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1. Lyak Singh
S/o Shri Pyara Lai

2. Harish Kumar Gautam
S / 0 S h r 1 8 h a g w a n S w a r u p
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S/o RX. Pass
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S/o Shri Harpal Singh

6. Pram Pal
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o / 0 T a 'a i r H u s s a i r i

8. Sanjay Kumar Verma
S/o Ram Snaih Nishad

9. Ved Prakash

S/o SItri Jeea. Raw

10. Dinesh Kumar
S/o Shri Pvam Net

11. Surender Pal Singh
S/o Shri Deri Lai

12. Ajay Babu
S/o Shri Thakur Daae

li. Manoj Kumar Adholia
S/o Shri ABI Saxena

14 Shyam Lai Sharma
S/o Shri Nand Lai

15 I. U t p a 1 K u 1 s h r e s h t h y a
S/o Man Mohan Kutshreshthya

16. Upendra Sharma
S/o Shri Om "Prakash Sharma

17. HariSingh
S/o Shri Mahandra SingTi

18. M. Ashok Kumar
O'/o oTiri llajeshwar I i- i'asac

I-



19. Radhesh Kumar Srivastava
S/o Shri Rajd Ram

20. Sunil Kutnar Dubey
S/o Shri Raj Pati Dubey

21. Manoj Kumar
S/o Shri R.L. Pandey

22. Satandra Kumar

S/o Shri Raja Ram Sharma

23. Mohd. Habili

S/o Shri Moinuddin ,

24. Ramwah Chandra

Giridhari Lai

25. Pratap Singh
. S/o Shri Mihi Lai

26. Shri Prem Shankar

S/o Shri Bhagalu Ram

R/o Shri Layak Singh
RZ/GOB, Raj Nagar I,
Pal am Colony,New Delhi ....Applicant

(by Advocate ; shsri M.K. Gaur,Proxy Counsel for
ShritVP Sharma)

Versus

Union of liidia, thtv^ugh

1. The General Manager,
Northern Railway,
Baroda House,
New Delhi.

2. The Secretary,
Railway Board,
Railway Bhavan, New Delhi.

/

Judgement (Oral)

(Hon'ble Shri J.P. Sharma,Member (J) )

The applicants 26 number have alleged

themselves to be the ward of the railway

employee. It is alleged that who did not

participate in ' the Railway strike of the .year

1974 which was (w.e.f. 8.5.1974 till 28.5.74) in

order to give incentive to those who did not

participate in the strike and remained loyal

during the strike period, the Railway Board has

issued a Circular No.G/50/21/0PYG/ dt 4.6.94



whci eby it was laid down chat who have rendci eci

outstanding service during the recant sti'dse to

be considered for rewards in the toi lowuiy

manner

a) Employment of Sons/dauyhter/dependents?

b) Extension , of service/re-einp'l oymoict in

case of those who are ̂ due to retire

within a year after 8.5.745

c) Grant of advance increment;

d) Hard duty allowance as "prescribed.

The employee will be entitled to one or

the 4 benefits.

The contention of- the learned counsel iOi

the applicants is that they are the wards oi

those employees who were loyal in 1974 during Hie

strike period and that their predecessors in

interest employees did not avail of the benefit

of this Circular. We are afraid that in she year

1995 such a benefit those wards could claim,

because right has vested, solely to the loyal

employees who could claim any of the benefits at,

the relevant point of time 'in 1975 out of the 4

benefits^any one, could have been opted by the

said loyal railway employees. It shall be misuse

of the process of the Court to admit tins

k



application and issue notice to the respondei fs

as the applicants have no right whatsoever and

tiiat if any, cannot be claimed even by their

predecessor's interests after 20 years.

The learned counsel for the applicant

Shri M. K. Gaur has at the t i me wtier. tI'l i c,

appl ication was taken up, stated that the similai

applications have already been dismissed by this

Tribunal and it is orfiy because the applicants

want an order to be passed, so this application

be considered.

We have considered this application on

the basis of the said Circular and also on thc,_

point whether any issue for decision needs

consideration. A similar nature OA was filed

before the CAT Allahabad Bench in O.A.No.61'1 of

1994 which was disposed of by the CAT Ai lahabati

Bench by the order dated 21.4.94 with the

dir-ection that the railway may consider the

request of SC/ST Ward of Loyal Railway employees.

We do i'lot find tiiat tfiis is a case wher-e even n

consideration is required by issuing a notice to

the respondents.

The Tribunal has been a creation of d

statute and came into force from 1,11.85 and the

jurisdiction of the tribunal extends only to a

matter where the grievance has arisen three years

earlier to the enforcement of the Act, the

Tr ibunal has no jurisdiction to grant any such

|- e 1 i e f h a t s o e v e r . T h e a p p 1 i c a n t s c 1 a i m e d t h a t



the \:duse of action has occured tu their

Pieuecessor in interest, loyal employees in the

•/car 19'!^, thus the Tribunal has no jurisdiction

in this matters. It was a point to be lakcn up at

tlidi time,, more particul arl y by theii' predecessor

in interest employee, if they 444 not groeh ariy

option out of the 4 bcnofits laid down i i i that

Circular, —seek judicial review, for seeking

i-edi^essal of their grievance. The spphcation

'isis, therefore, no force and is disinv:..s?d in
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