RESERVED <:::)

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALRAHABAD BNEEH
ALLAHABAD.

%
Allahabad this the 43 day of C?anvwaﬂi?——d995.

Hon*ble MrsJustice B.C. Saksena, VicerChairman
Hon'ble Mr, K. Muthukumar, Administrative Member,

Contempt Petition no. 2426 of 1993 in
Original Application no. 131 of 1992,
=

Lalji shukla, s/o shri (Late) S.M. Shukla, R/o 44 Katghar,
Police Statiop, Muthigamj, District A llahabad.

o0 0 PEtitioner
c/A shri S.K. Mehrotra

Versus

le Sri A.Ke. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern
Railway, Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad.

28 shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial
Manager, Northern Railway, Nawab Yusuf Road, Al lahabac
< oo Respondents

C/R shri B.B. Paul

Connected with

Contempt Application no, 2 of 1994 in
2. Original Application no, 1265 of 1991,
=

Krishna Raj Tewari, S/o Late Shri Shiv Baran Tewari,
r/o 266, Chaukhandi, Kydganj, Allahabad.

ees Petitioner
Vemsus

1, : shri Massihulzaman, General Manager, N. Rly,
Baroda House, New Delhi.

2 shri A,X. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly
Allahabad,
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3 Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commerciai
Manager, N. Rly, DRM Office, Allahabad,

«se Respondents

ay Contempt Application no. 1954 of 1993
in Original Application no., 531 of 1992.

éulab'éingh, S/o shri Ram Asrey singh, R/o 422/3-aA, G.T.B.
Nagar, Kareli, District Allahabad.

eo. Petitioner

Versus

i S.C. Mathur, General Manager, Northern Railway,
Baroda House, New Delhi.

2 R.D. Tripathi, Divisioral Commercial, Superintendent
Northern Railway, Allahabad.

3e A.K. Jain Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly Allaghabac

«+s Respondents

4, Contempt Application no.1568 of 1993
in Original Application no, 136 of 1992

Udai Raj, S/o shri Brij Nath, R/o Qr. no. 85 GRP Colony,
Leader Road, Allahabad.

.o+ Petitioner
Versus
1. Shri s,N. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda

House, New Delhi,

25 shri A.K, Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly
Allahabad.

33 R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial Manager,
Divl., Rly. Managets Office¢, N. Rly, Allahabad.

««+ Hespondents

5. Contempt Application no. 1897 of 1993
in Qriginal Application no, 1117 of 1992

Ravi Shanker Tewari, S/o Shri Kamla Prasad Tewari, R/o
Village & Post Office Nekhara, District Mirzapur.

oo o Petitioner
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Lo shri Massih-Ul-Saman, General Manager, N. Rly,
Baroda House, New Delhi,

2, 8bri A .XK. Jain, Divisiorel Railway Manager, N. Rly
Allahabad.

< shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisiomal Commercial
Manager, N. Rly, DRM Office, Allahabad.

.+« Respondents

6. Contempt Application no. 1791 of 1992
in Original Application no. 846 of 1991.

K.K. Srivastava and Others

«s. Petitioners

Versus
P.K. \‘.ihi, DRM. N. Rly, Allahabado
«co Respondent

7. Contempt petition no, 1473 of 1993
in Original Application no., 532 of 1992,

Tribhuwan Prasad, S/o sShri D. Prasad, R/o House no. 16,
Re japur, Allahabad.

es. Petitioner
Vers us

l. S.C. Mathur, General Manager, N. Kly, Baroda House,
New Pelhi,

24 R.D. Tripathi, Senior,Divisional Commercieal,
Supdt. N. Rly. Allahabad. =

J's A.Ks Jain, D.R.M. N, Rly, Al lahabad.

«ee« Respondents

8. Contempt Retition no, 1472 of 1993
' in Original Application no, 613 of 1992.

Raj Kumar Srivastava, S/o Sshri K.L. Srivastava, 90A/184
shiva'ji Nagar, Allahabad.

eee Petitioner
Versus

1. S.C. Mathur, General Maneger, N. Rly Barcda House,
New Delhi, \

'%mh’ cont,...4/=

j — ‘i :";—agk‘-—“r' e

=== e LY



AN 4 1

2% R.D. Trigathi, Divisiomal Commercial Superintendent
N. Rly, Aliahabad.

S A.K. Jain, D.R.Me, N. Rly, Allaharad.

«++ Respondents

9, Contempt Petition no, 2186 of 1993.
in Original Applicgtion no, 955 of 92.

