‘Hon'ble Mr, Justice B.C. Saksena, ViceeChairman —

RESERVED

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALRAHABAD BNEgﬁ
ALLAHABAD.

A i
Allahabad this the 43" day of les. |

Hon'ble Mr., K. Muthukumar, Administrative Member.

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

i S —

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

o0 e PE‘titioner

c/A shri s.K. Mehrotra

Versus

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

2, shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior pivisional Commercial
Manager, Northern Railway, Nawab Yusuf Road, Al lahabad

ceeo Respondents

c/R shri B.B. Paul

Connected with

Contempt Application no, 2 of 1994 in
20 Original Applicstion no, 1265 of 1991,

Krishna Raj Tewari, S/o Late shri shiv Baran Tewari,
r/o 266, cChaukhandi, Kydganj, Allahabad.

eee Petitioner

Vemsus

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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/a2, -

3 shri R.p, Tri athi, senior Divisional o
‘ Commerciagl
Manager, N. R Y» DRM Office, Al lahabad, 2

e+ Respondents

3. gontemp§ Application no, 1954 of 1993
in Original Application no, 53] of 1992,

Gulab singh;—s/0ghri Ram AsTey Singh, R/o 495
Nagar, Kareli, pistrict Allahabad. gh, R/ 423/3 Ay G.T.B.

veo s HEtitioner

Versus

il SeC. Mathur, General Manager, Northern '
Baroda Housé, New Delhi, s Relingy.

2 R.D. Tripathi, Divisiona] Commercial ; .
Northern Hail;ay. Allahabad, » Superintendent

3 A-K.« Jain Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly Allahabag

[ ——————-

*++« Respondents

4, QOntempy Application no.1568 of 1993 F d !
iN_Original Application no. 136 of 1992 !

Udali Raj, s/o shri Brij Nath o Qr
iy e » R/o Qr. no. 85 Grp Colony,

«e¢ Petitioner

Versus
1. Shri s,N. Mathur General Manager. N I
House, New Delhi: g bl eNEazba

2, Shri A.K, Jain Divisional i fy
RS habas. ; Rallway Manager, N, Rly B

3. R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional 1
_ Commercial Man r
Divl, Rly, Managets Office, N, Rly, Allahabad, =

e+ Respondents

5% gonte@pF Application no. 1897 of 1993
=0 0riginal Applicstion no. 1117 of 1992

Ravi Shanker Tewari, s/o shri kamlsa Pra ]
: ] sad Tewari, R
Village & post Office Nekhara, District Mirzapur-' 4

es+ Petitioner

Cont-j..S/-
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; 1. shri Massih-Ul-Saman, General Manager, N. RlY,
1’ Baroda House, New Delhi. &
| 1 2 gbri A .X. Jain, Divisioﬁal'ﬁailway Manager, N. Rly
1 Allahabad. -
| 3.  shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisiosal Commercial
Manager, N. Rly, DRM Office, Allahabad.
: " ees_Respondents |
g » *
i i
R 6, contempt Application no. 1791 of 1992
3 ;E_Origﬁnal Application no. 846 of 1991l.
k|
" K.K. Srivastava and Others
i ... Petitioners
! Vers us
11 p.K. wahi, DRM, N. Rly, Allahabad.
; .o+ Respondent
{ | 7o contempt _petition no. 1473 of 1993
| in Original Applicstion no. 532 of 1992.
i * Tribhuwan Prasad, s/o shri D. prasad, R/o House no. 16,
i Ra japur, Allahabad.
, ... Petitioner ;
i
Ve rs us ;
|
i ’-
£ 1l S.C. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda House,
! New Pelhi, ;
1 i
i
2. R.D. Tripathi, genior,Divisional Commercial, g
supdt. N. Rly. Al lahabad. . |

3. AeKe Jail'l.. D.RoMe N« Rly, Allahabad.

s+« Respondents

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

s/o shri K.L. Srivastava, 904/ 184

Raj Kumar Srivastava,
shiva'ji Nagar, Allahabad.
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1. S.C. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly Barcda House,
New Delhi, | |

Qmjb' Cont s ..ed/-
|

* - e i A g Y

TS SRR : * \
g . -l o
3 ey ._ p— -



T e,

-
*
a =
o K " = - -
= it —--——m..m.._ -

-
—— — ——— . W, T
-

iy

o
P i e e R

- — N w————

e
e i e

——

9,

surendra Kumar Tripathi, s/o shri s.P. Tiwari, a/a 35 Yrs,
R/o & C/o N.S. Tripathi, 793-A Ghanshyam Nagar, Rly.

