IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH :
AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.819 of 1995

DATE OF - JUDGEMENT: -9th-Septé&mbezg, 1996

BETWEEN:

B.V.SRINIVAS | .. Applicant
and
1. The Divisional Manager,
South Eastern Railway, |
Visakhapatnam,
2. The Senior Divisional Manager,
South Eastern Railway,

Visakhapatnam,

3. The Chief Project Mapagér,
S.E.Railway, Visakhapatnam,

4. The Dy.Chief Electrical Engineer (CON),

S.E.Railway, Waltair, .
Visakhapatnam. o ' .. Respondents

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT:.SHRI K.VASUDEVA REDDY
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENT§: SHRI N.R.DEVARAJ, Sr.CGSC
!

CORAM:

HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)

JUDGEMENT

(ORAL ORDER PER HON'BLE SﬁRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER(ADMN.)

Heard Shri K.Vasudeva Reddy, learned counsel for
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{the applicant and, Shri Satyanarbyana for ShrllN.R.Devarajg
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learned standing counsel for the respondents.

2. The applicant is reported to be the adopted son of

one Shri B.V.Jagannadha Raoc, a Grade-III Fitter who worked
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" under R-4. He died while in service on 19.12.93 leaving

behind his widow and the applicant who is said to be his
adopted son. The applicgnt filed a representation for
considering his case for compassionate ground appointment
by his representation dated 9.5.94,. :That‘representation
was rejected on the ground that there were.no legally valia
documents submitted regarding adoption -and thére were

contradictions in the certificates produced by him.

3. Aggrieved by the'ébove, he has filed this OA for
setting aside the impugned order No.WPT/5/EA/Comp/30/95
dated 17.5.95 (at page 26 of the 0A) énd for consequéntial
direction to consider his case for appointﬁent on

compassicnate ground.

4, The main contention of the applicant for granting

him compassionate ground appbintment are as follows:-

(i) He has filed Adoption Deed Signed by the real
father of the applicant dapéd 19.5.80 (Page 14 of the OX).
An affidavit was also filed by the deceased empioyee to the
effect that the applicant herein is his adopted son (Page
15 of the OA). He has also produced a ration card wherein
the applicant's name‘finds a place as son of the deceased.
The deceased employee's name 1is shown -as .f‘ather; of the
applicant herein in the vocters' list. The applicant had
been issued with ,f’privilege pass on the basis that he hés
been deemed to be his adopted son oni the basis o¢f the

affidavit filed by the deceased employee. A legal heir
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certificate signed by {(M.R.Q, ViSakhapatnam 'y has also been
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produced as an evidence to prove the authenticity of the-

fact that he is the adopted son of the deceased employee.

5. In view of the above documents{ the learned
counsel for the applicant states tha£ ﬁo further valid
documents are required to esﬁablish the fact that the
applicant herein is the adopted son of the deceased

employee Shri B.V.Jagannadha Rao.

6. ‘ There is no ;ule'produced to show that the.real
father if he files an affidavit is sufficient to tfeat it
as Adoption Deed. However it is for the appiicant to
produce that rule before the proper authority to come to
that conclusion. Further the affidavit of the deceased
employee at Page 15 cannot be taken as a valid legal
document to come to the-conclusion that the épplicant is
the adopted son of the deceased. The ration card and the
entry in the voﬁers' list cannot conclusively prove the
relationship bétween the applicant and the deceased
employee. The learned standing counsel fqr‘the respondents
has also brought to my notice that the ration card waé
issued iﬁ 1994, after the death of Shri B.V.Jagannadha Rao.
If that ration card is‘ to be taken as an authentic
document, then it should not contain the name of the
deceased employee as he had expired earlier to that date.
Hence this  document cannot concluéively prove the
contention of the applicant, submits the learned standing

counsel for the respondents. I do not consider the voters'



.

.list as an authentic document to prove the relationship.

7. | The respondents in fheif reply in Para (h)} have
stated that the signature of the deceased empioyee does not
tally with the signaturé in the adoption deed and hence the
documents are quéstionable. The respondents further state
that free passes are iséued in éccordance with the
declaration submitted by an employee and oﬁ that baSis the
basses are issued. Even in his declaration for passes, the
age indicated is differentlfrom«the age of the applicaﬁt
indicated in the Adoption Deed. As thére i§ no rejoinder

e

to these averments, it is nqt::§ps§ibl§ g to say that these

of "the respondents . . orallg,
averments/are incorrect. Though the applicant‘submitsét at

they are not correct, such averments cannot sustain his

¥

case unless reliable documents are produced along with the

rejoinder.

8. | Under the aboveAcifcumétances, I am of‘the opinion
that the applicant has not made out any Case_for sustaining
his contentions. However, his reqﬁest for compassignafe
ground appointment hés been rejected on the éole,ground of
non submission of a legally valid document regarding
adopotion and contradictions in the certificate produced by
them. Hence it is for the applicant now to produce valid
documents to convince the respondents in regard to the
relationship of the applicant with that of the deceased
employee. If such document is received, the same should be

considered in accordance with law' even though this

application is dismissed.
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9. . In thé result, the applicaﬁion is dismissedj“iégi}
this dismissal will not stand in the way of the applicant
to prbduceiégyvalid @E@@@mﬁ[%gto.convince his relationship
with the deceasea ‘employee. and if .such a document is
received, the respondent may take a (j;ﬁ@?iﬁ}decision'in

accordance with law.

p~S—5

(R.RANGARAJAN)
MEMBER (ADMN. )

[ |

DATED: 9th September, 1996
Open court dictation. DY RﬁyShﬁﬂ
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0A.819/95.

Copy'to:—

l, The Divisienal Manager, Seuth Eastern Railway, vVisakhasatnam,

2, The Senier Divisienal Manager, Seuth Eastern Railway,
Visakhapatnam, :

3.- The Chief Preject Manager, S.E.Railway, Visakhapatnam,

4. The Dy. Chief Electrical Engin=er(Cen)}, S.E.Rly, wWailtair,
Visakhawatnam,

5. One cepy te 3Sri, X.vasudeva meddy, advecats, CAT, Hyé.
. Cne cepy te Sri. N.R.Devarai, sSr, CGSC, CAT, Hyd.
7. COne cepy te Library, CAT, Hyel,

8. One sware cewy,

rRsm/ -

A



@@f -
N gyl

Typed 8y Chedked ay
Comr_\mred by” . Appraved by

THE C"“'T"\’AL HDNI“dISTRxTT"L TRISUNIL
HYOZRYBAD BENCH HYDERAB40

THZ HONTBLE SHRI R.RANGARS JAN: m(QJI

| ‘ : D4 TED: - G(‘\C‘]Ceé

0.7, n0, | S%lq-\wa

ADMIVTED AND INTFRLM DIRZCTICNS ISSUZD
ALLOUFD
DISPO¥ED OF WITH DIR““TI”NJ
TSMISSED
DISM{S37D A5 WITHDRAWN
/REIZCTED
U ORDER AS T3 CoSTS,

. :
LER II COURT

o ey

et

aeryr wurafan AfEN
Central Adminis;ra{iva Tribunal

sy DESPATCH

30 SEP 1996 X

frrram QOIS
HYNFRARAD BENCH

g PO b (Y i £

- A AT S T






