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CENTRAL AilvUNISTRATIVE TRIBUNi--L ALLAHABAD BENCH
ALLAHABAD.

Allahabad this the 7th day of Feburary 20CO.

Misc. Appl. no. 1579 of 19939El~1~~!_6EE!1E~~1~~_~2~_~~§§_2f_~22~7

'--..,1
Hon 'ble Mr. S. Dayal, Administrative Member
~~u~~!~_M~~_Bgfig_yggi~~_J~gi£l~!_M~m~~~_
1. Arun Kumar Pandey,

S/o Sri Ram Pravesh Pandey
R/o 22 A, Rewa Building, Leader Road,
Allahabad.

Pawan Kumar, S/o Sri Ro-shan Lal,
Lal Diggi, Mirzapur.

••• Applicants.

C/As Sri Sunil Rai

Versus

The Union of India through the General
Manager, Northern Railway, Baroda House,
New Delhi.

2. The Div isional Ra ilway Manager,
Northern Railway,
Allahabad.

3. The Senior Divisional Commercial
Superintendent, Northern Railway,
Allahabad.

• • Respondents •

Sri P. Mathur, Shri S.N. Gaur.

•••2/-
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Hon'ble Mr, S. Dayal. Member-A.

This Q!\ had been filed by the applicants for
re-engagement as volunteer Ticket Collector or Booking
Clerk. The applicant has further prayed to pay the back
wages from the date of the applicotions of the applicants
till the date of re-engagement of the applicant.

2. It was decided by this Tribunal on 04.09.92
directing the respondents to consider and analyse the cases
of Mobile Ticket Collector and to find out if any scheme
can be framed by them by laying down a particular criteria
for re-engaging them on casual or daily basis, further
direction were given to frame the scheme within a period
of 2 months from the date of communication of this order.

3. Respondents had challenged this order in the
Apex Court and the Apex Court had held that it was it was
not obligatory on the part of the Railway Board to frame any
scheme could be tramed. Ra ilway Board had considered and
informed that they did not find it fearible to frame any
scheme~ Hence, this matter stands decided by the Apex
court and Misco Appl. filed by learned counsel for the
respondents to recall or stay the order dated 04.0901992
in this case does not require any further orders.
Misc. Appl. is disposed of 'accordingly.

Member-A

Ipcl
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1. C.A.!~.131 of 1~92
1.3 1i S, ukla ..•••................. J-\r'plicant-.-

'_"-;Lon of Irid ia 8. others ..•••.•.... R:::sr on+e nt s e

2. c ..; .::0.1 73 of 1 <:'92
Fr adse p Kumar Srivastava •••••....•• A- r Li.c a rrt ,

Versus

'Jnion of India &. others •....•.....• Respondents •

3. 0 ' .No. 955 of 19S'2
Sureoder Kumar Tripathi ••••••• .A;:plicant.

Versus

Unicn ci India 8. ot he rs ••..•..•• Respondents ..

0 ••:' .No .1183 of 1992.

run Kumar Fandey &. othe r-s • ',' • .App licant~ ..

Versus

Union of India •..•••....•..•.••• Respondents•

5. O.A.No .1189 of 1992.
Satendra Kunar Shahu ••••••••• Applicant

Versus

Union of Ind La 8. others ••••••• Res}:'om ents •

6 • 0 .A .No826 of 1991
Rafaqat Hus sa Ln Rizvi ••••••• .Applicants.

Versus
Un ion of India •..•••...• ~...• Resporrl ents •

E:>'n 'b Ie ::[r •Jus t ic e l'.C ..Sri v g 5t a v a ~V .c ..
Hon'ble Mr,K,Obayya.AJ.1.

(Sy Hori "b Le I·:r.Justice u.c .Sriv2stava,V J:.) :

s similar questions of fact and law are
of

involved in the aforementioned cases a'1d the reliefs

sought for by the app Ldcarrt s are the same, we are

going to dispose of these cases ~n the com~on

j u:3gment.
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2. The questioa which has bee. raised ia thsse

cases is as to whet~er the Voluatary Ticket Collectors
entitl.d

kJlONa.s Mobile Bookblg Cle:l'ks are also/to t•• b••• fit

of ngul.risatioa as has bee. do.e ia the cas. of

Voluatazy/Mobile Bootillg Cle.ts.

discoatiaued which was iavoted frOll before vide

3. The appliea.ts Were •• gag.d as Vol.ta:I'Y Tit at
Collectors i. the rbrthera Rai)fay, under the

Alhhlbad Divisio. for few days durag the ANh

KumbhMela 1. the ,ear 1982. SOlIe worb4 fOr six

days. SOlIe7days aad at the most 15daysifltmay be

thilt IOMO" fIlilyhave be•• ask.d to work for f_

days .ad thereafter a!sot> I. the year 1986, • scheme

for .agag1ag Volafttry/Nbbl1e Boott.g Cl.~tI was

~ilway Board'. lette~ dated 1"t-.tl~. The letter

provided that where ever such arraageme.ts hive b•••
milde, they should be discoatiaued fortbNith cOIIply1llg

with any fona1ities required or legal requ1n_IIts~

The Board a Iso desired that where .Rgage.at of

addltioaa 1 haads to med with spurts 1a or .uch ru.h

of work is coasidered i ••• capable ia further 18 the

exigesacie. of tervice. the Ria ihvay may adopt

oae of the followiJIg _thods dependiag ~OD their

requiremellt '.ad local conditio ••

1) -Redeploy teQIPorarily reguar Group'C'
Itaff renderedd surplus and co.sid.red
luitabIe for such ass1graents~