// 4 //

R.D. Tripathi, Divisiomal Commercia

N. RlYp AlLahabad!

l Superintendent

AK, Jain, DeReMo, No Rly, Al lahabad.

contempt Petition no, 2186 of 1993.

in Original Applicztion no., 955 of

« Respondents

B

(

92.

colony Allahabad.

3.

10,

Jai prakash Pandey, S/o shri H.N. Pasndey, 119/133, South |

ceo Petitioner

VeI sus

Mr. S. Masihrug-man, General Manager,

Board, Baroda House, New Delhi,

Divisional Railway Manager, Mr. A.K. Jain, N. Rly

DRM Office, Allahiabad.

Sr. Divisional Commercial Superintendent, N. Rly

Nawab Ushuf Road, Allahabad.

«ss+ Respondents

Contempt Petition no, O3 of 1994

{

in Original Application no. 968 of 1992,

Malaka, Allahabad,

se 0 Petitiﬂner

N. Rly, Railway

s

—— s ————. T W B T o

Versus
. l. shri Masihuzama, General Manager, N. Rly, Headquarters
N Office, Baroda House, New Delhi,
i [ 2. shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Maneger, N. Rly,
{;{ Allzhabad,
i
’I ‘ «++ Respondents
i
: 11, Contempt Application no., 54 of 1994
% in Original Application no, 1189 of 1492
# 13 satyendrae Kumar Ssahu, S/o Late shri P.L. Sahu,
l?[ R/o 18, Rewa Building, Leader Road, Allahabad.
JFi
EE‘E 2.  Arun Kumar Pehdey, s/o shri p, pandey, r/o 22-A
! -
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4 Rewa Kothi, Leader Road, Allahabad,

® e PEtitiOﬂer

g ¢ Versus |
== rlh : — i
1% Masihuzzaman, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda |
House, New Delhi, ;
' 2, R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial, [
: Superintendent, Northern Railway, Allahabad. |
& 3. A.K. Jain Divisional Railway Ma@nager, N. Rly,
Al lahabad.
: «++ Respondents
| |
: |
: 12, Ccontempt Application no. 2106 of 1993 fﬁjﬁ:ﬂ
in Original Applicetion no. 1642 of 1992, L
Km. Sujata Dhusia, D/o Late Shri R.A. Chusia, 20, b
Sadar Bazar (New Bantt), Alliahabad.
&

eee Petitiocner
Versus

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

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

3. Shri R.D. Tripathi, Sr. Divisional Commercial |
Manager, DRM Of fice, N. Rly, Allahabad.

«+e Respondents

contempt Application no, 23 of 1994
j 13. Q@riginal Application no. 826 of 1991
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Rafaquat Hussain Rizvi, §/o Late shri S.H. Rizvi,
R/o 5 Sultanpur Bhawa, Allahabad.

R o B
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oo e PEtitiDner %
Versus I

1= Shri Massiulzaman, General Manager, Northern Railway,
Baroda House, New Delhi,
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2= shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Reailway Manager, Northern
Reilway, Allahabad.

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

e+ Respcndents

r.\r

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

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

k h Mehta
8 gs FF I-Avenue. Nawab Yusuf Road, Allshabad.

«ese Petitioner

Versus

: 1, shri s.N. Mathur, General Manager, Northern Railway
i Baroda House, New Delhi, (Representing the Union
i ' of INdia)u

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

.+ Respondents

.

15, Contempt Petition no. 1496 of 1992
Original Applicantion nc. 1229 of 1991,

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

Versus

Railway, DRM Of fice, hawab Yusuf Road, A llahabad.

ek el -

1
I l, shri p.K. Wahi, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern
|
:

2. shri Ram Payere, Senior Divisional Commercial
Superintendent, Northern Railway, D.R.M. Office,
Nawab Yusuf Road Allahabad.
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O u D E R(Reserved)

JUST ACE B.C. SANSENA, V.C.

= | 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 identicsl orders as in OU.A., 131/92

Lsljl shukls Vs. Unilon of Indla =2nc Urs out of which

the leading contempt petition nc. 2426/93 arises., Ve are, |
therzfore proceeding to decide all these 15 c.ontempt j
petitions by a common juagment.

2N thase contempt petitions it is elleged that
®EAu@s in various U.As out of which these contempt
petitions erise, a Dlvision Bench of this Tribunal passed
orcers directing the respondents"to consicer and analyse

cne caseé of woblle Ticket Collectors and to find out

e — g
B .ﬂr_..- =i

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

perticular criteria for re-engaging them as casual or

dailly basis, Let a scheme be framed wdthin a period

A Sl P & Wi

o1 two months from the date of comiunication of this

order",
a5 It is alleged by the applicants thet in pursuance
to the oirections they approacheac the respondents for

their re-engagement, they have not been re-engaged. The

P —

specific grievance of the applicents 1s that the responde-

nts though directed specifically by the orders contained
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in the U,As to frame a scheme by laying down criteria

for re-engagdng.them as casual or daily basls have falled |

to frame such a scheme.

