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CEN TAAL ADMI N I ST RA TIV E 

ALLAHABAD BENCH , 

ALLAHABAD. 

TRIBll'J AL., 

Original Application No.630(94. 

THI 5 THE 22~JO DAY Of SEPTEf'B£R11994. 

HCI\I'BLE MR. JUSTICE B.C. SAKS£N-A, VICE-CHAIRM~ . 

HlJ.:' BLE VIR. K. ~iUTHUKUNAR , MEil!BEA (AO[Wg~JISTRATIVE). 

AMRlT L.AL & OTHERS 

BY ·AWOCATE SHRI S. C.TRIPATHI 

1 . Union of India, 
through the 
General f·lanoger, 
Nort hern Ra i lway , 
Baroda House , 
New Delhi . 

• 

2 . The Oiv i sional Railway 
flanager , Northern Railwoy , 

:: s:: 

vs. 

~llahabad. :::::: 

0 R 0 E R { Oral ) • 

JUSTlC£ B. c. S~KSEN ~ , V ICE-CHAI RM~ . 

Applicants 

Respondents 

• 

We have heard t he l earned counsel for the applica nt~ . The 

a r plicmt s t who a r e 45 in nu mber t th r ough th i s o. A., have claimed 

a ppointmen t under ' loyal quot a '. It i s alleged that m agr eement 

had been reached between the All I ndia s. s. & s . T. Railway Employees 

Ae ... ociation, ~or"thern Railway , Allahabad Divi si on , and th e re sp~'ndent s 

in J une , 1974 . The ag r eement i s al leged to have been approved by 

t ho then Railwa y folini ste r La t e Han 1 bl a Lalit Nar ayan Nish r a . Copy 

of the ag r eemen t hos n ot been annexed t o t he o.A. though the 

applicants soak t o inv oke t he provis i ons of the said agreement 

t o support t heir claim f or appointmento I t i s common kn owl edge 
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that on the basis of be said ag reement the Railwa y Board had 

issued irlstructions providing for appointment to dependents of 

loya l railway employees who did not participate in the All 

India Strike in t he year 1 974. The Railway Board ' s said 

l etter was the subject matt e r oF challenge in the Writ 

Petition and Hon.Mr.Justice K. N. Singh, a Judge of the 

,Allahabad High Court then had quashed the said Railway 

Board ' s l etter. 

2. further , s ign ificantly, the applicants on their own 

admi ssi,.on , QJI:Bil they were minor in the year 1974 • '(hey? 

c ouriously enough, ·claimsd t hat as and when they attain 

1ajority , they are entitled t o the benefits o f the said 

agreement to be given appointment in Railway . The subject 

.. 
• metter is of 1974. lhe applicants , ev en if they had any 

vestig~ of leg al rights , has l os t t he earns by their own latches . 

They have sl ept ovor the matter for more than 2 decad es. 
1 

The peti tion, for t he reasons i ndicated above , i s al so 

• barred by latches and henc e dismissed su mmarily . The 
. . 

learned counsel for the applicant urges that the applicants 

have indicat ed the names of some son/daughter and dependents 

of l oyal employees, who have been given employment on 

attaining majority und er 1 loyal quota' . He urges that the 

applicants have been discriminated by not providing 

empl oyment under ' loyal quota ', as per the agreement. 113, in 

the absence of any materi al on record , have no reason to 

believe that appointment has been qiv en to those persons 

whose names have been indicateLI in the o.A., who has been 

found to be eligibl e under the terms of the agreemen t. The 

applicants were minor at t he r elevant t ime and , therefo re, 

we re not eligibl e . 

·. 
3 . The learned c oun sel fo r the applicant next a b: H ~ul 

let_ 
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h.IJdB~~~t==-~~ .. t~~r--4i~rA~i8fi-\.(se .. ealii9ik:l~~::~:'~' ~s-.,.~~tet dec l si on given by a 0 i vi si 01 Bench 

of' the Tribunal in o.A.No .1 328/93 , RakeshkU"lar Khana and others Vs. 

u. o. I. & 0 thers (copy of which i s ~naxed as Jflnexure-VI ) • fhe 

o.a. had directed that the representation dated 31-12-92 submitted 

by All India s. -• & s. T. Railway Employees Associati01, in a 

r epresentative capacity may be ca1sider ed by the respcndents 

and may be disposed by a reasoned order. In the present case 

there i s no r eference to s uch representation n or cny such 

r elief has been prayed for . The direction g.j.ven by the Oiv isia1 

Sench in its order in O.A. No .1 38 3/93 would govern the 

applicants in the said O. A. only. Admittedly the present 
the 

applicants were not parties in the said o . ~. In paragraph 4 o fLorder 

of the sai d O. A. it has been isct·aat~ that representation 

of the All In dia S.C.& S.T. Railway Empl oyees Association dated 

31-12- 92 to the Railway f11inster in the repre sent s .ive capacity 

be consid ered and dis posed of by a reasoned and speaking order . 

In the present case no such direc t i on to consider the said 

r epresentation can be issued since the said r epresentation was 

clearly belated and highl y time barred . This Tri bunal will nat 

lend its support to those who have sl ept ove r their rights 

by iss ue o f direct i on t o decide the representation, the period 

of limitation oil wlaial: to maintain 

to kev~ve 
cannot be per mitted b: •i~t The 

is dismi ssed summarily . 

,-,_­
NEf>B R( .ADr'l'J .) 

(n air) 

the claim having 

a. A. lacks merit s and acco r ding l y 

VICE- CHAIRMAN . 


