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Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bsnch

New Delhi

eswve o

Ccpo 'Q. 10/95
in

0.4 No, 1958/92

New Dethi, this the 23rd Day of January, 1995.

HON'BLE SHRI J.P. SHARMA, MEMBER (J)
HON'BLESHRI 3.R. ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

Shri Nihal Singh s/o Ram Kishore :
Exe CIiUOI Labgur 4"0818.1 und.r' i‘o‘“‘ﬁljrau]a,
Northern Railway, R/e

Gali No. Sh House No. 17/2106,
Nazafgarh Road
s Applicant

(By Advocate Shri B.K.Batra).

Versus

Union of India through
Shri LeKedinha,

1. General Manager, ,
Northern Railuay, Headquarters Offics,

Baroda Hous New Delhi
Shri Mehd. igkit ﬂnaatl..

2. Divisional Rail Manager,
Northern Rai)way,
Morallabad,

3. AN Baline,s T,

lorthlrnﬂailuny.
Hapur,

Respondents
(By _~owe )

JUDGEMENT

HON'BLE SHRI JePeSHARMA, MEMBER 3

The applicant fijed 0.4,

1958/92. In that 0.A,
on 30th July, 1992 by

the Principa) Bench an interim

relief was granted to

3

the extent that the respondents
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are directed to consider engaging the applicant

as casual labour if vacancy exists and in preference

to persons with lesser length of service and outsiders,
By the order dated 10th May, 1993 this interim was

continuad,

20 CePe hag been filed on 14.12,1994 and this was

tranaforrod to this Principal Bench for decisien,

3. The contention of the leamned counsal for the
applicant is that therespondents have engaged a number
of casual labourers in Jume and July, 1994, who were
junior te applicant notably Shri Jodha s/o Shri Jai

Singh presently employed under PWi Hapur) in vielatien

-~

of the orders of the Hon'ble Tribumal dated 30.7.92.

It is contended that Shri Jodha: s8/¢ Shri Jai Singh
has only worked for 601 days and is at sl. no. 108

of the seniority 1ist ignoring the right of the spplicat

whe worked for 877 days. Inspite of the repressntation

made by thepetitioner he was not given engagement, ¢

is therefore, prayed that cognizance be taken of the

disobedisnce of the aferesaid order of the Tribunal under

rule 7 (ii) of the Central Administrative Tribunal

éContempt of Court ) Rules, 1986,
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4. We have heard the learned counssl Shri B,K.Batta

for the applicant andperussd the recorde The stand

taksn by the respondents in their counter to the
Original Application is that the applicant has left

the service on his oun accord and services uere not

terminated. The responcents have filed the reply en

542, 1993,

Se Now, the inderim order which was passed exparte

is only of a directive nature that the applicant may
be considered alengwith others in prefersnce to persons
lesser length of service, The petitioner has net given

any detail as te how the said Jodha Singh engaged by

alleged
the respondents as/ was junior to the applicat, Merely

asserting the fact without filing any document in that

regerd, this fact cennot be substantiated, Us have

also perused the seniority list filed in the Original

Application as Annexure-2, The name of the applicent

Nihst Singh s/e Ram Kishore does not exist in the

seniority list. There is cne Nihal Singh s/o Jodha

3dingh which exists at S1. No. 95 vhile the name ef

Jodha Singh 8/o Jai Singh exists at 51. No. 108,
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6. In view of the sbeve fects, we do not find

that there is sny contempt of this interim order

and the contempt petitien is, therefore, dismissed in

limine &8s not maintainable,
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