
RESERVED 

IN  THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALAAHABAD BNE9j  

ALLAEABAD.  

Allahabad this the e25 	day of 

Hons-bl-e—MCJustice 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, 11/o 44 Katghar, 
Police Statiog, Muthiganj; District A llahabad. 

... petitioner 

C/A Shri S.K. Mehrotra 

Versus 

1. Sri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern 
Railway, Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad. 

2. Shri R.D. Tripathi, senior Divisional Commercial 
Manager, Northern Railway, Nawab Yusuf Road, Aliahabac 

Respondents 

C/R Shri B.B. Paul 

Connected with 

Contempt Application no. 2 of 1994 in 
Original Application licution no. 1265 of 1991. 

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

petitioner 

Veers 

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

2. Shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly 
Allahabad. 
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3. 	Shri R.D. Tripatl, Senior Divisional Commercial 
Manager, N. Rly, RM Office, Allahabad. 	b 

... Respondents 

	

3. 	Contempt Application no. 1954 of 1993 
in Original Application no. 531 of 1992. 

Gulab Singh, S/0 shriRam Asrey Singh, R/o 422/3—A, G.T.B. 
Nagar, Kareli, District Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

	

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

	

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

3. 	A.K. Jain Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly Allaticabao 

... 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. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

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

2. Shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly 
Allahabad. 

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

... Respondents 

5. 	Contempt Application no. 1897 of 1993 
in Original App4cation no. 1117 of 1992  

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

petitioner 

*ers us 

Cont....3/ — 



a 

// 3  // 

1. Shri Massih—U1—Saman, General Manager, N. Rly, 
-Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. 8bri A .K. Jain, Divisioral'Railway Manager, N. Rly 
Allahabad. 

3. Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisioeal 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 

... Petitioners 

Versus 

P.K. tAhi, DRM, N. Rly, Allahabad. 

... Respondent 

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

Tribhuwan prasad, S/o Shri D. Prasad, Rio House no. 16, 
Rajapur, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

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

2. R.D. Tripathi, Senior,Divisional Commercial, 
Supdt. N. R111. Allahabad. 

3. A.K. Jain, D.R.M. N. Rly, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 
-1 

. 	Contempt Aetition no. 1472 of 1993 
in Original Application no. 613 of 1992. 

Raj Kumar Srivastava, s/o Shri K.L. Srivastava, 
Shiva'ji Nagar, Allahabad. 

90A/184 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. 	S.C. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly Baroda. House, 

New Delhi. 

itr& 	
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2. F.D. Iripathi, Ditisional Commercial Superintendent 
N. Rly, Allahabad. 

3. A.K. Jain, D.R.M., N. Rly, Allahapad. 

... Respondents 

9. 	contempt Petition no. 2186 of 1993. 
in Original Applipation no. 955 of 92.  

Surendra Kumar Tripathlip S/o Shri S.P. liwari, a/a 35 Yrs, 
R/o & C/o N.S. Tripathi, 793—A Ghanshyam Nagar, Rly. 
Colony Allahabad. 

... petitioner 

Versus 

1. Mr. S. Masihrug—tan, General Manager, N. Rly, 
Board, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Mr. A.K. Jain, N. Rly 
DRM Office, Allai abad. 

3. Sr. Divisional COmmercial Superintendent, N. Rly 
Nawab Ushuf Road, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

10. Contempt petition no. 03 of 1994 
in Original Application no. 968 of 1992.  

Jai prakash pandey, S/o Shri H.N. Pandey, 119/133, south 
Malaka, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Shri Masihuzama, General Manager, N. Rly, Headquarters 
Office, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. Shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly, 
Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

11. Contempt Application no. 54 of 1994 
in Original Application no. 1189 of 1-392 

IA 

2. 	Arun Kumar Parade 

Satyendra Kumalahu, S/o Late snri P.L. sahu, 
R/o 18, Rewa Bu'Iding, Leader Road, Allahabad. 

Y, S/0 Shri p. pandey, r/o 22—A 

itat\l„ 	 Cont....5/— 
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Rewa Kothi, Leader Road, Allahabad. 

