
BEFORE THE CTkAL aMIN 1i 1R.TIJ 1k IBUiL 
[PNGILORE BENCH, BPCeLURE 

JATED THIS THE 15 	Jay of APRIL ,' 1H37 
I 

Present : Hon'ble Shri Ch. RA1AKRISHNM RPW IIEIBER(J) 

Hon'ble Shri L.H.P.Fc.1O 	IEIIBER(A) 

\nil \!ithal Haldankar, 
Bindargi Oni, Ganeshpeth, 

Hubli - 20. 	 ... 	 P1PPL lEANT 

( Shri R.U.floulay 	•.. 	Advocate ) 

J . 
The Divisiunal Railway Manacer, 
South Central Railway, Hubli, 

The General Manager, 
South Central hailway, 

Secunderabad. 	•.. 	RESPOJENTS 

( Shri 1.Srirangaiah 	... 	Advocate ) 

This application has come up betore the court today. 

Hon'tlo Shri Ramakrishna Rao, Member(J) made the followinq : 

0 B B E F 

Shri r.U.Goulay, learned counsel for the applicant, 

submits that the father of his client did not participate in the 

general strike by tne Railway ernployeas on 8.5.74; that the Railway 

linistry offered carteL-i incentives for employees who did not par-

ticipate in the General strike such as offering appointments in the 

Railways for the uhildren of loyal employees; that a request was 

made by the father of the applicant on 22.5.74 seekinc, appointment 

to the post of Commerial Clerk for his son; that the applicant was 

not considered though others similarly situated cot the benefit and 

the applicant prays for suitabl. directions being given to the 

respondents. 

2, 	r. i1.Srirjnaaiah, learned counsel for the respondents, 

submits that the application made by the father of applicant was 

duly considered and the applicant was offered an appointment in 
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October, 1974 as khalasi which was not accepted by him; that this 

was reiterated by the respondents in their letter dated 5.5.80 

in wnjch it was also stated that the scheme of appointment at 

loyal workerE had been discontinued w.e.f.1.4.7 and in view 

thereof the applicant has no claim for appointment. 

Je have considered the rival contentions carefully. We 

find that the statement made by the respondents in their letter 

dated 5.5.00 that the applicant was offered the post of Khalasi 

is not in disputed since the father of the applicant in his letter 

dated 16.11.76 referred to the otfer made by the respondents to a 

class I\J post for his son. His grievance however, as may be seen 

from the contents of his letter, was that two of his colleacuws, 

whose sons ponsessed the same qualifications, wera o?ered appoint-

ment at class III post. 

In our view no assurance was held out by the Railways as 

to what class of post would be offered to the children of the loyal 

employees and if the applicant in the present case was offered a 

icass P3 post it Is not competent to this Tribunal to sit in judge-

mont over the propriety of the offer. Je, therefore, hold that 

the appointment of the applicant and others possessin similar 

qualifications Is a matter purely f'orthe admintratiori to undertake 

and on the basis thereof offer suitable posts. 

This apart, the father of the applicant complained as 

long aco as 16.11.7m in the matterof offer of class IV post to his 

son and no steps were taken by the father or son immediately there-

after to move the High Court or Karnataka challencing the decision 

of the Hailuicys. Even wter the letter dated a.a.du was iasu.ad by 

the rucpondonts it took two ycara for the aeplicant to file a writ 

in the High Court. In our view, this application therefore does 

not merit accept-ince on the çround of laches also. 


