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RESERVED

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD

ADDITIONAL BENCH AT ALLAHABAD

* & * #*

Allahsbad ; Dated this (% th day of March, 1996 |

COR

Hon'ble Mr, S, Das Gupta, A.M,
Hon'ple Mr, T,L, Verma, J.M,

I.

Rajeev Kumar Nigam S/o Shri Ramesh Chandra Nigam
R/0 House No, 97/3(5), Near Khati
Baba Temple, Dildar Nagar, Jhansi,

(By sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)

G

Original Application No,205 of 1996,

—r ——

[ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] L ] L ] @ mplicant
Versus

Union of India through General
Manager, Central Rallway,
Bombay V.T,

The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

e« o« o« « s « o o Respondents

CONNECTED WITH

Original Application No, 206 1996
Nafis Ahmed S/o Shri Kama A%%Bdgg
R/o House No,23, Purbiya Tola,
Premnagar, Jhansi.

(By sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)

s 8 & 0 & © ‘@ -ﬁpplicaﬁt

versus |
1% Union of India through General Manager, ||
Central Railway, Boubay VT, |
2, The Divisional Railway Manager, |
Central Railway, Jhansi, |
L L L . L Y .RGSPOH(_ﬁntS :.
ONNECTE |
LT, Oed inal plication N 7 of 1996 |
Mohd, :E S/0 shri Ab&l.?? Hamid, |
R/o Momin Compound, Isal Ka Tola, |
Prem Nagar, Jhansi, %
sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate) ' I
(BY : * & o 8 a & @ .ﬁppucaﬂt .i;
versus ‘L
} % Union of India through General Manager, !
Central Railway, Bonbay V. T, (B
24 The Divisional Railway Manager,
Cantral Railway, Jhansi, {
f,.}r ¢ o .
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IV, Original Application No, 208 of 1976

Vikram Singh S/0 shri K,K, Singh R/o House
No,R482/2, Behind Refugee Colony, New Officers
Bufigalow, Civil Lines, Jhansi,
(By Sir Rakesh Verma, Advocate,)
o & o o o 4 s « Applicant
Versus

l, Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay V.T,

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

e o o « « s« « o Respondents

CONNECTED I SH
V. Original Application No,209 of 1996

Khushi Lal S/o Shri Harbana, R/o House No,9,
Kachchiyana, Pulliya No,9,

Near Rajpoot School,

Jhansi-284 00l

(By Sir Rakesh Verma, Advocate)
I.'l.lt'mpucant

Versus

1, Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay V,T.

v 2, The Divisional Railway Manager,

Central Railway, Jhansi,

e o e v & & & + RESHONGSNLS

CONNECTED WITH
VI, Original Application No,RLO of 1996

Raju S/o smt, Ganga Devi (wWwidow of late
Shri Kishori Singh) R/o 492, Khushpura,
Near Bombay Bakery, Jhansi,

(By sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)
e o o o o o o .Applicant

versus

} BR Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

e m 4Rke ‘el oW e Respandents
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CONNECTED Wl
VI1I, Original Application No,2ll of 1996
Bhishma S/0 shri Ishwari R/o Village
Ghori, Tehsil-Palwal, District-
Faridabad,
(By Sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)
..--..-Applican't

Versus

1, Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bmw V.Tn

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

e + o« » o« o oRespondents

CONNECTED WITH
VIII, Original Application No,2L2 of 1996
Saleem Khan S/o0 Shri wahid Khan R/o House No,
132/2, Schoolpura, Garhiya Phatak,
Near Chhotey Khatl Baba, Jhansi,
(By sri Rakesh Verma, Advoczte)
ce o o o & ﬁpp}icant

Versus

l, Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay V?T,

2, Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

e o o o o » sROspondents
CONNECTED WITH
VIIIA. Original Application No,2l3 of 1996

Vijay Kumar agedx S/o0 Shri Ram Das
R/o 560/L, Kushipura, Jhansi,

(By sri Rakesh Verma, Advocgate)
a e [ ] ] [ ] e o R)pliﬂﬂnt
Versus

1. Union of India through General Manager,
Central Rallway, Bombay.V.T.

2, The pivisional Railway Mahager,
Central Railway, Hhansi,

« « +« « « o Respondents
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CONNECTED WITH
IX. Original Application No,222 of 1996

ga Prasad S/o sShri Ram Charan R/o House No,lO9l,

hiyana. Puliya No, 9, Subhash School Ka Gate,
Jhans .

(sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)
e o o s« « o Applicant
Versus

1, Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay V.T.

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

L . . o ® L Re Sp Onde nts

Xe Original Application No,224 of 1996

Rakesh Kumar Srivastava S/o Shri Hanuman Prasad

Srivastava! Ex, T.T.E.,/NER/SEE, R/0 Mohalla

Belwadandi, Gandhi Nagar, Basti
(By sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)
e« e o o oApplicant
versus

Union of India through the General
Manager, North Eastern Railway, Garakhpur,

e « s« o« Respondents

CONNECTED WITH

) & Original Application No,225 of 1996
Bindeshwari Prajapati S/o Shri Dwarika,
R/o Village & Post Kazrat, P.S. Zapla,
D.‘I.strict- alamau,

(By sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)

e « o o Applicant

Versus
1, Union of India through the General Manager
Eastern Railway, Calcutta,
2, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Eastern Railway,
Mighalsarai,

. » » » sRespondents

—— i R —————. i
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CONNECTED WITH

X1I, Original Application No,228 of 1996
wasif S/o0 Shri Nazeer Khan R/o Momin Compound,
Idgah Road, Isail Ka Tola, Jhansi,
(By Sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)
o .6 4 o o ¢ JotApplicant
versus

1, Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay V.T,.

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

e ® & & o l'a~R93P0“dent$

CONNECT=D WITH

T — — e —

XII1I, Original Application No,230 of 1996 |

Ravi Prakash S/o Shri Baboo Lal R/o 231/1,
Ogtsige, Datiya Darwaja, Pathariya,
Jhansi,

(By Sri Rakesh Verma,Advocate)
s s s lo e o dpplicant
Ver sus
L Union of India through General Manager,

Central Railway,
Bombay V.T,.

- o S—— =

2. The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

e e« » o » o o Respondents

CONNECTD WITH
X2V, COriginal Application No,235 of 1996

Mohd, Haseen S/o0 Shri Mohd, Saleem R/o House |
No,11l, Darigran, Jhansi,

(By Sri Rakesh Verma, Advocate)
o s ¢ o o » Abplicant

Versus
l. Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay V.T,
24 The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi,
."d ‘ e * o o o .Rﬂspﬁndents
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ORDER
By Hon'ple Mr, S, Das Gupta, A.M,

All these applications are based on similar :
facts and involve Whe similar controversy, As such all

these cagses are being decided by a common order,

2% when these cases came up for admission, we
heard learned counsel for the applicants and also
perused the pleadings in the OAs, The applicants in
the OAs are sons of railway employees who did not j
participate in the railway strikes in the year 1974,
It 1s stated that the railway authorities had issued &
certain orders that those railway employees who did

not participate in the railway strikes would be rewarded
by the grant of employment to sons/wards of such employees
in the socalled “loyal quota", All the applicants,

it is stated, were minors at thg®f time when the afaresaid
orders were issued by the railway bOﬁFd and only after

(,[;C[:,L..._ ot x

they have eschiée®wved the age of majority ,f?mght employment

= L — — - E

under the ®"loyal quota®, They submitted representation
to the railway board and thereafter approached this
Tribunal for a direction to appoint them in the "loyal
quota®, All the applications were disposed of in limine
by a direction to the respondents to consider and
dispose of }heir representations, It now appears that
by % orders dated 6-9-1995, the representations
of these applicants have been turned down, Thus, the

L
L
e R e T o —— T
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applicants have filed these OAs challenging the aforesaid |
order and praying for a direction to the respondents ?
to consider the applicants for appointment under the L
"loyal quota",

3% we have seen from the order dated 6-9-1995 that

o = T - = n T - M =
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that the representations of the applicants have been
turned down on the ground that their requests for :
employment under the so called "loyal quota®™ cannot |
be considered at this stage after 21 years, e have
carefully considered the matter. we are of the view

that an assurance which was given to the socalled

loyal workers in 1974 cannot be an open-ended one, |
There is nothing on recard to indicate that the

railways had assured the so called loyal workers

that their sons/wards shall be considered for employment
against "loyal quota®™ even after so many years after
they attain the age of majority.

4, we are, therefore, of the view that the
respondents have rightly rejected the representations
of the applicants and as such the rejection cannot pe

challenged successfully,

5% In view of the foregoing we find no merits in
thise applications and all these applications are dismissed;
in limine,

),
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Member (J) Mﬂmbﬂr'IA)
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