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(iv) NEED FOR DEVELOPMENT OF CIOTRA-
KUT TOWN FALLING UNDER THE JURIS
DICTION OF UTTAR PRADESH AND
MAEHYA PRADESH GOVERNMENTS.
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(v) PRrROBLEMS OF RAILWAY EMPLOYEES OF:
STATUTORY STAFF CANTEENS.

SHRI BASUDEB ACHARYA (Ban-
kura): In pursuant to Supreme Court’s
Order dated 22-10-80, the Ministry of.
Railways through their letter (W) 81
Cm 21 dt. 22-5-81 and 8-6G-81 treated
all employees of statutory staff can--
teens and Eleven Delhi bound non-
statutory staff canteens (who were:"
the petitioners of SLP No. 4132/1980)
only as Railway employees and -axten-
sion of the benefit of Railway staff
was not made to all other staff can-
teen employees who were not only
similarly placed but also same equal
identical in gqualification, nature and
service conditions ets. Will the Gov-
ermment answer how on their behalf
the Joint Directors of Istanlishment
had submitted counter affidavit.in S/C
which challenged the prayers of ATR-
CEF on behalf of the vast majerity
canteen employees for equality and
equal protection in law. Should not
the Govermment{ act in a manner in -
obedience of Articles 14 and 16 of ihe
Constitution treating all the employees

.of non-statutory canteen alike at par

with those of fortunate 11 of Delhi
when there remains on difference of
distinction of character class
catagory? The Calcutta High
Court directed the Railwav Ad-
ministration to treat the Rail~
way staff canteen employees regular
Railway employee as far back as in
1974. The Order was Challenged by
Railway Administration by preferring
appeal in Supreme Court which not
only upheld the judgment of *he learn-
ed judges but very modestly remarked
“The decision of the Calcutta High
Court does not require to be interfer--
red with”. Then why not the recogni-
tion of the Railway ' Service to tha-



