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1IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH HYDERABAD.
0.A.W0.1157 ef 1985,

Between Dated: 17.11:.1995,

gmt., B.Lakghmamma .o -Applicant
Aand

1. The Governwent ef India, rep. by the General Manager, South
Central Rallway, Secunderabad.

2. The Chief persennel Officer{admn.), Seuth Central Railway,
Sacunderabad.

3. The pivisienal Railway Manager, seuth Central Railway,

vijayswada.
‘oo Respondents
Counsel for the Applicant : Sri. A.Krishna Kumar
Counsel for the Respendents . sri. C.V.Malla Reddy, SC fer Rlys-

——— A AL,

Hon'ble Mr. A.B.Goerthi, Administrative
Member

centd:...2/-



E;@ﬁb )

0.A,Np.1157/95 Date of Order: 17.11.95

X As per Hon'ble Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member (Admn.) X
* Rk %
Heard learned counsel for both the parties,

The request of the applicant is for giving appointment to

her daughter on compassionate grounds,

2, The husband of the employee died on 15.12.86 1
while in service, Immediately thereafter the applicant |
approached the Divisional Railway Manager seeking compassionate
appointment to her son-in-law., Her request was turned down

as the Rules did not permit giving compassionate abpaintmans
to her son-in-law., The applicant then requested the

authorities to consider giving appointment to her daughter,
The respondents replied initially that thére was no vacancy
against which the applicant's daughter who is an illiterate,
could be appointed. This reply was given by the DRM's
office on 21.11,90, On a further representation by the
aﬁplicant the respondents informed her that her request for
gi&ing'émployment assiétance for her daughter was considered
by the General Manager but was rejected, vide memo dated

7.8.91,

3. ‘ Learned counsel for the appi}cant states that

the request o-f the applicant could y=® have been considered

sympathetically as the competent authority in the railways

has power to relax educational qualifications if required,

Even otherwise the applicant's daughter could have been
considered for any such Group 'D' appointment where no
minimum educational gualifications are prescribed. The case

of the'applicant is that she is entirely dependent on her

_daughter SmteP.Satyavathi and although the said daughter is

married, she is still taking care of the applicant. As none
’ 3
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Cepy tp:-

1 Thn Genera3 Manager, Gevernmant @fﬂlndia, South Central

v+ - Railway,. Secunderabad

2. ; The, Chief, Persennel Offlcer(Admn >,

Raxlway, Secundarabad.

R

- Vijavawadas .. -, -

7. COne spare cepy.
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‘.¢4,Y;One,cwpy te. 3ri. A.Xrishna. kumar,

. ,6.. .One cepy.te; Library, CAT," Hyd. - ;
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advocate,
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Div181$nal'Ra11way Maﬁager, S@uth Central Railway,

CAT, Hyd,

,_S.iJQﬁeﬁqepy?t§.Sri,,C,V.MaJia Reddy, 8C for Rlys, CAT, Hvd.
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in the family is.employed the family iézindigent financial

circumstances,

4. . ML, C V.Malla Reddy,, learned standing counsel for

Ay

the respondents states ‘that as per extant instructions, )

" as referred’to'by the_éppIignnt's cqunsgl"there is no objection

for compassionate appointment to a married daughter pﬁEYIGEd
the General Manager is personally satisfied that ke ,will be
the bread winrer. It was under these ‘circumstances that the
caSe'of;thé'appiibént~has:placed before the General Manager
as is evident from DRM (P}’ Vijayawada Tivision letter dated

7.8.91,

5. Evidently the case of the applicant was duly

considered by the General Manager as per extant instructions

‘but was rejet¢ted vide memo dated 7.8.91?2'§1though the

applicart's counsel has strongly urged for a direction to the
respondenfs to recqnsider the case of the applicanth fina
that no useful purpose nould be served by issuing such a
direction as the case of the applicant had already been

duly considered by the competent authority in terms of

the relevant instructions,

6. Even otherwise, the facts of the case indicateh

e

that the family of the deceased employee comprised #s widow

and he¥ 2 married daughters, Admittedly the widow is in

reéeipt of family pension eversince 1986 when her husband died,

7. In the afore-stated circumstances I find no merit
in the OA and the same is rejected. No costs,

Pones P

(ABGCI{HI)
Member (Admn.)

ﬁ‘/’{ /[fy?{\ _)l‘\(/’

Dated: 17th November, 1995

{(Dictated in Open Court)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRTRIWAL,
. HYDERABAD BE'ICH AT HYDERABAD. =

HON'?LE MR. A.B. GORTHI, ADMINISTRA~
: TIVE MEMEER.

.

HON™BEL MR .

e

JUDIC AL _MEMSER.

. L A
ORBER/JUDCEMENT &

St

DATED: . . {7} L\111995. B

M. A+ ReA . /CrA N,

fﬁ-“ g -
0.A.NO. 1S !} 1

FehNOT T T T W TR T )

CADMIXTED AND INTERIM DIRECTIONS ISSUED,

ALLOVE
DISPOZED OF WITH DiRECTIONs.
DISMISSE
DISMISSED N WITHDRAWN.

DISMISSED FORNDEFAULT.

o —
. ORBERED/REJECTED.

."‘_‘J‘_.‘...
;/”Nb‘ORDER AS TO COSTS.






