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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALRAHABAD BNEgﬁ
ALLAHABAD. %

Y
Allahabad this the L3 day of aww»—af—m%.

Hon'ble Mr. Justice B.C. Saksenay; 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, R/o 44 Katghar,
Police Statiop, Muthigamj, District A llahabad.

eo o PEtitioner
C/A Shri So}(o PAehrotra

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, Allahabac
.ee Respondents

C/R shri B.B. Paul

Connected with

Contempt Application no, 2 of 1994 in
2 Qriginal Applicction no, 1265 of 1991,

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

ee o Pe‘tiﬁioﬂé’r

vemsus

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

2, shri A.X. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly
Allahabad, f

QXJL : Cont.....2/-
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3 Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial
Managef. N. Rly, DAM Office, Allahabad. 4

\ «s+ Respondents

35 COntemLt Application no. 1954 of 1993
in Original Application no. 531 of 1992.

- Gulab Singhh g/0 Shri Ram Asrey Eingh—.‘Rfe—%2/3-A, G.T: Bl

‘i, District Allahabad. ?

i vo. Petitioner
\
i

Nagar, Kare

Versus

1. Sie O MLthur, General Manager, Northern Railway,
Baroda House, New Delhi.

2, ReDe T#ipathi, Divisiona 1 Qommercial, Superintendent
Northern Rai lway, Allahabad.

3. Ak jain Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly Allahabac

..+ Respondents

4, Conten*pt Application no.1568 of 1993 '
in Origing; Application no. 136 of 1992

Udai Raj, 4/0 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. :
|

24 shri A.K, Jain, Divisional| Railway Manager, N. Rly
Allah‘bad.

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 Application no, 1117 of 1992
‘ :

Ravi shankkr Tewari, S/o shri Kamla Prasad Tewari, R/o
village & Fost Office Nekhara, District Mirzapur.

es+ Petitioner

| w\/ Versus

cont0.0 . 03/-
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6.
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shri Massih=-Ul-Saman, General Manager, N. Rly,
Baroda House, New Delhi..

gbhri A .X. Jain, Divisiore 1 Railway Manager, N. Rly

Allahabad.

shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisiomal Comnercial
Manager, N. Rly, DRM Office, Allahabad.

EREE. NG g = ... Respondents

Contempt Application no. 1791 of 1992
in Original Application no. 846 of 1991.

K.K. Srivastava and Others

... Petitioners

Versus

p.K. vahi, DRM, N. Rly, Al lahabad.

7.

Tribhuwan Prasad, s/o shri D. Prasad, R/o House no. 16,

.oo Respondent

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

Ra japur, Allahabad.

2.

3.

8.

... Petitioner

Versus

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

New Belhio

R.D. Tripathi, senior,Divisional Commercial,
supdt. N. Rly. Allahabad. at

A.K. Jain, D.R.M. N. Rly, Al lahabad.

oo Respondents

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

Raj Kumar Srivastava, S/o shri K.L. srivastava, 904/ 184
shiva'ji Nagar, Allahabad.

1.

e e = e

... Petitioner

Versus

S.C. Mathur, General Maneger, N. Rly Barcda House,

New Delhi, \

'%nhV Cont....4/-




\JB/C?ICOntempt Petition no, 2186 of 1993.
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2. ReDe Tripathi, Divisiomal Commercial Superintendent
N. Rly, Alliahabad.

3. A+Ke Jain, D+ReMo Ne. RlY.\ Al lahavad.

|
| ..+ Respondents
|
|

7

in Original Applicstion no. 955 of 92. 4

surendre Ku%ar Tripathi, S/o shrii s.P. Tiweri, a/a 35 Y¥rs,
R/o & C/o N.S. Tripathi, 793-A Ghanshyam Nagar, Rly.
colony Allahabad.

oc; Petitioner
Versus

14 Mr. S. Masihrug-man, General Manager, N. Rly, Railway i
Board, Baroda House, New Delhi.

24 Divisional Railway Manager, Mr. A.K. Jain, N. Rly
DRM Office, Allahabad.

3 Sr., Civisional Commercial 3uperintendent, N. EBly
NawabEUshuf Road, Allahaba

| <+« Respond nts

10, COnte‘pt Petition no., O3 of 1994
in Or?g;nal Application nos 968 of 1992.

