H s 7

Sews ¥othi, Lesder Road, Al lshabad.

e+ Petitioner

Versus i

T 1. m@asiberzaman, Seneral Manager, N. Rly, Baroda 1

. Hosse, Mew Delhi. 1&1

I

i 3. =o. Trigathi, Senior Divisional Commercial, 1

saerirtendent, Northern Railway, Allahabad.

3. &4 .%¥. Jz2in Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly,
allahadad.

o Respond_en‘ts

12, OContempt Agrlication no. 2106 of 1993
n Oicinsl clicetion no. 1642 of 1992,

©n. Sujzte Dhwsiz, Dfo Lste shri R.A. Chusia, 20,
Sediar ==zar (hew Cantt), Allahabad.

~ees Petitioner
Versus

1. St=i 3.M. Methur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda
M. MNew Iklhi-

= 2. S== A.%X. Jzin, Divisional Railvay Manager, N. Rly
&2 latstad.
3. S&ori B.G. Tripathi, Sr. Divisiomal Commercial
Wansger, DM Oifice, N. Rly, Allahabad.
R s -'_n
¥ Contempt Application no, 23 of 1994 |
13, Nl ol e AD uution_‘m 826 o: 1991 |
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2= shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Managqrjjﬂorihern
Railway, Allahabad.

= shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial
Manager, Northern Railhay. DRM Office, Allzhabad.

«++ Respcndents |

14, Contempt Appllcation no. 925 of 1993 4”15
Original lication no. 1221 of 1 [

hta o Shri D.S, Mehtsa, Railwa
Rakezh Mehta, /o Shrd DaSt Vet 'anld FalyayiCisrter

«ss Petitioner

Versus

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

24 shri A.K. Jain, The Divisional Railhay Manager, 4
Northern Railway, Allahabad, |

«+s Respondents

15, Contempt Petition no. 1496 of 1992
Original licantion nc, 1229 of 199 ; f)

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

ees Petitioner
Versus
l. Shri p K' 'llﬂhi. Di\ffsigpgl“ ﬁkﬂ ﬁi} ‘hlff .,
Railway, DRM Office, hawab vmn Road; Al llah
2. shri Ram Payere, qf

Superintendent,
Nawab Yusuf Rnad.
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6.1 D.E B(ﬁeserv&dl

JUSTLCE B.L. SAKSENA, V.C.

The learned counsel for the auplicants of these
bunch of 15 contempt petitions stated that the various
U.As out of which these contempt applications arise,
the Tribunal hac passed identical orsers as in U.a. 131/92
Lelji shukla Vs, Union10i India 2nc Urs out of which
the leading contempt petition no. 2426/93 arises. We are,
ther=fore procaeding to oeclce all these 15 cuntempt
petitions by a common juagment.
2, JIn th=zse contempt petitions it is elleged that
EPpPudr in various U.as out of which these contempt
petitions erise, a Division Bench of this Tribunzl passed
orgers directiny the respondents"to consider and analyse
the cases of wWobile Ticket Collectors and to find out
if any schame can be framed by them by laying down a
perticuler criteria for re-engaging them as casual or
caily basis. Let a scheme be framed wdthin & period

of two months from the date of communication of this

order", F Ay

3. It is alleged by the applicants that in ﬁunsﬁaﬁ&i- X -

to the virections they approachea the respondents fﬁﬁv

......

their re-engagement, they have not been gﬂpg;,,sﬁgi ﬁﬁn.

specific grievance of the appli *Em is that the responde-

nts though directed specifically by the
1n ‘Lhe U;}G to fr‘a“‘e -',a_ jcn,:- uﬁri :?f‘.‘; _.]l_: "' -'
for m-engagangh ‘ﬁf,f‘i:ﬂ, ca

to frame suqhwa,;ﬁuah',

= & ——
- 3 .

