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-~--. ~a=e= ~ad , Allahabad. 

••• Petitioner 

versus 

.n?.S.: - ::--.-:.;:-.a.;l, :3Eneral Manager , N. Rl y, Baroda 
:l...E ~ ' ·-- -~ l rt:"t - -~ _..~ . -· -

_ .:::,. ~..::.:~-.::.., se-nior Divisional Commerc ial, 
3IE---~~=cn~. r~orthern Railway, Allahaoad. 

::. :=.=- ;; a:.:..sior.a l Railway Ma nager, N . Rly, 

-

• • . Respondents 

J :s; ~=L:..-: ... :..:.:.. .: at ion no. 2106 of 199 3 
::= ..:=:.=ir-=.: .y:.:ication no. 1642 of 1992 . 

~::~~ : s~c, ~/o Lote Shri R.A. Dhusia, 20, 
..5:. - .-;:-- -== • .:--=..:'! · :- CCr.t t) • Al J.ahabad . 

• • • • Petitioner 

Versus 

General ~tanager, N. Rly, Baroda -· - - - ·-=,· """"" ...::-- ;~~~~L • • :. .... ~ .... ' 

;:.:l ~= • e .:e.~-: • 
~::..n, ~visional Ra~ay Manager, N. Rly ---

3... ---= - - -- .: - tn· s ~ivisional Conxnercial ~ - ~--· ~--~a ~. r. _ 

n---

~~~~==• J?4 G.fice , N. Rly, Allahabad. 

••• 

c:::x: .. ~s~ J....'"'?lication no. 23 of 1994 
en ;ir..ali A;?Elication' no. 826 of 1991 

Respondents 

-·-=,i!::' ~ ~-sGin Rizvi. S/o Late Shri s.H. Rizvi, 
~ ~ ~ 3-':Ei-;t:r 3ha-...a, Allahabad. 

... -
--

'Rrsus 

iulzi tn, ~neral M 
Bouse. New Delhi. 

- ----
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... 
shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern 
RJ ilway, Allahabad • 

shri R.o. Tripathi, se nior Divisional Commercial 
.'Aanager, Northern Railway, DRM Office, Allahabad. 

• • • Respondents 

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

.Rak9sh MehtaJ s /o Shri D. S. Mehta, R/o Railway Quarter 
No•65 FF, v.IJ-Avenue, Nawa b Yusuf Road, Al la habad. 

••• Petitioner 

Versus 

1. shri s.N. Mathur, Ge neral Manager, Northern Railway 
Baroda House, New Delhi. (Re presenting the Union 
of India). 

2. shr i A· K· Jain, The Divisi onal Rail~ay Manager, 
Northern Rai !way, Allahabad. 

••• Respondents 

15. contempt Petiti on no. 1496 of 1992 
Original Applicantion nc. 1229 of 1991, 

Ashfaq Ali, S/o shri Ahm~ d Ali, a/a 30 Years, BVo 272-
Chak zero Road, Allahabad. 

••• petitioner 

versus 

1. Shri P.K. Wahi, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern 
Railway, DRM Office, r.. awab Yusuf Road, Allahabad. 

2. Shri Ram Payere, Senior Divisional COmmer~·~·~ 
superintendent, Northern Railway, D.R~. 
Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad • 
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U .\ 0 E R(Re: s.erved) 

, 

Tht? l e arne_d couns_ti for -th9 a}<1plicants of the se 

bunch of 15 contempt petitions stated that the various 

u.As out of V\lhich these contempt applications ar1se, 

the Tr1bunal hac passed identical oro.ers as in u ..... 13+192 

Lalji ~hukla Vs . Union of lndia : n c Urs out of which 

the leadin; contempt petition no. 2426/93 ar1ses. \',c are 1 

tll-=r ::fore proc~-ad in £: to decide all these 15 C-•ntempt 

~e t1t J.ons by a common ju;:., gment . 

2 . ln thase co ntempt ~tit1ons it is alleaed thd~ ... 

W~ in various u.f\5 out of whlch these contempt 

petitions a~ ise, a DivJ.sion Bench of this Tribunal passed 

or oe rs directinS1 the r e s pondents"to consl.der and analyse 
-

the Cdses ot H"Pbile Ticket: Collectors and to fino out 

if any schem? can be frarred by tmm by laying down a 

particular crite ria for re .... engaging them as casual or 

d aily basis. Let a sche~:ne be frarred •athin a period 

of tv·JO months from the da-te of cof!ll1un ic at ion of this 

order". 

3 . It 1s alle ged by t he a~plicants that in pursuance 

to the a lre ct ions they approached the re sponcients for 

their re-engagen1ant, 1:.hey have not been re-engaged. The 

specific grievance of the applicants is that the responde­

nts thougn directed specifically by the o=ders contained 

in the u.As to frame a scheme by laying down 

tor re-engag~ng .tbem as casual or daily bas 

to frarro such a scheme. 

4. The re sponoents filed 

the CAT (Procedure) aules 

.. 
-- ---------

-
I 
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after t.he declslon 1n u.A. 131/92 Lalji Shukla Vs. Jnion 

of lnoia c:m t.. Lrrs (i.e. to say _he l..?ading case J • the 

res~.oncents at : he stC!ge of ' Divlsion:::l Ha.ll~;ay 1\'~na'ger 

Northern Rall.-.CJy Allahabad requesteo the ~neral .... 7-nager 

Northern Rail\:ay Baroda House Ne•N i.Ji::lhi to consJJJE:!r feasi­

bllity of franin -: caf a sche~ as directed by th~ Tribunal • 