Jai prakasA pandey, s/o shri H.N. Pandey, 119/133, South |
Mal aka, Alﬁahabad.

| eeo Petitioner

| Versus
!
l. Shri &asihuzama, Genersl Manager, N. Rly, Headquarters
Offic‘, Baroda House, New Delhi,

2. shri A.K., Jain, Divisional Railway Maneger, N. Rly,
Allzhabad.

i .+« Respondents

1l. Contempt Application no., 54 of 1994
in Original Application no, 1189 of 1992

13 satyendra Kumar Sahu, S/o Late shri P,L. Sahu,
R/ o0 lé, Rewa Building, Leader Road, Allahabad.

!

2,  Arun KumeT Pandey, s/o shrr P. Pandey, rfo 22-A

\Qﬁﬁ ' Conteo..5/=
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Rewa Kothi, Leader Road, Allshabad.

eses Petitioner

Versus

! le Masihuzzaman, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda
: House, New Delhi,

2 R.C. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial,
Superintendent, Northern Railway, Allahabad.

e A.K. Jain Divisional Railway Ménager, N. Rly,
Al lahabad,

..« Respondents

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

Km. Sujate Dhusis, D/o Lste shri R.A. Chusia, 20,
Sadar Bazar (New Bantt), Allishabad.

’ ees Petitioner
Versus

T Shri S.N. mMathur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda
House, New Delhi,

T shn A.K. Jein, Divisional Railway Maneger, N. Rly
Al lahabad.

. Shri R.D. Tripathi, Sr. Divisional Commercial
Manager, DRM Office, N. Rly,'Allahabad.
«+s Respondents

Contempt Application no, 23 of 1994
13. Qriginal Application no. 826 of 1991

Rafaquat Hussain Rizvi, §/o Late Shri s.H. Rizvi,
R/o 5 sultanpur Bhawa, Allahabad.

eoe Petitioner
Versus

1l- shri Masgsiulzaman, General Manager, Northern Railway,
Baroda House, New Delhi, ;

T~ \ Gont.eeesEf=
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2= shri A.K. Jain, D1v1slonal Rai lway Manager, Northern
Rdilway, Allahabad.

3= Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial
Aanagér Northern Railway, DRM Office, Allshabad.

i “ ess Respcndents

14, Conteﬁpt Application no., 925 of 1993 r

Or;glmal Application no. 1221 of 1991.

kesh Mehia s/o shri D.S. Mehta 0 Railway Quarter
ﬁé gg FF, -A‘enue, Nawab Yus f'Rgéd, Allahgbada

\ B
ese PetilticOner

Versus

1s Shri #.N. Mathur, General Manager, Northern Railway
Baroda House, New Delhi, (Representing the Union
of In#jia) o

2 shri A.K. Jain, The Divisipnal Railway Manag
Northern Railway, Allahabad.

+.+ Respondents

15, Contempt petition no. 1496 of 1992
Original licantion nc, 1229 of 1991,

|
Ashfagq Ali, s/o shri Ahmed Ali,| a/a 30 Years, R/o 272-
Chek Zero ﬁoad, Al lahabad,

eee Peatitioner
Versus

L Shri P K. wahi, Divisional Railway Manaeger, Northern
Rallway, DRM Of fice, hawab Yusuf Road, A llahabad,

2. shri Ram Payere, Senlor Dlplslonal Commercial
superlntendent Northern Railway, D.R.M. Office,
Nawab\Yusuf Road, Allahabad.

\ «s+ Respondents

| e
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O 4 D E R(Reserved)

JUoTACE B.C. SARSENA, V.C. ‘1

The learned counsel for the applicaents oi these ol
bunch of 15 contempt petitions stated that the various
U.As out of which thase contempt applications arise,

the Tribunal hac passed identical oraers eés in O.As 131798

Lslji shukla Vs. Union of ingla 2nc Urs out of which
the leading contempt petition nc. 2426/93 arises, e are,
ther-fore proceeding to cecice all these 15 c-ntempt

petitions by a comnon juacment.

2. In thase contempt petitions it is elleged thst

48% in various U.As out of which these contempt
petitions erise, & Division Bench of this Tribunzl passead
orcers directing the respondents"to consicer and analyse
‘he cases of uwobile Ticket Collectors and to find out
i{ any scheme cen be framed by them by leying down &
perticular criteria for re-engaging them as casual or
caily basis. Let & scheme be framed wdthin & period
of two months from the date of comuunication of this
order",

3 4 It is alleged by the agplicants thet in pursuance

to the virections they approachea the respondents for

their re-engagement, they have not been re-engsged. The
specific grievence of the applicents is that the responde-
nts though directed specifically by the orders contained

in ihe U.As to frame a scheme by leying down criteria

for re-engacdng them as casual or caily basis have failed
to frame such a scheme.
4o The responoents filed applicstion Uncer Rule 24 of

the CAT (Procedure ) dules 1987 and have indicated that

\
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tter the d

india ar
‘sponcents

irthern R

rihern Reilway Bsaroda House g
~+lity of framing @f a scheme as
1 response thereto the Chief o

