IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.
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0.A.No.591/97.
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Between:
P. Edukondalu, .. .. Appligant.
and

1|, The Seniocr Superintendent of Post
Offices, Frakasam Division, Ongole,.

2l The Postmasiwr General, Vijayawada.

3l The Chief Postmaster General, A.P.Circle,
Hyderabad. RrReSpong®hts.
Counsel for the applicant: Sri K.Venkateswara Rao.

‘cgunsel for the respondents: Sri N.V.Raghava Reddy.

JUDGMENT .

(by Hon'ble sri H. Rajendra Prasad, Member (i)

Heard Sri K.Venkateswara Rao for the applicant

and Sri W.V.Raghava Reddy for the respondents.

The applicant herein was a candidate for appointment
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EDMC/EDDA) on compassionate grounds. He 1s aggrieved by'

. tHe decision of Régpondent No.2, conveyed in letter

N |.B2/RE/Relax/PE dated 23.i2.1996 issusd by Respondeat m2.1,
rej;cting his candidature for regular appuintment.cn compassionate

.greunds in the place of one whom he claims to have been his

‘adopted father.
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- The applicant states that be is the-adoéted

son of one P.Raghavulu, EbFC/EDA Kupperapalem EDBO. The

said Raghavulu paségd away on 3-5~i995 and the apﬁliCant

was therefore appointeﬁlprovisionally because he was the mk*hd
son of the deceased employee as certified on 20-6-1995 by
'the'village Administrative Officer. According to his

version the adoptioun tookx place when he was only 12 years of

age in 1968, (n the demise of the said Raghavulu the applicant
was paid the amount granted by way of finan€ial assistance

from the Welfare Fung, relief from AP Circle Postal,Rélief Fund,
and'Ex-gratia as also the Sonus dué_to the deceased employee.

It is stated by himy that, apart from the village Administrative
Officer, the Principal District Munsiff, Addanki,had ailso
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issued a succession certificate, confirming therein his

reported adoption by Raghavulu., It is also stated that his

dopted mother—-wno later separated from her husband i.e.,

the adopted father of the applicant, and re-married-has given
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no objection to the applicant'S appointment.

The Eespondents have rejgctéd the claim of ﬁhe
applicant on the ground thag_even though his adéption is
cllaimed to havé been wade as long back as 13968, the caste
certificate iSSued by the MRO, the transfer certificated
issued by the Principal.of Junior College, and 88 certificate

issued in Hay, 1991, July,1977 and July,1%75, respectively,

glowed only nid datural father's name as his father and
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in none'of the documents the name of his supposed adopted
father was ever méntioned. This giées fise to a aqubt '

in the mind of the authorities that thé - ffﬁso-called adoption
could have been nothing ﬁore-fhan a piece of untruth., The
applicant sgbmits that this is ﬁot a faif conclusion. If the
néme of his natural father was not alfered in the documents,

it was only due to inaction on his anq adopted father's part

and does not detract from the basic fact of adoption which

could be verified from other sources.
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'Tﬁere is of course no legal document to prove the
adop;ion. The Respondents have also given an additional
reason that the succession certificate issued by the Principal
District Munsif was only for the settlement of financial

- claims and it was possible that the case may not have been.
contested which led to the routine grant of the said

certificate. This certificate_by itself could not therefore

be taken as a positive proof of adoption.

Asked to explain how in the absence of any
}egél documents to prove it how could an adoption be taken
as a fact, Mr.K.Venkateswara Rao, the learned counsel for
the applicant, fo;cefully submitted that in therébuntryside of
Fhis fegion every adoption may not culminate in or be

accompanied by the execution of legal documents and such

adoptions have to be taken as true and correct as long as

}t is generally accepted by reSpectabie persons in the
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~and it is primarily for the applicant to establish his case by
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village and vouched by the community as having guly taken

v

place,

The scope of controversy in this case is very
narrow. Quite apart from what might have Pean indicated
in the caste certificate or SS Certificate, the fact as to

whether or not the applicant had indeed been adopted by late

Raghavulu could easily be proved or disproved by makiné
pointed enquiries.linless this is done, any summary rejectibn

of his claim for the reasons stated by the respondents wou;d
amount to unintended unfairnmess.  AlthOugh it_%s not iqcumbent

upon the departmental authorities to conduck such an enguiry,

proPer proof, in the present case it w8uld be necessary in

the interests of justice_tﬁat certain authéntig enquiries

(aven {if 11m§£ed) be made to establish; ;r to disprove, the
claim of the applicant in this regard. Nétwithstandihg what
may or may no£ be stéted in a particular document, this fact
could be easily established by making meaningful enquiries in
thf village. There are several easy ways for ar?iving at
-réﬁgue."a;d valid conclusions in this regard. This Tribunal

strongly feels that it should be don=.

It is, therefore, directed that respondent No.l .
may have the claim of applicant's adoption bY,laté Ragh&vulu

and his former spouse yerified by causing necessary anquiries

to be made in this regargd.

( If it is eventually proved to the
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satisfaction of the authoritieé that an adoption did indeed take
place notwithstanding the absence of any documentary _ evidence
in this réga;d, then the case of the applicant Q;uld require a
réview. Such an enquiry could commence within one month and
should be coméleted within two months from the date of receipt of
a copy of this.order and a final decision with regard to th;
applicant'g claim for compassionate appointment could be taken

if found necessary, witﬁin two months thereafter, 1f it is

eventually decided on the basis of such an enquiry to review

the claim of the applicant hd should be considered for a

| suitable post in Kopperapalem EDBO where late P.Raghavulu was

woFking. In such a situation D.Poulu who has been accommodatsd
in kOpperapélem BO could be shifted to~any other B.O., 1in the
Sub Division or Division. 'Alternatively. the applicant

céuld be conside;ed for any existing vacancy or one which

might arise next for sucﬁ an appointmehAt. The decision {s
left entirely'to the respon&ents depending on administrative
feasibility. If, howéver, the enquries do not establish the
fact of applicant's adoption by late Raghavulu and his

(since estranged)wife, no further action needs to be taken’

exce’:} to apprise fhe &pplicant of lhe outcome of the enquiry.
Thus the 0.2A., is disposed of. Nof costs.
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1. The Senior Superintendent of post Offices,
Prakasam Division, Ongole.
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postmaster General, Vi jayawada.

Chief Postmaster General,
Circle, Hyderabad.

copy to MI.F;VénkateSWar Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
copy to Mr. N.V.Raghava Reddy, Addl .CGSC. CAT.Hyd.
copy to HHRP .M. (A) cAT.Hyd.

copy to DR(a) CAT.Hyd.
COpy SPaLlT .
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