Surendra Kumar Tripathi, S/o shri s.P. Tiwari, a/a 35 Yrs,
R/o & C/o N.S. Tripathi, 793-A4 Ghanshyem Nagar, Rly.
Colony Allahabad.

o e o Pe'ti'tj oner
Versus
ihe Mr. S. Masihrug-man, General Manager, N. Rly, Railway

Board, Baroda House, New Delhi,

o Divisional Railway Manager, Mr. A.K. Jain, N. Rly
DRM Office, Allshabad.

3. Sr. Civisional Commercial Superintendent, N. Rly
Nawab Ushuf Road, Allahabad.

««s Respondents

10, Contempt Petition no. O3 of 1994
in Original Application no, 968 of 1992,

Jai prakash Pandey, S/o shri H.N. Pandey, 119/133, South
Malaka, Allahabad.

eeo Petitioner

Versus

1. Shri Masihuzema, General Manacer, N. Rly, Headquarters
Dffice, Baroda House, New Delhi,

2. shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Maneger, N. Rly,
Allehabad.

«++ Respondents

il. Contempt Application no., 54 of 1994
in Originsl Application no., 1189 of 1792

13 satyendra Kumar Sahu, S/o Late shri P.L. Sahu,
R/o 18, Rewa Building, Leader Road, Allahabad.

2.  Arun Kumar Pandey, s/o shri p. pandey, r/o 22-A

\Qﬁﬁ— cont.e...5/ -
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Rewa Kothi, Leader Road, Allahabad.

l.

12,

ee. Petitioner

Versus ~

Masihuzzaman, General Managcer, N. Rly, Baroda
House, New Delhi,

R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial,
Superintendent, Northern Railway, Allahabad.

Ak Jain Divisionai Railway Manager, N. Rly,
Al lahabad,

..+ Respondents

Contempt Application no. 2106 of 1993
in Original Applicetion no. 1642 of 1992,

Km. Sujate Dhusia, D/o Late shri R.A. Dhusia, 20,
Sadar Bazar (New Bantt), Alliahabad.

1.

3o

13.

ees Petiticner
Versus

shri S.N. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda
House, New Delhi,

sh A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Maneger, N. Rly
Al lahabad.

Shri R.D. Tripathi, Sr. Divisiomal Commercial
Manacer, DRM Office, N. Rly,_Allahabad.
e«+s Responcents

Contempt Application no, 23 of 1994
Qriginal Application no. 826 of 1991

Rafaquat Hussain Rizvi, §/o Late shri s,H. Rizvi,
R/o 5 sultanpur Bhawa, Allahabad.

1=

voe Petitioner

Versus

Shri Massiulzaman, General Manager, Northern Railway,

Baroda House, New Delhi,

\ Cont.. oe-s6f~
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2- shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern
Rcilway, Allahabad.

3= Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial
‘Manager, Northern Railway, DRM Office, Allshabad.

os+ Respcndents

14, Contempt Application no. 925 of 1993
Original Application no., 1221 of 1991.

s/o shri D.S. Mehta, R/o Railway Quarter

gkgsh Mehta
B VIf-Avenue, Nawab Yusuf Road, Allehabad.

e e Petitioner

Versus

e shri S.N. Mathur, General Manager, Northern Railway
Baroda House, New Delhi, (Representing the Union
of India),

2o shri A.K. Jain, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Railway, Allahabad.

«o+ Respondents

15, Contempt pPetition no. 1495 of 1992
Original Applicantion nc. 1229 of 1991,

Ashfag Ali, s/o shri Ahmed Ali, a/a 30 Years. R/o 272-
Chak Zero Road, Al lahabad,

ess Petitioner
Versus
1. shri pP.K. wWahi, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern
Railway, DRM Office, l.awab Yusuf Road, A llahabad.,
2% Shri Ram Payere, Senior Divisional Commercisal
Superintendent, Northern Railway, D.R.M. Office,
Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad.

\ s+ Respondents
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JULTICE B.C. SAKSchNA, V.C.

The learned counsel for the epplicants of these
bunch of 15 contempt petitions stated that the various
U.As out of which these contempt applications arise,
the Tribunal had passed identical orders es in U.A. 131/92
Lslji shukle Vs. Union of India 2nc Urs out of which
the leading contempt petition nc. 2426/93 arises., We are,
ther<fore proceaeding to ceclge all these 15 c.ntempt
petitioné.by a comuon juagment.
2., Iin thzse contempt petitions it is elleged that
®EeROY in various U.As out of which these contempt
petitions erise, a Division Bench of this Tribunzl passed
orcers directing the responcents"to considcer and analyse
he cases of uwobile Ticket Collectors end to find out
if any scheme cen be framed by them by laying down a
perticular criteria for re-engaging them as casual or
¢ailly basis., Let a scheme be framed wdthin a period
of two months from the date of comiunication of this
order",
34 It is alleged by the applicants that in bursuance
to the olrections they approachea the responoents for
their re-engagement, they have not been re-engasged. The
specific grievence of the applicents is that the responde-§
nts though directed specifically by the orders contained
in the U.As to frame a scheme by laying down criteria
for re-engacgdng.them as casual or daily basis have falled
to frame such a scheme.
4, The responcents filed applicetion Uncer Rule 24 of