Jrtharn Railaay New Delhi passe

uctober
i@ scheme,
xilway Boa

fore the

Lrilbehalf | oF

The

sted 744,94 pessed the

VAR VE

jecision in U,A, 131/
e Urs(i.e. to say by
5 8t the stage of b¢u

31lvay Allshsbad requ

1993 suggesting that

The matter was‘refe
rd and a special leay
Hon'cle Supreme Court

the resjondents is

©2 Lalji shukle Vs, Union| ||

» leading case ), the
LSiOnil Reilvjay imanager
pstec the General. 4ipcqer‘
Pw belhl to consider feas}»
5 cirected by the Tribunesl.
mmercial hbnager(Gen:ralb
d an order on the 25th |

| e
|

it was not feasible to fr

rred upto ihe stage of

e petition was filasd

« The furiber averrment

that the spex court by

Leley condoned. The

.gives the direct.ion

to fing out if any s

accordingly, Thare

scheme should be fra

Subject to the above

lager (Commercial ) dated 12.2.94 has slso been anne xed

)n.with copy of the letter date

! General

“anager., Through the

the Reilway Board contained in

\

out. The Union of Ihdies can examine
the metter snd if it|is not possible

to freme & scheme re¢ord its {inding

cast by the impugned order that the

SLP is disposed of, "

copy of the communication by the General

E%J“' o sspG

following order :-4’

Croer only

to the retitienar

khem@ can ke {framed

S no oblication

d in &ny case, .

observaetions the

d 26,%.94 passed by

|
"
last letter the decision[

its letter dated 26.1.94\;
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has been reproduced., The Raeillway Board had passed the
folliowing order :-

" the feasibility of working ¢f & scheme fer

re-eﬁgagenent of the voiuntary Ticket Colle-
ctors hes been examined by the Board and
has directed by the %on'ble Supreme Court
in thelr judgment doted 7.4.94 end it hes
been decidea that in view of the decisioh
explained in General iansger (Comuercial )
New Delhi's noie dated 22.1C,93 ettached
to the letter referred-to above and also
in view of the fact that the Reilwey beset
with the problems of absorption of &

large number of surplus employees and
casual lakourers, it will not be possible
to device a scheme for re-engagement of
the veoluntary ticket collectors who were
engaged only for a short perioc on payment
of Pocket Allowance Basis. The case of
the voluntary Ticket collectors slso

bear no anology with the case of [iobile
Booking Clerks for whom a special scheme

was worked out for their re-engagement "

Go The direction to the respondents as given

in the orcer passed by the Iribunal in the various U.As

shows that the respondents were only required to consicer

and analyse the cases of obile Ticket Collectors and
find out if any scheme can be framed by laying down &

perticular criteria for re-engaging them for casual

-
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or daily bssis. The said direc
from the orger passed by the Hq
aisposing oi the SLPs acainst U

any obligation on the responcern

A

|
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t ion as would be evicdent
n'ble Supreme Court while
he said orcder did not cast

ts to frame such a gcheme.
N

The Supreme court therefore ind

icated that the Union of

Ingia can examine the matter a*a it is not peossible to

treme a scheme record its finaings accorcingly.

|

T, As noted hereinabove,|the Union of Indie through

its various officers at different level consicered the

feasibility of drawing & scher

' uopile Ticket Collectors. The

various communications annexed

for re-engagement of
reasons indiested in the

alongwith the applicetion

filed by the respondents have not been challenged !!fore

us nor th?y could have been ci

<
allenged in these contempt

proceedints. We are, therefore not requirel to indicste

the said reasons nor to analy%

said reasons. The respondents

e the correctness of the

were only airected to ccn-

siger and enalyse, thus in a 4ay 10 consioer the feasi-

pbility of drawing up & scheme,

The respondents have

consicered the feasibility anrehave incgicated re&sons

why drewing up of such a sche

was not feasible, In these

|
{acts, we are nct impressed #itn the submissions made by

\ ' ;
the learTed ccunsel for the af, licants that the responce-

nts have wilfully disobeged tp drew up a scheme as per

the cirections given while deciding the verious O.As.

The contempt petitiong lacky merit and are accordingly

dismisse?. Notices issued to

sd v

rged.

Dated :

Uv/

the responcents are discha-

o i i
"TRsK .
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