|
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after the decision in U.A. 131/92 Lalji Shukla Vs, Union I
of Incia anc trs(i.e. to say .he loading case ), the -

respancents at :he stage of Division:l RHailvay Ménager i

hgrhhprn Railwnay Allshsbad requestes the General nager

Northzrn Railway Baroda House New Dezlhi to consmg T feaﬁgﬁl
bility of framing @f & scheme as cirected by the Tribunéig'
In response thereto the Chief Commercieal Manager(Genzreal)
Northarn Reilaay New Delhl passed an order on the 2:tth

of uctobar 1993 sugegesting that it was not feasible to f::a
the scheme. The matter was referred upto the stage of
Aailway Board and a specisl leave petition was filad
before the Hon'tle Suprems Court. The further avercent
on kehalf of .he resjondents is that the spex court hy

an urdar .ated 7.4,94 pessed the following order:-

" Leley condoned. The croer only
g:ves the cirection to the petition:r
to fing out ii any scheme can be framed
out. The Union of Indiz can examine w
the mctter and if it is not possikle

to frame a scheme record -its finding

accordingly, Thare %s no Obligﬂﬁf:?
cast by the impugned orcer that:,it IJ'
stheme should be framed.xw-$”’ case.
Subject to the above ajn-‘i“* vat. w??
SLP 15'615§05E§j&¥;13,”
Se The copy of _‘“ﬂ ion |k
sianeger (Comiercial ) di__ od 12.5.%4
alon_with copy of t —.;g‘,;:aj%f

5
-~ q-*

the General nv.a; cer. %;;iji_';,-..:._ uek
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has been reprouuced. Ih2 Hallway Board had passed the

following order i=-
w the feasibility of working of a scheme fcr

: re-engagemnt of the voluntary Tlcket Colle-
ﬂ*"‘ ctors hes been examlned by the Board and
has directed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court
in their judgment doted 7.4.94 and it has
been decicea that in view oi the decisioh
explained in General ianacer (Cormercial) =
. Delhi's no.e dated 22£.1C,93 ettached
to the letter referrec to ebove and &lso
in view of the fact *hau the Railwey beset

with the problems of absorption of a

o -
L -

large number of surplus employees and

casual latourers, it will not be possible

to device a scheme for re-engagement of

- '."'tr' S e
=t e gl -
=] >

-he voluntary ticket collectors who were

engaged only for a short perioc on payment
(."@‘ of Pocket Allowance Basis. The cese of

the voluntary Ticket collectors also

be ar no anology with the case of lobile

Booking Clerks for whom a special Eiiiﬂﬁﬁiﬁﬁ*’ N

\.6s worked out for their re-eng é '- ﬁl fi

Gt The directiorn to t"m résE onts 251 iven
in the oruer passed by the :aigm“* in the '
shows that the ra'spond&nt?g- wera only requ

find gut.- 1_f‘-_' aqy_ s}“ J-; ...u—.,ﬂrj:_

L
b

E__‘; f0Or Ii

particular cri
cu"':
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or daily basis. The said direction as would be evicent
from the orcer passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court while |
uisposing of the SLFs acainst the said o.der did not cast .

any obligation on the respondents to frame such a,gaheme. :

The Supreme court therefore indicated that the Unlon of

————

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

o

trame a scheme recora its findlngs accorcingly, 'f

TA As hoted hereinabove, the Union of India through 7?
its various officers at different level consideréda?he
feasibility of drawlng & scheme for re-—engagement df
Mobile Ticket Collectors. The reasons indiaateé.in the ¥
varicus communications annexed alongwith the applicetion g
filed by the respondents have not been challenged before |
us nor they could have been challenged in these contemgt
proceedincs, We are, therefore not require to indicste
the sala reasons no:x to analyse the correctness of the
said reasons. The respondents were only cirected to cen-

sicer and enelyse, thus in a way to consiuvzr the-

bility of drewing up a scheme. The respondents heve }hh

considerad the feasibility and have indicated reesons

g
0

L
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r
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why drewing up of such a scheme was not feagiﬁﬁﬁvﬂﬁ-ﬁiﬁfﬁ7

-

iacts, we are not impressed witu the submlﬁsﬁﬂﬁﬁ ﬂﬂ

the learned counsel for the aprlicants fh tzha“fﬂsﬂﬁﬁﬂ

- =

nts have wilfully dlSObeﬂad 'l'»ﬁ* draw up & scheme

the cirections given while « ?:;%E—:ir;zifi-’ﬁ-.-ﬂi‘f}f the various

The contempt pet:u.'biun; lac

merit and are

#

dis I'Ills EEd . NOticgrs_ é.sig L: a] .pﬁ_'. .-.“: respono
: ..._."[ s L o .-l.".";.l--.. o E

rged,

Bated'



