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I. 	 ihether reporte5s of local papersnay be 
allowed to see the judgnent 7 Yes. 

2. 	 To be referred to the reporteEs or not 7 

3 • 	 Jhether Their Iordships wish to see the 
fair coy of the judgment 7 Yes. 
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JUDGNENT 

L.SENGUITA, HIMBER (J), 	The applicant has prayed for employment 

assistance to his Son on account of he having been ' 

loyal worker during the Strikes of 1974 and 1981. 

2. 	 The case of the ap:licant is that he joined 

as a Cls-'V employee under the South Eastern Railway 

in 1'Lrch, 1943 and he Ath.iE as a Safety Counsellor 

(Mech) on 30.11.1966. 'He had earned some recommendation 

for his good work. He had not joined the Railway strike 

of 1974. The ailay dmiaistration decided to employ' 

a son or daughter of a loyal worker who did not 

paiticiate the strike of 1974. After the strike .ias 

overhe rde an application for employing his son 

in a Class-IV post. But that representation was not 

acceoted. There was again a strike b Railway employees 

in 1981, arid during that strike he(the applicant) also 

remainedOloya1 employee 	the Railway Administration. 

Again representations were made by the app1cant 

for employing his son in a Class-IV post but inspite 

of reconmecdatiOflS, his request for employing his son 

has not ben acceded to and he received a reply vide 

nexur-lO dcted 15/17.9.1987  stating that as he was 

not to retire withiri three years from the strike of 

1981, he did nIt 	 for having a -,on or daughter 

ja employin*  the Railway. Thereafter he again move 

the P.aiL.'ay authorities when the Additional General 

:1a:Iacer crote to the Divisional Railway Manager,3th 
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Eaern Railay,x(hurda .oad for rectifying the mistake 

by abtai _in-T 	 of the aporoprite authority for 

icr::1or1t assistance Or for granting of advance increment 

s may be deemed fit,th&s was on 28.9.1987. Subsequently, 

*Aet h made sother representatiri to the Additional 

Gene all anaqer(Operations) on 17.11.1987 which had not 

been replied to by the date of filLig of tne aoplication. 

Gi th: allegations the applicant has prayed for 

employment assistance or for grant of an advance increment 

as a loya& worker. 

3. 	 The esondents in their countr have stated 

tnat s: far as 1974 strike was concerned only such of 

the persons who were due to retire within a oeriod of 

five •ears from 8.5.1975 were entitled to the benefit 

of employment ass tstance and not others, since the 

applicant was to retire 12 years after that date, he 

could riot be given the relief of eploymeat assistance. 

Their 	further case isAfor  1981 strike the applicant 

receivad a Cash awara of Rs  103/-  and that was one of 

the beef its to be gi en to a loyal worker who diI ot 

join 	1981 strxe. ner':ore, the present application 

is mjscoriceived. 

449 	4. 	Ie hay. head Mr. C.V.t.Murty, learned Coanel 

for tne applicant and air. L.i'iohapatra learned Counsel 

dministratiori br the tespondents. The aplicaot 

has averred that some persons similarly situated as he 

.LVefl emiorment assiLtarice by appointing their 
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children. Therefore, by reus-1 o the employment 

assistance to him, a discthmiriation has been made.The 

:)1icant has filed a list showin the names of the 

persoos who got such assistance and the esporJents 

asked to oroduce documents concerning those persons. 

The da tiway dministration has produced a service she st 

of the applicflt but not the documents relating to the 

others namein the list filed by the applicunt. On a 

erusal of the service sheet of the applicant produced 

bY the daLiway A:ninistration it appears thut a cash 

award of Rs. 103/— to the applicant w0s recoTirriended for 

his devotion and sincere service for which a certLicte 

,;:is, uc1osed. The alway idministration has not produced 
what 

any cortificuto to kriuo/uxce:tly was the recommendation. 

Mr. Murty has urged that infact the cash award wus riot 

for his loyaliLy to the Railwayç during the 1981 strike 

bu; or: AS  sen&eretz o.. his wk curtrig th service 

career herefore, the contention of the Rail ays cannot 

be accepted. AS we have iridicuted above, the ecidorsemerit 

in the service book of the applicant does not make any 

reference to any Railway Strike. Ther fore, we are not 

in a positron to wa€ if really ths cash award was a 
A 

benefit to a loyal worker during that strike or for 

j 	
good cork. Tho Ttlay -drnini:tratiori has not come forward 

to deny thr1t employment assistance were given to the 

five Dersoris name4in the list filed by the applicant 

on 8.8.1990 of which notice was given c it. 
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In this cjrcumtnceS, we gould direct the Railway 

ion to consider the representation of the 

applicant for appoir1trneflthiS son in a Class-IV job. 

5. 	 This case is accordingly disposed of.No costs. 
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