CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
Review Application No. 26/99
in \\AY
Original Application No. 2371/97
New Delhi, this the 30th day of June, 199%

Hon’ble Mr. Justice V. Rajagopala Reddy, Vice-Chairman (1)
Hon’ble Mr. S.p. Biswas, Member (A)

L. Shri om Partap
3/0 Shri UDes Raj.

2. Shri Roshan Lal,
3/0 3h. Zile Singh.

. Shri Ganesh Kumar,
$/0 Shri Zile Bingh.

4.  Shri Inder Partap Singh,
/0 Shri Sita Ram Singh.

5. Shri Rajesh Kumar,
8/0 Shri Soni lLal.
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Shri abdul Famid,
8/0 shri abdul Hamid.

7. Shri Ramesh Chand,
$/0 Shri Mani Rram.

S. Shri chatter pPal Singh,
S/0 Shri Chander pal Singh.

¥ Shri Tulsi Ram,
S/0 Shri Mullar.

1. Shri Mukesh Kumar,
3/0 Shri Tirth.

1l. Sshri Phool Kumar,
S$/0 Shri 7ile Singh.

12.  shri Jitender singh,
$/0 Shri Gokaran Singh.

1%. 3hri Prem Chand,
$/0 Shri Phalad Singh.

14, 3shri Jagpal Singh,
$/0 Shri Mir Singh.

15, Moh. Salim,
5/0 Shri Rasid Khan .,

: : cwnw AP licants .
(By Advocate: Shri Yodesh Sharma)
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1. Union of India through

the Sscretary,
Ministry of Railway,
Rail Bhawan, New Delhi.

2. The General Managsai,
Morthern Railway,

Baroda House,
Hew Dalhi.

3. The Divl. Rallway Manager,
Northern Raillway, Bikaner,
Division, Bikaner (Raj)

4, shri RJP. Ghail,

Forwarding agent,
Parcal Jffice,

Delhi Saral Rohilla,
Dealhi.

5. Mohd. Ilwvas,
Forwarding agent,
Parcel Office,

M. Rly., Delhi Sarail
Rohilla, Delhi.

- - -Respondents
(By Advocate: Shri P.S. Mahendru)

ORDER_(Oral)

By Mr.Justice VY. Rajagopala Reddy., Vice-Chairman (J):

This application is filed to revigw the order
of this Tribunal dated 146.12.97. The Tribunal disposed of
the 0Aa in terms of the order passed in 08-1227/97 which
was disposed of on the same date. The order in Qa-1227/97
was directed to form part of the ordsr in ths present 08.

The direction given in 0A-1227/97 was as follows:-

"Since in  some of the cases decided by the
Mon’kble Suprems Court, there was already an
enquiry  report conducted at the instance of
the Labour Commissioner, UP, Kanpur available
an record, we also Tind that before complying
with the salid 8 directiong given by the
Hon’ble Suprame  Court, the respondents’
Railwavs® may approach the Labour Commissioner
VP at Kanpur fTor conducting an enquiry in the
same mann2r as has been done at the instance
of  the Hon’ble  Suprems  Court and in  ths
intersst of the working class. The
respondents are directed to get the report
within a reasonable span of time say within
six months. Thereafter the directions giwven
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by the Hon’ble Supreme Court reproducad herain
above will be applicable in the case of the
applicants herein as well”.

2. The only direction that was given to
direct the réspondentsv to get the enquiry report of the
l.abour Comhis$ioner UP, Kanpur and conduct an enquiry 1in
the same manner as has been done at the instance of the
Mon®ble Supreamse Court. Raespondents wers directed to gest
the report within a reasonable span of time i.e.within six

months for completion of the enquiry.

3. Réspondents Filed Contempt Petition 292/98
o 28.10.98 complaining that the order of the Trikunal has
not keen implemented. Mence the respondents committed
Contempt of Court. Noticsa has been issued to the
respondents and after receiving the notice the applicants

Filed th

B

present Ra on 16.12.98. The only ground taken

in the RAa is that <the Tribunal went wrong in giving the

direction to the Rallwawvs 1o approach the L.abour
Commizsioner, UP Kanpur for conducting an enquiry. It was
alleged that it should be the Rallway Labour
commissioner/Rajasthan at Bikaner instead of Labour
Commissioner UP, Kanpur. Learnad counsel  for the
respondaents i.e. applicant in the main 04 contendg that

the application was filed one vear after the order was
passed and the RA was, therefore, not bonafide and the

application should ba dismissed.

4 ., We are of the view that this application
was filed only to avoid the implementation of the order
passed by this Tribunal. The order was passed in December
1997 and if the respondents were of the view that there
was an =riror  in bthe order passed by this Tribunal as to

the place of the Labour Commissioner, tha easy course left
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for them was to have approached the Tribunal immadiately
after the order was received. They have not done so. Thes
Contempt Petition was filed by the applicant in the 0/ on
8.10.98 after only receiving the notice in the CP
respondents have chosen to file the RA. This was done
only to justify the action in not implementing the order.
There is, therefore, no hesitation to bold tThat this
application was not bonafide. On this ground albne the R&

is liable to be dismissed without going into the merits of

v AR
the matter. should also be noticed that iZse RA has
VR~ Cﬂm .
bean Tilad e : the same ground,against the order

/

passad by the same Bench . in another 04 of the same subject

)

matter and the RA was dlsm ssed.

5. The Review application is, therefors
dismigsed.
”?
“‘I’W N YV PP
(s. P BLoNﬁS)" , (V. RAJAGOPALA REDDY)
Member (A) Vice- Chairman (J)
CiZ.