Lv'
11) subject to suitability; e.gag. oa a

pure ly temporary basis. perso.s frea
..paM1 furnished by RRB for regular
appol.t..at in Group C posts 1ft



•••••
~

n~tural justice and Artiel.s 14 .nd 21 of the

Const1tutien of Ind1a~ According ly, the tribun.l

quashed the order and directed that these tappl1cants

before the tribunal will be treated as tellPorary

employee. and their service conditi ••• will be

govered by the re levant rul.. of Railways~ The

~tter again came up fer consideratien before th_

PrinciPal Bench of Central Acbinistrativ. Tribunal

in the cas. of '&sa Nt-I" MaMa ~ Vi'; UlloD If.

lad" & ,then. j.( 0.'" .Nofl174/86Adec'JlU ";Sp02Sftj8Ir,ertrn
those

Icases, the applicants before t.he 'tribunal worked

.s It>bil. Booking C~rkg for the period ranging

between Ii years to 5 years i't"e~ all 'of them ala.

work.d for IRGrethan 36~ days and the 1r services

.ere terminated by,,.' telegram informing the. tba~ t.'

are discharged forttwrith~ The tribunal .fter t.king

inte consideratien the ca$. ef Samir KUmarMukherj••

fgupra) he ld that

·~e the Railway Board had introduced I
s~., ,me, of:-r4tg~~ari$.t~()r) .:in'''\;respect''of -the -,
Voltirit.er~ 1Mobile. Bookino Cl.rk$larid .t••
scheme had in ef ect contInued tl 1 17th
Ncvemher,1986. with the t~clt approval,
e~pr'ss or implied, of the Railway Board
when they c~me o~ with alternative measures
for coping with rush of passengers during
peak season, restric'tir)g the scope of the,
regularisation scheme to those who were
employed prior to 14~.e.1981 the so ca lled
cut off date when the decisIon for disconti-
nuing the scheme was taken, but actually
not implemented, would be clearly discrimina-
tory, arbitrlry and violative of Article 14
of the Constitution. All volunteers I Mobile
booking clerks who were engaged on or before
17.11.1986 would be entitled to reguhrisation
of their services on completion of three years
of service subject to fulfilment of other
conditions as spelt out in circulars dated
21 .4.1992 and 20.4 .1985. •

l),'
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5. Reference has also been made''to another

t Ic.se 'Mihesh KUmarSingh I !thers Vs,' union of Iodi!
& others' (O.A .No~110l!87 ) and ct her connected

relied on ether two cases and allewed those

applicatiQns as the facts .ere somewhats1mi1ari~

That case was alse'w~th reference to Voluntary!

Mobile Booking Clerk~~andthe tribunal followed the

decisions in Sameer ~r Mukherjee and Miss Neera

Mehta's case. It is to be noted that in none of

these cases. reference was madeof Mobile Ticket

Collectors .The learned counsel for the applicants

has dr•• n our attention to the case decided by this
-

tribunal in O.A:, 793/9Q·Aty! iCasbx'p & eth'n Vs' 7

Union of India & Gtbl.l:!. 'which was also a case ta
"

respect of Mobile BookingClerk in which we follow.;
. I

1

-d the samedecision and allewed the reli.f~~ In this;

ease, we have been told that in fact, the applicantt[
i

Mobile Booking Clerks, we delivered the judglDltat

-$ were Mobile Ticket Collectors but, ,it appears;

this fact was not noted by us and tat.ing them as

granting the relief in the samet.ItIIS~ Wehave also

been informed that review application against the

._ Is pendingt Our 4.ttention has been drawn to

another decision by this tribunal in t~
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can als. g.t the sa•• benef it which was 9iyeo to the

Mobile Booking Cl.rks who worked for mGrethan 180 days.

The clear answer is that the benefit of Mobile Booking

Clerks who worked for lIore than 180 days could not be

available to those who work.d for less than 180 days

because they did not attain the 'tnporary status:

It is said that somebenefit has been given to the

"Mobile Booking Clerks under the orders df the tribunal

who worked for less than 180 days and it appears that

the matter was not thrashed out in det"ails as the

benefits have been given to the Mobile Booking Clerks

and obviously there was no question of asking anyone

to take away the benefits but as the Raihllay

Administration also accepted the same and has given

the benefits to the Mobile Booking Clerks'. it is still

open for'the Railway Administration t. consider the

cases ffI the .bile Ticket Collecters as that .f

Mobile Booking Clerk. If they have been re •••ngag.~.

the cases of Mo'ile Ticket CollectorsfGr re-engag •• nt

on casual basis or daily basis can always be

consider •• ·• Accordingly. the respond.nts are directed

to consider and analyse the cases of Mebile Ticket

Collctors and to find out if any schelDecan be framed

by the. by laying dewn a particular crit.ria for

r ••••ngaging the •• en casual or clail, basist let a

sch.rae be framed within a period of two months frOll

lP'v

the date of co_unication of this .~er~ With these

observations; the applications stand dispos.d oft Me
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order as to costst

let copy of this judgment M placed on the files

of O.A .No.173/92, O.A.No .955/92, O.A .Not1188/92.

O.A.No 189/92 and O.A.No .826 /91.

.', . -
iATED: SEPlEreER 04,1992.

lutg)

....
.'"'

. ,,


