applicant No.,2 and

this was done vide Memo. dt.7-1-1992 without assigning

2. The respondents refused the claim of the applicant
on the ground that applicant No.2 dould not be daid to

N

be the legally adopted sn of late 0. Chakrapani.

3. We have heard lsarned counsel for both thq parties.
Mr. Y. Lakshminarayana, learn=zd counsel for the applicants
has shown. us an invitation card dt.10-6-83 uwhich is{to the
effect that late D. Chakrapani and his wi{e, 0. Nariamma

were to adopt P, Suyarnaraju on 26-6-1983,at 10,30 a m,
e Tiuawr @ L PIWEl W3 & TDLrG Farey AV LUOgvib From
I

P, Alexander to the effect that he attended and witnessed
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the adoption ceremony; There is also an adoption deed

J# purporting to havéi;;éned by the Late D, Chakrapani

and aplicant No,1. With the help of all these documents
and taking support from the decres of the Principal District
Munsiff, Kavali, the learned counsel for the applicants
contenaiﬂgﬁthat'thera should‘be no doubt as regards the
factum or the validity of the adoption of appiicaht No.2

by late 0. Chakfapani. On the other hand, Sri J; R. Gopal Ra
learned counsel for the respondents has drawn my attention
to cartain service documents signed by late Chakrapani
himself which show that at thetime of his discharge from

4 A
seruice,y e nominated his wife Mariamma to recel'va payment
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that in the svent of hiépominee predeceasing him, the amount

shnild he nrnaid tn hias dannnhter. Smb. nA..ﬂnnnmm;a_ Lifa. nf

D, Kutumba Rao, :Further, in a letter dt.1-2-85 addressed

" to the Divisional Railuasy Manager, 5.C.Rai lway, Vijayawada,

c. r
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‘establish the fact that applicant No.2 was the adapted son

1

give appointment to his daughter, Mrs, D, Annamma; In

that letter had further stated that his daughter was "the
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on +kis scholastic certificate issued in respect of applicant

|
No,2:by the State Board of Technical Cducatien and Training
1
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wherein the namé of the father of applicant No.2 wess shoun
as P, Prasada Rao and not that of the adopted father, late

. Chakrapani,
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at length. The applicanﬁs counsel urged befora ué that
A nsap : |
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of late D. Chakrapani and gplicant No.1. He alsoc assailed
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1. The General Manager, Union of India,
S.CsRly, Railnilayam, Secunderabad.

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, S.C.Rly,
|

vl jayawada.
3. The Senior Divisional Personnel Officer,

- S.CeRly, vijayawada.

+

4. One copy to Mr.T.Lakshminarayana, advocate, CAT.HyG

5. Che copy to Mr.J.R.Gopal Rao, SC for Rlys, CAT.Hyd.
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- therefore objected to the resporidents Dringing.ﬁut various

i
.of Family Pension Scheme, 1964|(Annexura*R1 in the counter) ,ém4
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the manner in which the respondents lnltlally cbjected
validai of

to the adnptlon on ths 51ngle ground that appllcant No.?2

was 16 years at the time qF adoption, qnd the manner in

which they *subsequently rejected the requestjof ‘the appli-

cants without even giving reasans for sugh rsjection. He

‘other factors such as relig{oﬁ of the applicants.
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Se A careful scrutiny of FORM No.6, Statement showing

the details of the members of the family for the purpose

FORM No.1, "Nomination for Ordinary gratuity/Death-cun-

retirement gratulty, both signed by late D. Chakrapaal at
the time of discha.ys -Jﬂﬂwh

2 malke it apun-
dantly clear that he had no son, adopted or otheruise

-+ +ho kima of his death., This view gets further strength-

ened from the letter whico via oo
N . nnm

D
on 1-2=1985, i.e, afteft he dlscharged from serv1ce. In

‘ --ian ~amnassionate appointment to
his married dauvghter, D. Annamma, he categoricer.; ...

e
that ke was only the person looking his family. There
was also a categqorical statement in that letter that he
had only one’daughter,and wife and that there was no nﬁher

kith and kin to look after him,

o7 ~vPPicient material on record to
justify the respondents’ decision to refuse cuupee_—_

appointment to applicant Neo.2. In view of this, I am

unable to accept the plea of the aplicants for a direction
[ ¥} LA

= ~mnaintmant on compassionate
ground to applicant No.2. The application is tnereioe. .

dismissed without any order as to costs. As the 0A is

not allowed, M.A.N0D.3799/92 is rejected. - . fﬁ
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( A,B. Gorghi ) : B
Member (Adm.) - :

Dt, 25=-2-13894 .
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