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IN THE CPNTRAL Ar.t-lINISTRATlVE TRIBUNAL, 

ALLAHABAD BENCH, AIL AH ABAD. 
•••• 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO . 1338 of 2000. 

this the 30th day of March' 200 1. 

HOO 1 BIE MR. S. DAYALJ l·iEMBER (A) 

HON ' BLE MR . RAJ!:S:Q UDDIN, MF2-1BER (J) 
-----------------------------------

Sunil Kwnar Singh, aged about 33 y ears, s/o l ate Sri Mithai 

Lal, r esident of 119/9 6, Colonelganj , Allahabad. 

Applicant. 

By Advocate : Sri B. P. Srivastava. 

Versus. 

Union of India through the S~retary, ?·11nistry of Rail ·way, 

Ne w De lhi. 

2. The Rail\·Jay Board, through its Secretary, 

New Delhi. 

3. The Div isional Rail ,-.iay Manager, Northern 

Rail ·way, Luckn0\'1. 

R3spondents. 

By Advocate : Sri P. fl.lathur. 

0 R D E R (ORAL) 
----------------

S. DAY AL, t-1l)l11BER ( A) 
--------------------

This app lication has been filed for a 

direct ion to the Railway Board , New Delhi to consider the 

applicant for appointment on any one o f the suitable post 

accordin g to his qualification. 

The claim o f tho applicant is t hat his father 

l ate Sri Mithai La l was p o s t ed as Traffic Inspector at P r ayag 

Rail way station, Allahabad . In May '74, \then the employees 

of railways went on strike, his father d id not take part in 
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the strike. The railways issued a notifi<fation £or 

mm g iving the benefit to the children o f loyal railway 

servants. The notifijcation, it is claimed j . entitles 

the cpplicant to be absorbed in railway service. It i s 

s t ated that the father of the applicant had, died on 

3 1.10.ao, mile in servi ce. 

lve have hea rd Sri B.P. Srivastava, counse l 

for tha applicant and Sri P. Mathur, c otmsel f or the 

respondents. 

~~e £ind that although the applicant has 

claimed that he has f iloo a notification as Anne xure A-1, 

but Anne.xure A-1 is not a notification. Annexure A-1 i s 

a r~~\.i~rinted bf thG association of S::./ST railway 

employees in vhich i t has been ment ioned that the 

-employees, who worked during the strike can claim 

p r efer ence for anp loyment of the ir children. 

5. The l earned counse l for t he appl ic ant h as 

r e lied-upon the order passed in o. A. no . 1383 of 199 3 

in which a d i rection has been given to the r espondents 

to consider and dispose o f t he r epresent at ion dated 

31. 12.199 2 submitted by the All Ind ia SC/ ST Rail way 

employees Association in a r ep r esentative c apacity, within 

a period of six month s f rom the d ate o f communication 

of t he order . 

6. ' The l ear ned counsel for the r esp ondent s 

h as, on the other hand, r e lied-upon t he order of this 

Tribtm al in O.A. no~. 236 Of 199 6, 3 10 Of 1996 & 313 Of 

199 6. In these set o f applications a l so, tho a-pplicant s 

h ad sought appointment on suitable posts against loya l 

quota. The cla im of th e applicants ther e in was ,.70 11 
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dis cussed and i t \'las fo und t hat suc h appoin·b'nent 

\v as bel ated under Article 1 6 {2) of the Constit ution 
. 

of Indi a and ·t he ground of disc r.im ination could not 

be made on t hat basis . I n t his conne ction, the 

j udgment of t he ~ex Court in the case of Gazul a 

Dasar atha Ramu Rao vs . state Of Andhra Pradesh 

{ AI.R 1961 SC564) \·1as cited. Rul e 12.14 (3 ) of the 

Punjab Pol i ce .R..ll es, 1934 granting preference in 

fav our of sons and near rel atives of persons se .rv ing 

in t he Pol ice se.rvice, \Vas found unconstitutional 

in the case of Yogendra Pal Singh & others vs. Union 

of I ndia and ot hers (AIR 1987 ~C 1015 ). The cas e v1as 

also found to have been grossl y ba r red by l:ir11 itation 

( Shoop Si ngh Vs un;on of I ndia & othe rs AIR 1992 

SC 1414 ). 

7. 1/e find t hat the claim made by t he appli can t 

after a gap of 26 y ears in t his applicat ion is not 

pe.nnissibl e as it is grossly barred by l :ir.l i tation. 

The O. A. even othenvise is devoid of merit and i s 

dismissed. No cost s . 

Giristf 