Versus 

... Petitioner 

     

1. 	Masihuzzaman, Genera 
House, New Delhi. 

1 Manager, N. Fly, Baroda 

2. R.D. Tripathi, Senio 
Superintendent, Nort 

3. A.K. Jain Divisional 
Allahabad. 

r Divisional Commercial, 
barn Railway, Allahauad. 

Railway Manager, N. Rly, 

... Respondents 

12. Contempt Application no. 2106 of 1993 
in Original Application no. 1642 of 1992.  

Km. Sujata Dhusia, D/o Late Shri R.A. Dhusia, 20, 
Sadar Bazar (New Oantt), Aliahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Shri S.N. Mathur, General Manager, N. Illy, Baroda 
House, New Delhi. 

2. Shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Raikay Manager, N. Rly 
Allahabad. 

3. Shri R.D. Tripathi, Sr. Divisional Commercial 
Manager, DRM Office, N. Rly, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

Contempt Application no. 23 of 1994 
13. Original Application no 826 of 1991  

Rafaquat Hussain Rizvi, s/o Late Shri S.H. Rizvi, 
R/o 5 Sultanpur Bhawa, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1— 	Shri Massiulzaman, General Manager, Northern Railway, 
Baroda House, New Delhi. 

Cont 	CY- 

• 



2- Shri A.K. 
Railway, 

3- Shri R.D. 
Manager, 

Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, Nerthern 
Allahabad. 

Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial 
Northern Railway, DRM Office, Allahabad. 

Respondents 

    

14. Contempt Application no. 
Original Applica ion no. 

925 of 1993 
1221 of 1991. 

  

Rakesh Mehta, S/o Shri D.S. Mehta, R/o Railway Quarter 
" 65 PP, VII-Avenue, Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Shri S.N. Mathur, General Manager, Northern Railway 
Baroda House, Ne Delhi. (Representing the Union 
of India). 

2. Shri A.K. Jain, the Divisional Railway Madager, 
Northern Railway, Allahabad. 

 Petition 	1496 of 1992 
Original APPlic;tion no. 1229 of 1991.  

15. 	

... Respondents 

Ashfaq Ali, S/o Shri Ahmed Ali, a/a 30 Years, R/o 272- 
Chak Zero Road, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Shri P.K. Wahi, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern 
Railway, DRM Of ice, 1awab Yusuf Road, A llahabad. 

2. Shri Ram Payere4 Senior Divisional Commerdial 
Superintendent, Northern Railway, D.R.M. Office, 
Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

Contempt 
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E R(Reserved)  

JUJTILE  B.C. Sik,SENti, V.G. 

The learned counsel - for the applicants 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 as in 	131192  

Lalji Shukla Vs. Union of India en Ors out o-f which 

the leading contempt petition no. 2426/93 arises. are, 

thermfore proceedinc to cecicie all these 15 c._;ntempt 

petitions by a common judcment. 

2. in these contempt petitions it is alleged that 

latit4.:& in various U.ns out of which the se contempt 

petitions arise, a Division Bench of this Tribunal passed 

orders directin the respondents"to consider and analyse 

•uhe cases of Motile Ticket Collectors and to find out 

if any scheme can be framed by them by laying down a 

particular criteria for re—engaoind them as casual or 

daily basis. Let a scheme be framed inithin a period 

of two months from the date of comri:unication of this 

order". 

3. it is alleged by the a; plicants that in pursuance 

to the directions they appidacheo the respondents for 

their re—engagement, they hive not been re—engaged. The 

specific grievance of the applicants is that the responde-

nts though directed specifically by the orders contained 

in the U.As to franc a scheme by laying down criteria 

for re—engagting.them as casual or daily basis have failed 

to frame such a scheme. 