4, The responuents filed applicetion Unocer Rule 24 of

the CAT (Procedure ) Rules 1987 and hsve indicated :hat :
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AT

after the decision in U, 4, 131/92 Lalji Shukla Vs, Union
0f India ana Urs(i,e. to say .he loading case ), the

responcents at the stage of Division:z) Rellviey Manager

Northern Railway allshsbad requestedg the GEnE}el flaneger

Northern Railway Baroda House iNew Delhi to consicer feasi.
. - bility of framing @f a scheme as directed by the Tribunsl.

In response thereto the Chief Commercizl lianacer (General )

Northern Railway New Deini passed an order on the 25th

Of Uctober 1003 suggesting that it was not feasible to fram

the scheme, The matter uas'referred uptlo the stzge of

Aallway Board and a Speclsl leave petition was filad

before the Hon'tle Sujreme Court, The further averrent

°n kehalf ¢f Lhe resjondents <5 that the spex court by

el Ora2r .ated 7.4,94 passed the follewing oulder ;-

" Lelay condoned. The craer only
. ¢1lves the airection to the retitioner
to find out i any schere can Le framed
out. The Union of Indisz can examine

the metter snd if it ig not possible

—— e A W .

to frsme a scheme record its fincing
accordingly, Thare #s no Oblication
, _ cast by the impugned order that the

- scheme should be framed in ENy case, .

Subject to the above Observations the

| SLF 1is disposed of, ™

:;; Se The copy of the communication by the General

::é Manager(commerCialj dated 12.5,%4 has slso been anne xed
i alon,with copy of the letter dated 26,5.94 passed by

the General .uanacer. Through the last letter the decision

0f the Railway Board contained in its letter dated 26.5,94
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{ 'y 1 SR,

has been reproduced. TI'he Kailway Eoard had pessed the
following order :-

" the feasibility of working ¢f & scheme for

—w

ok re-engegemant of the voluntary Ticket Collé-

ctors hes been examined by the Bosard and

. has directed by the Ean'ble supreme Court
| in their judgment doted 7,4.94 and it hss i
been decioea that in view of the decls.on
explained in General wanacer (Comiercial )
New Delhi's no.e dsted 25,1C.93 attached .
to the letter referred“to above and elso |
in view of the fact that the Rallwey beset j
|

with the problems of absorption of s :

- large number of surplus employees and
casual lakourers, it wilj not be possible
1o device a scheme for re—engagement of
the voluntery ticket collectors who were
engaged only for a short period on payment
0f Pocket Allowance Easis, The case of
the voluntary Ticket collectors also
bear no anology with the case of ;iobile
Booking Clerks for whom a special scheme

\-as worked out for their re-engagement

6, The direction to the respondents as olven
in the order passed by the Iribunal in the various U.As
shows that the respondents were only required to consicer

| énd analyse the cases of wobile Ticket Collectors and

| find oul if any scheme can be framed by laylng down a

paerticuler criteria for re-engaging them for casual

o
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Or dally bssis., The said direction as woula be evident

from the orger passed by the Hon'ple Supreme Court while |

—0lspOsing 01 the SLFs dcalnst the said o:der did not cast

ény oblication on the respondents to frame sUch a scheme,
%
The Supreme court therefore indicated that the Urton of
I
Inaia can examine the matter ang it 1s not possible to

trame a scheme record its findings accorcingly,

7 As hoted Héreinabove, the Union of India through
its various officers at different level conslcered the
feasibility of drawing s scheme for re—engagement of
Wobile Ticket Collectors., The reasons indiested in the
varlous communications annexed alongwith the application
filed by the respondents have not pean Chalanged be fore
us nor they could have been Challenged in these contempt
proceedincs. We are, therefore not requirad to indicste
the said reasons nor to snalyse the correctness of tre

331d reasons,

The respondents were
sider and enalyse, thus in a way to
bllity of drawing up & scheme, The
considered the feasibility and have

why drawing up of auch a scheme was

only cirected to ccn-
censio=r the fegsi-
respondents have
inaicated reesons

not feasiblg, In these

facts, we are not impressed witi the submissions mage by

the learned ccunsel for the ap, licants that the responage -

Nts have wilfully disobeged to draw

up a scheme as per

the directions given while declding the various O.4s,

The contempt petitiong lacky merit and are accordingly

alsmissed,
a4

Dated : January:z:?). 1995

rged,

Uv/ |

Notices issued to the responcents are discha-

__
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