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" 11ahab d t his the 	15 	day of October 	199b. 

Original application No. 182 of 	1990. 

Hon'ble Dr. R.K. Saxena, 3M 
Hon 'ID le Mr. D.S.Baweja 

M.A. Khan, a/a 22 yeats, 
S/0 Sri Sultan Khan, Rio 
House No. 107, Nanakcanj, 
S ipr i Bazar, 5hansi. 

	 Applicant. 

C/A Sri Rakesh Verma 

Versus 

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

2. The Divisional Raili4ay Manager, 
Central Railviay, 3hansi. 

	 Respondents. 

C/R Sri G.P. ivgarvJai 

ORDER 	(C1TL".L) 

Hon ' b le Dr. R.K.Saxe na , 

This 0.A. bas been f iled by one L.A. Khan 

seeking the ap,,T,ointmert based on loyal quota. The brief 

facts of the case are that the father of the applicant 

Sultan Khan was working as Khalasi in the year 1974 when 

the Union of the Railway employees had cjiven a call for 

strike. The father of the applicant did not participate*.  

in the strike because the assurance was -given to the 

employees who did nat take part in the strike to be benefi-

ted by extending the period of retirement by six months 

to 12 months, increment be given and the children of those 

employees who did not participateg6  in the strike shall be 

given preference in the employment . It is said that the 



father of the applicant had not participated in the strike 

and therefore he was entitled for the benefits. The 

applicant who is son of the loyal emeloyee Sult,n Khan 

is seeking employment. 

2. Before the 0.L-. being admitted, notices were 

issued to the respondents but no counter reply has been 

filed. 

3. In other matt er of this nature, this Tribuna l  

has taken the vice that the claim of employment on the basis  

of the father or guardian of the d pp li-CL nt being loyal 

during the strike period was against the Constitutional 

pr3visions. The result was that the 	were dismissed. 

4. In this case also the relief sought is 

based on the fact that the father of the applicant has 

rendered services during strike and there-fore his son — 

applicant was entitled to he given job. 	e are of the 

view that such a demand is unconstitutional and therefore 

0. . does not remain maintainable. It is —t her ef ore 

dismissed. 

 

 

Member Member — J 


