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The applicants 26 number have alleged
themselves to be the ward of the raliway
employee. It s alleged that who did not
participate in the Railway strike of the . year
1974 which was (w.e.f. §8.5.1974 ti11 28.%.74) in
order to give incentive to those who did not
participate in the strike and remained Toyal
during the strike period, the Railway Board has

issued & Circular No.G/50/21/0PYG/ df  4.5.04



whoreby it was laid down rhat who have raenderod
outstanding  service during the recent stiihe o
be  considered for rewards in the following

mannar oo

al Fmployment of Sons/daughter/dependents:

b Evtension of  service/re-employment  in
case of those who areSdue to retire

within a year after 8.5.74;

c) Grant of advance increment;

d) Hard duty allowance as prescribed.

The employee will be entitled to one of

the 4 benefits.

The contention of the learned counsel foi
the app?ﬁcanfﬁ ic  that they are the wesds o
those employees who were ioyal in 1974 during rhe
strike period énd that their predecessors
interest  employees did not avail of the benefit
of this Circular. We are afraid that in he year
1995 such a benefit those wards could <latm,
because right has wvesfed solely te the loyal
emplovees who could claim any of the bencfils at

the relevant point of time in 1975 out of the 4

benefits,any one, could have been opted by ihe

said loyal railway employees. It shall be misuse

of the process of the Court to  admit thiis



application  and issue notice to the rasponder
as Lhe applicants have no rignt whatscever and
that 4F any, cannot be claimed even by  their

predecessor’s Interests after 20 yvears.

The learned counsel for tne appiicant
Shiri MUK, Gaur has at the time when thic
application was taken up, stated that the simila:
applications have already heen dismissed by thiy
Tribunal and 1t is only because the applicants
want an order to be passed, so this applivation
be considered.

S

We nhave considered this application on
the basis of the said Circular and alsu on fhe
point whether  any issue for decision needs
consideration. & similar neture 08 was fileo
bgf@re the CAT Allahabad Bench in 0.A.No.06l4 o
1994 which was‘digpused of by the CAT & lahabag
Bench by the order dated  21.4.94 with  the
direction that the railway may consider the

request of SC/ST Ward of Loval Railway employe

We do not  find that this is a case where even
consideration 1s required by issuing a notice to

the respondents.

The Tribunal has been a creation of &
statute and  came into force from 1.11.85% and the
jur%:diction of  the tribunal extends only to
matter where the grievance has arisen three Years
sarlier to  the enforcement of the Act, the
Tribunal has no jurisdiction to grant any such

larmed

relief whatsoever., The applicants ¢laimed that



Phe Cause af  action has peoured Lo their

in dnterest, Toyal employees n Lhe

1974,  thus the Tribunal has no jurisdiction
o omatter. It was & point to be taken up at
that time, more particularly by their predeceszor
. e “rtne , 4
inoanterest  employee, T they 48 not given any
aptien out of the 4 benefits laid down 1 that
At Rowe Donght
Eiruu1arsl\baf~seek judicial review, for seeking

cedressal of  their grievance.  The application

therefore, no force and i3 dismicoed  in
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