ln response th.1rato the Chief Commercial i·.1an age r(~n?r al j 

i..J orth:.orn .. tail.. ay Nav: 0e lhi passed an oraer on the 2=th 

of uctober 1 ~·93 suggest1ng that it ~.;as not feaslLle to fra 

the scheme . The matter was referr\?d upto the stage of 

C\ailnay Soard and a special laav? petltion sas filed 

before the Hon 'tle Su}re me CCJurt . The furtbt.=:r averr.,ent 

on tebalf l..! ~.he r~ si .o n~ent5 ~ s that the ~~ex court by 

~n ::.ro~! _ at~ci 7 • .q . 94 j..cS;.,e d the :following 0 1 der ~-

II Ue lay condoned. The o=oer only 

to fino out ii any sGh'?~ can be framed 

out. The union ()f lndia can exar.,ine 1 ./'-, 1;1-

thE me tter and if lt is not po ss i~le 

tu frame a sc herre record its finc.iino .. 
accordingly. There is no oblication -
cast by the impufned orJ3~?.r tpat the 

sbheme should be framed in any case. 

Subject to the above observatJ.ons the 

SLP is disposed of. n . 

5 . The copy of the communication by the 

~.tanager (c;om·u~rcial J aated 12.~.S4 has 

alon~with copy of the letter dated 

the General . .'~CJnac;.er. Through the 

of the Railway Board contained in 

~· 
• 

; 
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has been reprouuced. rh~ Hallway Board hao passed the 

tollowins order~-

11 the feaslbility of working of a scheme fer 

re - e ngagem3 n t of the voluntary Tlcket Colle­

ctors has been examl ned by the Board and 

6. 

. . 
has dlrected by the Hon'ble Supreme Court 

\.... 

in their judg,yx=:nt d 0teod 7.4.94 and it ha s 

been dec J ceo that in view c.f the oe c is.J.on 

explal.ned l.n Q?neral . ·..ana~er (Co mt .. ercial) 

Ne\. De lh i ' s no . ~ el ate d 2:. . lc . 93 attached 

to the letter referre d t c.. above and also 

1.n view of the fact th(}t the Ra i lwey be set 

with the problenas of absorption of a 

l arge number of surplus employee s and 

casuul l Jtoure rs, it wilJ no t be possible 

to de v.J..ce a sche~ for re-en9ageme nt of 

~he voluntary ticket co~lect o~s who were 

engaged only for a short period o n payrr.ent 

of Pocket Allm·;ance Eas1.s . ThP case of 

the volun : ary Ticket collectors a lso 

bear no analogy ,.,.l.t h the case of ;.'Pbile 

Booking Cl P. rks fo r Hhom a spec ial scheme 

,.as worked out for their re-engage r.t' ni " 

The d~rect1on to the r e spondents as oiven ... 

-

in the oroer passed by the f'r ibunal in the varjous u.As 

sho~s that the r asponaents were only requir•d to co 

and andlyse the cases of :V~bile 

f ina out if an~, schene can be framed by 

particular criteria for 

-- . ----, -- • 

• re-engagmg 
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• or d aily bas 1s. Th~ s aid d i re ction as woula be evident • 

' from th~ oroe r passed b}' the Hon ' ble Suprerre Court while 

o isposin g of the SLPs asainst the sal.d o~ de r did not c;ast .J 
a n~· ob ligation on the r e s ponden t s to frame st.ch a,..._.i'fPt?rre . ' 

The suprerre cour.t. t l1erefore indicate.d that the Unitfn of 

lnaia can e xamine the matter and it .1.s n0t possible to 
. 

trame a schen~ recora its f inoi~gs accor~ ingly. 

7. As no tt?d here inabove , tne Union of India throuah _, 

its various off i cers at differe nt leve l considered the 

feasibilit~ of drawin g a scheme for re-engagement ef 

;,1obile Ticket Co l lectors . The reasons i nd ieated in tne 

various communications annexed alon gwith the applic atlon 

fil~d by the responde n t s have no~ b~en challenged before 

us nor they could have been challenged in these conte~t 

proceedin ~'s. We are , therefor e not requirED to indicate 

the ~ a lei re a sons nor to analyse the correctness of the 

said reasons. The r esponde nts were only oirected to ccn­

sioer and analyse , ~hus in a way to consia~r th9~~si-. ... 
bility of drawing up a schame . The rt?spondents h~ ve 

consici~red the feasibl l ity and have ind~cated ree:sons 

why drawing up of 8\:lCh a scheme v.as not f e asibl~ In these 

i acts, w.e a.r:e not Impressed w1t11 the subm1ssion5 made by 

the learned c ounse 1 for the apt licants that the re sponde­

nts have wilfully disobe¢e d to draw up a scheme as per 

the directions given while deciding the various O.As. 
~ 

T'h • e contempt petitiort la·c~ merit and are accor.dinr~ly. 

dismissed. Notices issued to the respQno~Q· .. 
r ' L' /l I gea. 7"\. 

~Jl...yy(.~) 

D.ated: January:{ 3 • .l995 
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