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CENTR AL ADMINI~TRATIVE TRibu NA L, ALLAHABAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD. 

• 

DATED: THIS THE 2th... DAY OF ~tt_ 1999 • 

Coram:- Hon'ble Mr. s. Dayal, A.M. 

Hon 1 ble Mr • . S.K. Agarwal, J.M. 

ORI GIN AL APPLI CAT ILN N0.8 of '1999. 

Raghava Prasad Mishra 

Retired Loco Inspector 
S/0 Lat e K.N. Mishr a , 
R/0 Moh a ll a Shiv f\oag C:~ r 

Col ony, P. u. Basarath~ur 
City and Di s tt. Gor akhpur. 

• 

Counsel for the A~plic ~nt:- Sri ~.K. ~i shra Adv • 

• • • Applic ant. 

Ver sus 

1. Union of Indi a through Chairman 

Railway Board, Rail Bh ~w an, 

New Delhi. 

2. Chi e f Pe r s onnel Otficer Nor th , Ea s t e rn 

Railway Gorakhpur. 

3 . General Manager North Eas tern Rail way, 

Gor C:!khpur. 

Counsel for th& Respondents:- Sri K.P. Singh,Adv • 

• • • Respondents. 

Order 

By Hon 1 ble Mr. s. Oaya!, Member {A.) 

The applicant, retired Loco Inspector has 
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filed this applic a tion under section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act 1985 seeking 

a direction to therespondents to employ his 

son under quota for loyal workers as notified 

by Rail Administration on 18.5.74 on the basis 

of hi s eligibility on a group 'C' post. 

2 . The applicant ha~ sought the reli~f 

for his son who is educated but unemployed. 

The applicant claims that he has been making 

efforts for employment fur his son since 1988 

but the Railway Administration turned a deaf ear • 

His son i s now 31 years of age. H~ ha s claimed 

that the benefit of scheme has been extGnded 

till 1995. He h6s given the name of de~endent 

of one Sri Sa tya Narain Shah. The reiief has bean 

sought on the ground that the applicant is 

entitled to the benefit as he was a loyal worker 

and ifhe is not allowed the benefit , it would 

amount to violation of Article 14 and 16 of the 

Constitut1on. The benefit can only be refused to 

him for just r e ason or cause. 

3 • The arguments of Sri K.P. Singh, learned 
• 

counsel for the re s pondents were heard as the 

learned counse l for the applicant did not 

wait for the case to be t ake n up although he 

was pres8 nt earlier on thesame ~ay. we have 

considered the submissions rra de by Sri K.P. 

Singh, learn td counsel forthe re s pondents. He 

men t ioned that several pronouncements of this 

Tribunal in the recent years have been made 

to the effect that benefit under loyal worker's 

quota can no longer be extended to Railway 

Servants after a lapse of 25 ye~rs. H& has also 
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mentioned that this O.A. has be t:.n filed in 19~9 

a nd i s barr ed by limit a tion. We h ~ve considered 

th e appl ic ation of the applicant as well as 

s ubmi ssions made by Sri K.P. Singh o ~ beh alf of 

the respondent s . Similar matter h ad come up 

be for e thi s Tribunal in G.A. Nos . 236, 310 a nd 

313 of 1996. In th ose cases th e applica nts conte nded 

tha t the y w8r c mi nor s dnd b8c ame major only 

in 1991 t o 199J . Th e Oivl s ion Bench examlned 

whe ther the ap plica nt s h ad any legal right to 

obt ain employm ent. The Bench in common juogment 
on 23.5.96 

in these cases/ xxx come to th e conclus i on th a t 

there was no s uch lega l right. A c a t~na of 

judgments was c ons ide r ed in thi s connection a nd 

tha vi ew tak e n wa s th at grant of pre Fe r enc e 

in f avour of sons and ne a r relatives of pe rsons 

serving in th e Government wa s unconstituti onal 

a nd viol a tiv e or Ar ticle 14 a nd 16(2), the r t for e 

the O.As . we r e held as non mainta ina blP a nd we r e 

diPwi ssed. 

\ 

4. In th e present case befcr8 us, also 

the applic ant claims to h ave bec ome elig i ble for 

a Governme nt job on the basis of minl mum ag e 

r eyulr ed for s uch a job in or arouno 1~b~ which 

was 14 ye ars after the issuance of Circul ar 

dated 18.5.74. ' The app~icant wa s a minor a t the 

tlme lh e circular was i ss u ed 1n 1974 hence 

thcie c ase l.S l.n pa rimateria wlth the cases 

alre ady decided by the Ol.vi~ion Bench mentioned 

earli er . The u.A. is th e r eforcdi sm i ssed as b arred by 

limita tion as 

therefore 
to costs. 

NafeP.~ . 

well as n on ma intainable•The O.A. is 
on admi ssi~n st · e . No crdbr as 

Member (A.) 
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