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I THE CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

- 19
8B No,3550/98

SETWEEN @

O, & Rate ofOrder : 24,12,98

Mrs, Surya Prabaavati .« HApplicant,
AND

1. Union of India, rep, by the
Secretary to Govt, of Incia,
Ministry of Railways,

Hew Delhi,

2. The General Manager, 9.C.R1ly,,
Rail Nilayam, Secunderabad,

3., The Livisional Railway Haneger,

&.C,kailway, Vijayawada, .. Respondents,
Counsel for the Applicant oa Mr.Shiva
Counsel for the Respondénts e Mr,J.R.Gopala Rao

CORAIM 3

ECN'AIE SHRI REANGARATJAN : Member (Admn. )

B i B P

){ As per Hon'Dle Snri R.Rengarajan, Member (Am,) X

Mr,Shiva, learned counsel for the applicant
and Mr,J.R.Gopala Rao, learned standing couwnsel for

the respondents,
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2. The applicent approached this Tribunal by filing
an OA,.161/96 which was disposed of on 20,9,96. That OA
was filed for appointing her on compassionate ground
commensurate with suitable qualification, That OA was
&isposed of with the following direction -

® The applicant, if so advised, may submit a
fresh representation addressed to R=3
indicating the full facts of this case
indicating the fact that the daughter of
the first wife is already married and if such
a representation is received, R-3 should pass
a judicious orxder in regard to grant of
compassionate ground appointment in the
in accordence with rules, The €inal decision
has to be informed to the applicant within 4
months from the date of receipt of a copy of
the fresh representation from the applicant®s

3. In pursuarce of that direction the applicant filed
her representation dated 28,10,96 (A-1) addressed to R-3.
Para-6 of that representation is relevant., AS per that
representation she has reqguested R-3 to consider her
apblication for compassionate ground appointment in the
interest of justice, That representation was disposed of
by the impugned order No,B/P,Cen,564/148/91, dated 31.1.97
(A-3). The relevant points in the rejection letter are

as follows 3-

(a) Her recuest for compassionate ground appointment
o her son was considered by the authorities

concerned in pussuvence of the Tribunal’s order

dated 20.9.,96, .

'.3



{b)} But that request was rejected as the applicant
herein does not produce to show any record
that she 1s legally married second wife of
late T,.,Durga Prasada Rao,

4, This 0& is filed to set aside the impugned ordexr

dated 31.1.97 #nd for a conSeguential direction to the
respondents to consider the case of the applicant for‘ -
appointment to any suitablg post on compassionate grounds

and appoint her within & period of 2 ‘months,

5. It is not necessary to go into the merits of this
case at this juncture, &s the impugned order dated 31,1,97
. a i

. .
itself Goaes notLProper and appropriate . reply to her

representation dated 28,10,96,

Ge In her representation dated 28,10,96 the applicant
had requested.for compassionate gfound appointment to her
only not to her son, Where as the impughed reply dated
31,1,97 indicates that her request for compassionate ground
appointment to her son was considered, The applicant states
that she has no son and she only requested for compassionate
ot B :
ground appointmentpr her representation dated 28.,10.96.
Hence consideration of her case for compassionate ground
éppointaent t0 her son does not arise, The re3p6ndent
auvthorities had mechanically passed the_order without seeing

the contents of her representation or checking up whether

the applicant has got a son or not,
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e It is also Stateé in the impugned order dated

31.1,97 that the applicant has not produced any records

in regard to he; legal marriagelwith late T,.,Darga Prasada

Rao, The learned counsel for the applicant submits that

the final settlement dues of her late husband was shared by

her and the first wife of the deceased employee, If S0

stating that the applicant has t6 produce proper records

in regard to her legal marriage with late T.,Durga Prasada Rao

does not arise. Without the proof}the respondents would not
clue__

have granted the share of the final settlement &des to the

applicant herein. Hence dn £he face of it gﬁ@’ésking for

the records from the applicant to show her legal wedding

does not appear to be in order,

8e From the above analysis I am of the opinion that
the respondents have not applied their mind while issuing
the impugned order Gated 31,1.97. A responsible railway

organisation camnot dispose of a representation without

froe h;;i::d;—v\ ,
properly scrutinising the details., the reply

»

given to the applicant Lappears that the respondents are
very eareless in discharging thé4duties if the facts

mentioned above are in order,

9. Hence I am of the opinion that the impugned order
dated 31.1.97 is liable only to be set aside and further

direction has to be given to the respondents to reconsider
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the issue in depth after collecting all the relevant
details and pass a speaking appropriate order which will
meet the ends of justice and thét order should be passed
very quickly within a period of one montn from the date of

receipt of a copy of this order,

10, In the result, the impugned order dated 31.1,97 is

Set aside and R-3 is directed to issue a detailed speaking order
to the earlier representation of the applicant dated 28.10,96

in accordance with rules after fully scrutinising the details
from the records or if regmired from the applicant also{}hat
reply should be issued to the applicant by R-3 within a

periocd ©of one month from the date of receldpt of this order,

11, The 0A is ordered accordingly at the admission

( R.ERANGARATAN )
Merber (2dmn, )

stage itself, No costs,

Dated 3 24th December, 1998

(Dictated in Open Court) “N e
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