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RESERVED 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD BNECK 

ALLAHABAD. 

Allahabad this the .4,6 	day of 	ti----"-^1995. 

Mr. Justice B.C. Saksena, VicerChairman 
Hon'ble 

 
Mr. K. Muthukumar, Administrative Member.  

Contempt 
Original  

.4=Iimloi.n2042613olf oriLl? 

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

... petitioner 

C/A Shri S.K. Mehrotra 

Versus 

1. std. 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, Allahaba 

• Respondents 

C/R Shri B.B. Paul 

Connected with 

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

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

• Petitioner 

\teals 

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

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

Cont ..... 2/— 

Hon'ble 
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3. 	Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial 
Manager, N. Rly, Dam Office, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

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

Gulab Singh, s/o Shri Ram Asre y Singh, R/o 422/3—A, G.T.B. 
Nagar, Karen., 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 Allahaba 

... Respondents 

4. 	Contempt Application no.1568 of 1993 
in Original Application no. 136 of 1992  

Udai Raj, S/0 Shri Brij Nath, Rio 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. Managet's Office, N. R1Y, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

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

Ravi Shanker Tewari, s/o Shri Kamla Prasad Tewari, R/o 
Village 8 Post Office Nekhara, District Mirzapur. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 
Cont....3/ — 
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1. Shri Massih—Ul—Saman, General Manager, N. Rly, 
Baroda House, New Delhi. 

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

3. Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional 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. 	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. Rly. Allahabad. 

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

... Respondents 

8. 	Contempt Petition no. 1472 of 1993 
in Original Application no 613 of 1992. 

Raj Kumar Srivastava, S/o Shri K.L. Srivastava, 90A/184 
Shivalji Nagar, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

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

Cont....4/ — 



2. R.D. Tripathi, Divisional Commercial Superintendent 
N. Rly, Allahabad. 

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

... Respondents 

9. 	Contempt Petition no. 2186 of 1993. 
in Original Application no. 955 of 92.  

Surendra Kumar Tripathi, S/o Shri S.P. Tiwari, a/a 35 Yrs, 
R/0 & C/o N.S. Tripathi, 793—A Ghanshyam Nagar, Rly. 
colony Allahabad. 

... petitioner 

Versus 

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

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

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, Altahabad. 

... 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 

il. Contempt Application no. 54 of 1994 
in Original Application no. 1189 of 1)92 

Satyendra Kumar sahu, S/o Late Shri P.L. Sahu, 
R/o 18, Rewa Building, Leader Road, Allahabad. 

2. 	Arun Kumar Pandey, s/o shri p. pandey, r/o 22—A 
Cont....5/— 
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Rewa Kothi, Leader Road, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Masihuzzaman, General Manager, N 
House, New Delhi. 

2. R.D. Tripathi, senior Divisional 
Superintendent, Northern Railway 

3. A.K. Jain Divisional Railway Man 
Allahabad. 

. Rly, Baroda 

Commercial, 
, Allahabad. 

ager, N. Rly, 

... Respondents 

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

Km. Sujata Dhusia, Die Late shri R.A. Dhusia, 20, 
Sadar Bazar (New Gantt), Aliahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Shri S.N. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly, 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. B26 of 1991  

Rafaquat Hussain Rizvi, sic) 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 	6/- 
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2— Shri A.K. 
Railway, 

3— shri R.D. 
Manager, 

Jain, Divisional 
Allahabad. 

Tripathi, senior 
Northern Railway, 

Railway Manager, Northern 

Divisional Commercial 
DRM Office, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

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

Bakesh Mehta, s/o shri D.S. Mehta, R/o Railway Quarter "•65 FF, VII—Avenue, Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

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

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

... Re spondents 

15. Contempt petition no. 1496 of 1992 
Original Applicantion no. 1229 of 1991. 

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

... Petitioner 

Versus 

Shri P.K. Wahi, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern 
Railway, DRM Office, Nawab Yusuf Road, A llahabad. 

2. 	shri Ram Payere, Senior Divisional Commeidial 
Superintendent, Northern Railway, D.R.M. Office, 
Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad. 

... Respondents 

1. 
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.ill E R(Reserved)  

_WE B.C. kr,  SENA 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 U.A. 14/92 

Lalji Shukla Vs. Union of India and Ors out of which 

the leading contempt petition no. 2426/93 arises. V4e are, 

therafore proceeding to decide all these 15 c untempt 

petitions by a common judgment. 

2. in these contempt petitions it is alleged that 

	

" 	in various 0.ks out of which these contempt 

petitions arise, a Division Bench of this Tribunal passed 

°roars directing the respondents"to consider and analyse 

bhe cases of dobile Ticket collectors and to find out 

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

. particular criteria for re-.engaging them as casual or 

daily basis. Let a scheme be framed leithin a period 

of two months from the date of comuunication of this 

order". 

3, 	it is alleged by the applicants that in pursuance 

to the directions the y approached the respondents for 

the ir re—engagement, they have 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.ks to frame a scheme by laying down criteria 

for re—engaging them as casual or daily basis have failed 

to frame such a scheme. 

	

4. 	
The respondents filed application Unoer Rule 24 of 

the CAT(Procedure ) Rules 1987 and have indicated that 

• • •pEl 



C- 

after the decision in U.A. 131/92 Lalji Shukla Vs. Union 

of India ano Qrs(i.e. to say ;Ale leading case ), the 

respondents at :he stage of Divisions) Railway Manager 

Northern Railway Allahabad requested the General Manager 

Northern Railway Baroda House New Delhi to consider feasi-

bility of framing of a scheme as directed by the Tribunal. 