4. The respondents filed application limier Rule 24 of 

the CAT (Procedure ) Rules 1987 and have indicated that 

• . •pEi 

1 



// 87 /4 	 I. 
after the decision in 	131/9z Lalji shol:la Vs. Union 

of India and urs(i.e. to say he laadin case ), 

respondents at :he stage of bivisionthl Railway ivfana.ger 

Northern Railway eilianabad requestoo the General :flanager 

Northern Railway baroda House Ney,' belhi to consiber feasi-

bility of framinc Of a scheme as directed by the Tribunal. 

in response thereto the Chief Commercial Manacer(GerE, ra) 

Northern Railway Nev: Lleihi passed an order on the 25th 

of uctober 1993 sugc2esitinc that it was not feasible to fro 

the scheme. The matted: -was referred upto the stage of ' 

Railway Board and a special leave petition was filed 

before the Hon 1 E1e Supreme 1/41ourt. The f urther aye/ cent 

on behalf L.t he re mon;:ents -_Ls that the /Apex cc‘urt; by 

_ated 7.4.94 _asaed the following cider:- 

belay condoned. The order only 

gives the 	ection to the -•etitionfr r - 

to find out IA any scher-e can be framed 

out. The Union of India can examine 

the ri-,:tter and if it is not possible 

to frame aH schece record its linclinc 

accordingly. There is no oblication 

cast by the impucrnd order that the 

sbherne shotild be framed in any case, 

Subject to the above observations the 

SLP is  disposed of. 

5. 	The copy of the con unication by the General 

:,iana9er(cdomrde.rcial) dated 12.5.94 has also been annexed 

alon :/with copy of the letter dated 26.5.94 passed by 

the General :rianager. throuch the last letter the decisiOn 

of the Railway Board detained in its letter dated 26.1.94 

22itk 	 .• •p9 
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has been reprouuced. 	the hail,";ay Board had passed the 

followincJ order:- 

" the feasibility of working of a scheme for 

re—engadenant of the voluntary Ticket Colle- 

ctors has been examined by the Board and 

has directed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court 

in their judgment dented 7.4.94 and it has 

been decided tthat in view ci the decision 

explained in Cneral ..anager (C;onth,ercial 

New Delhi's no ,,e dated 2L.1L.93 attached 

to the letter referred to above and also 

in view of the fact that the Railway beset 

with the problems of absorption of a 

large number of surplus employees and 

casual labourers, it will not be possible 

to device a schen for re—engagement of 

the voluntary ticket collectors who were 

engaged only for a short period on payment 

of Pocket Allowance Basis. The case of 

the voluntary Ticket collectors also 

bear no anology with the case of ;:lobile 

Booking Clerks for whom a special scheme 

-65 worked out for their re—encagement " 

6. 	The direction to the respondents as oiven 

in the order passed by the Tribunal in the various u.As 

shovds that the respondents were only required to consider 

and analyse the cases of ;•lobile Ticket Collectors and 

find out if any scheme can be framed by laying down a 

particular criteria for re—engaging them for casual 

' • -PIC 
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•%. 

„co covi`t-
9tr, 

or daily basis. The said direction as would be evident 

from the order passed by the Hon 'ble Supreme Courewhile 

disposing o1 the SLPs acainst the said oa der did not cast 

any obligation on the respondents to frame such a scheme. 

The Supreme court therefore indicated that the Union of 

inaia can examine the matter ano it is nDt possible to 

frame a scheme record its findings accor.aincly. 

7. 	As noted here inabove , the Union of _India throUgh 

its various off icers at different level considered the 

feasibility of drawing a scheme for re-engagement of 

Mobile Ticket Collectors. The reasons indicated in the 

various coumunications annexed alongwith the applicetiOn 

filed by the respondents have not been challenged before 

us nor they could haVe been challenged in these contempt 

proceedings. We are, therefore not required to indicate 

the said reasons no to analyse the correctness of the 

said reasons. The respondents were only oirected to con- 

sider and analyse, thus in a way to cons 	the feasi- 

bility of drawing up; a scheme. The respondents have 

considered the feasibility anc have indicated re &sons 

why drawing up of such a scheme vas not I easibleif, In these 

facts, w,e are not impressed %%An the submissions made by 

the learned counsel for the ap, licants that the responde-

nts have wilfully disobeyed to draw up a scheme as per 

the cirections given,  while deciding the various O.As. 

The contempt petition; lack; merit and are accordingly 

dismissed. Notices issued to the re sponoents are discha- 

(2, ok 
rged. 	

<,61 
■Le kneLiC"4 - 

Dated : JanuaryA3. .4995  

Uv/ 
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