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IN THE CENTEAL AUMINISTRATIVE TRIRBUNAL, ALLAHABA)
ADITIONAL BENCH AT ALLAHABAD
PR S N
Allahabad : Dated this 19th day O March, 1996
RAM 3 '

Hon'ble Mr. S. Las Gupta, A.M.

l!on'ble PJII. T!Ll 1‘!%;!!!3. JtMt

1. Original Application No.298 of 1996
District ¢ Jhansi

Mohd. Saleen S/o Shri Zamil Mohd. E/o House
No .57, Chhoti Maszid, Puliya No.9, Jhansi.

(Sri Lakesh Vema, Advocate)

] ] L] [ L] . [ ] [ ] Applican.t
Versus
) Union of India through
General Manager,

Central Railway,
BOTﬂbaY Vo T,

2 The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Railway, Jhansi.

6. o o Us iw e e oResbondents
QONNECTHE) EITH
L1, Criginal Application No.300 of 1996
Diistrict : Jhansi
Sazid Khan Mansoori S/o Shri Bafati Khan Mansoori

R/o 132/46, Silverganj, Prem Nagar,
Jha!‘lsi-

(By Sri Rakesh Vemma, Advocate)
e = o ¢« » o o Applicant
Versus
1. Union of India through

General Manager
Central Railway, Xkamsk Bombay V.T.

2 The Divisional Railway Manager,
Central Bailway, Jhansi.

e & s & & e o Resmndenta

QONNECTE. WL TH

III. COriginal Application No.302 of 1996

i District : Jhansi
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Vakil Almed §/o Shri Sashir Almed

B/c House No.331/2, Prempanj, Sipri Bazar, 5
jhansi. sl

{3y 5= Eakesh Vema, Adwocate) i
...--.-Ap’,:‘lican't
Varsus
1. Union of India throwgh
General Manager, Ceniral Hailway,
mbﬁ.}' Vil.

2. The Divisional Eailway Manager,
Centrzl Sailwey, Jhansi.

All these applications are based on similar

facts and imwolve similar ocontroversy. As such all

thiese Cases are being deciced by a comzoOn ordsr.

2. #hen thess cases came up for adeission, ROEE
appesred for the applicants, &8, thersfore,
perused the pleadincs in the CAs. The applicants in
the CAs are sons of railmey employees who did not
participate in the railmey strikes in the year 1974.
It is stated that the railwey authorities had issued
certain orders that those railwsy empPloyses who did mot .
& participate in the railway strikes wmould be regarded |
by ths grant of asaployment to song/wards of sudh employess.
in the soczlled "loyzl guota®. All the applicants, it |
is stated, were minors at the. == when the sforesaid
orders were issued by the railway baord and only
after they have attainsd the age of majority, they sought
emxployment under the ®"loyal quota®. They svbaitted

representation to the railwsy board and thereafter appec
this Tribunal for 3 direction to appeint them in the
loyal guota®™. All the applications were disposed of :in ‘
limine by a direction tc the respondents to mnﬂ.dmﬂ 8 ?{_‘_
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dispose of their representations. It now appears that

by similar orders dated 6-=9-1995, the representations

of these applicants have been turned down. Thus, the
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

/
"loyal quota®.

3. We have seen from the order dated 6-9-1995 that
the.representatiqns of the applicants have been turned
down on the ground that thelr reqmésts for employment
under the so called "loyal quota® cannot be considered at
this stagé after 21 years. e have carefully considered
the matter. e are of the view that an assurance which
was given to the so called loyal workers in 1974 cannot be
open—-ended one. There is nothing on record 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 j

and as such the rejection cannot be challenged successfully.|

5 In view of the foregoing we find no merits in these
applications and all these applications are di smissed }
in limine.

Member (J) Member {A)