the CAT (Procedure ) Rules 1987 and hsve indicated that

v
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after the decision in U,A. 131/92 Lalji shukla Vs. Union

of India'anu trs(i.e., to say .he lcading case;, the

responcents at the stage of Division:l Reilway Manager

Northern Rallway Allshsbad requestec the Generel lsneger

Northern Railway Bsroda House New Delhi to consicer feasi-

bility of framing @f a scheme as cirected by the Tribunasli

In response thersto the Chief Commercial Meanacer(Generel)
Northern Reilway New Delini passed an order on the 2%5th

of uctober 1993 sugecesting that it was not feasible to fram
the scheme. The matter was.referred upto the stege of |
nRailway Board and a specicl leave petition was filad

before the Honftle suyreme Court, The further asverrment

3

on kehalf ¢f ‘he resjondents is that the spex court by

i

an order ._sted 7.4.94 pessed the following order:-

" Leley congoned. The craer only
. gives the cirection to the petitioner
to fing out if any scheme can be framed
out. The Union of Indie can examine
the metter snd if it is not possible
to frame & scheme record its fincing
accordingly, There %s no oblication
: caest by the impugned order that the
stheme should be framed in eny case.
Subject to the above observations the

SLP 1s ¢isposed of, "

S The copy of the communication by the General
sienecer (Comiercial ) aated 12.2.S4 has slso been annexed
alon_with copy of the letter dated 26.5.94 passed by

the General :anager. Through the last letter the decision

of the Reilway Board contained in its letter dated 26.2.94

\
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has been reproauced, Ihe Rallway Board hed pessed the
following order :-

" the feasibility of working of a scheme fcr
ré-eﬁgagenent of the voluntary. Ticket Colle-
ctors hes bzen examined by the Bozard end
has directed by the gon'ble Supreme Court
in their judgment dcoted 7.4.94 and it hes
been decidea that in view of the decision
expleainea in General .snacer (Comnmercial )

New Delhi's nowe deted 22.1C,93 ettached
to the letter referred'tc above and elso
in view of the fact thot the Railway beset
with the problems of abscrption of s

large number of surplus employees and
casual lakourers, it wilj not be poscible
to device a scheme for re-engsgement of
the voluntary ticket éollectors who were
engaced only for a short perlioc on payment
of Pocket Allowance Easis, The case of
the voluntary Ticket collectors slso

be ar no anology with the case of jiobile
Booking Clerks for whom a speclal schene

was worked out for their re-engagereni "

6. The directiorn to the respondents as cgiven

in the orcer passed by the Tribunal in the various U.As
shows that the respondents were only required tc consicer
and analyse the cases of iobile Ticket Collectors and

find out if any scheme can be framed by laylng down &

perticulsar criteris for re-engaging them for casusal I

\ \
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or daily basis., The said direction as would be evicent

from the orger passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court while

alsposing o1 the SLEs acainst the;said orcder did not cast

any oblicetion on the respondents to frame such a scheme.

The Supreme court therefore indicated that the Union of

Ingia can examine the matter and it 1s not possible to

trame a scheme recora its fincdings accorcinglf.

7 4s noted hereinabove, the Union of Ind¥e through
¥

its various officers at different level conside;;d the

feasibility of drawing & scheme for re-—engagement of

'Mobile Ticket Collectors. The reasons indiested in the

varicus communications annexed aloncwith the applicetion
filed by the respondents have not been challenged before
us nor they could haeve been challenged in these contempt
proceedingcs., We are, therefore not requird to indicsate
the Said reasons no:r to analyse the correctness of the
gald reasons. The respondents were only cirected to ccn-
slider and enalyse, thus in a way to ccnsidsr the fessi-
bility 6f drewing up a scheme. The respondents have
conslcersd the fessibility ancd heve indicated reczsons

why drawing up of such a scheme was not feasible, In these
tacts, we are noct impressed witn the submissions made by
the learned ccunsel for the ap, licants that the responde-
nts have wilfuliy disobeged to draw up a scheme as per
the cirections given while deciding the various O.A4s.

The contempt petitiorg lacks merit and are accordingvly'
aismissed. Notices issued to the responcents are discha-

rea. sd e s
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Dated : Januaryfis; 1995
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