In response thereto the Chief Commercial Manager(Ceneral) 

Northern Railway New Delhi passed an order on the 25th 

of uctober 1993 suggesting that it was not feasible to fra 

the scheme. The matter was referred upto the stage of 

Railway Board and a special leave petition was filed 

before the Hon 'Lie 'Supreme Court. The further averment 

on behalf Lt L he respondents is that the Apex court by 

nn order -a-tad 7.4.94 passed the following order:- 

ft  Delay condoned. The order only 

gives the direction to the petitioner 

to find out ii any scheme can be framed 

out. The Union of India can examine 

the matter and if it is not possible 

to frame a scheme record its finding 

accordingly. there is no oblication 

cast by the impugned order that the 

sdheme should be framed in any case. 

Subject to the above observations the 

SLP is disposed of. " 

The copy of the communication by the General 

Manager(Commercial) dated 12.5.94 has also been annexed 

alon gwith copy of the letter dated 2.6.5.94 passed by 

the General Manager. Through the last letter the decision 

of the Railway Board contained in its letter dated 26.5.94 
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has been repro uced. the Railway Board had passed the 

following order:— 

the feasibility of working of a scheme for 

re—engagement of the voluntary Ticket Colle-

ctors has been examined by the Board and 

has directed by the tion'bie Supreme Court 

in their judgment dated 7.4.94 and it has 

been decided that in view of the decision 

explained in Cneral Ivianager (Commercial) 

New Delhi's no 	dated 215.10,.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 scheme 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 Mobile 

Booking Clerks for whom a special scheme 

T, as worked out for their re—engagement " 

6. 	The direction to the respondents as given 

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

shows that the respondents were only requireld to consider 

and analyse the cases of ;Vail° Ticket Collectors and 

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

particular criteria for re—engaging them for casual 

• ••PlC 

It 



• 

or daily basis. The said direction as would be evident 

from the order passed by the Hon 'ble Supreme Court while 

uisposing of the SLPs against the said ()Leer did not cast 

any obligation on the respondents to frame such a scheme. 

The Supreme court therefore indica:W.(1 that the Union of 

India can examine the matter and it is not possible to 

frame a scheme record its findings accorcingly. 

7. 	As noted he re inabove , the Union of India through 

its various officers at different level considered the 

feasibility of drawing a scheme for re-engagement of 

Mobile Ticket Collectors. The reasons indicated in the 

various communications annexed alongwith the application 

filed by the respondents have not been challenged before 

us nor they could have been challenged in these contempt 

proceedings. 'age are, therefore not requirEd to indicate 

the said reasons nor to analyse the correctness of the 

said reasons. The respondents were only oirected to con-

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

bility of drawing up a scheme. The respondents have 

considered the feasibility and have indicated reasons 

why drawing up of such a scheme was not feasible,. In these 

f acts, wLe are not impressed with 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 directions given while deciding the various U.As. 

The contempt petition]; lackvmer it and are accordingly 

dismissed. Notices issued to the respondents are discha- 
Visi 

✓ rged.
Uember(A) 	 Vice Chairman 

Dated: Januarvii& 1995  

UNT/ 



No;r: 

1 

ii SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 
ra C01111) Of Hurl')  DINGS 	 GC .2444; 

I Spec 	t rave 	Ar.,-.1evl 	 (..11 	/91 

;„e"th.1 older dated 	4.9.92 	 at the iirr.corkatm CAT 

t'ilinnabuti Bent.h in it .110s .131 1,1 73 #955 ,11C3 111E39/Sri! tz., 

Pentiether (4..1? Cie 1  Vitt. Mist & Ors..-  

	

1. lay; 	(Jr— 
14,4/0 .1-61P1r. tor 

•• 

• 	4,  tic 	q4i TII;SitheT4 1 S) 

14 t nt it/ 

S Wert c.t.ted lOt he •irt 

eAd in filin(. 	L1') Respond 

BP S8 ti-11.1 7
111; 

tiunible Mr. Justice 

For the petitioner (s) lit..J 
?tr. CVL' 	Ita v 

ti homing counsel the  Court made the followin0 
p ft.LLM" ni z 

copaorteds, 

The Oiler on jcistre a iirection to the petitiorem 
- n4—ourif Nor -6 oh eine! can bur 2-rameci-4--Thie-thrieril-of 

oun exianit-  u the an tt or it„td I f it 1.8 nbt puce Liam to tp :mu 
tichemo • ;•pcord 	o rindina ccoordiacly•  There 18 no 

0141-1414 Lori 946.6 byil tt.t# 1404640d order' that the scheme 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH,  ALLAHABAD 

Review Application Not 866 of 1996 
In 
Original Application No: 50 of 1992 

.0" 

Applicants. 

Respondents. 

Surendrs Math Ram A others 

Versus 

Union of India & others 

Hanle Mr. K.Obayya, Member-A 

Pon'ble Mr. S.N.Prased. Member-3  

(By Hon'ble Mr. S.N.Prasad, Member-3) 

This review application has been filed 

against the impugned judgement and order dated 

7./.1092 passed b: this Tribunal in the aforesaid 

C.A. No. 50/92. 

2. 	In the above O.R. No; 50/1992 the 

applicants hod claimed the benefit of the re-engage- 

ment e'd 	-regularisation on the basis of the 

scheme prepared by the Railway Administration in 

compliance with the decision of the Principal 

Bench in the case of Neera Mehata Vs. Union of 

India and othars. 	The applicants who had worked 

as volunteer Ticket Collectors for certain days 
4 

during the year, 1966 had dlaimed the benets. of 

their being re-eng-ined and regularised as that of 

Mobile Booking Clarks 	. ;Yter considering the 

matter the application of the applicants was allowe-

and the respondents were directed to reinstate the 

applicants in service and accord them temporary 

status after verifying particulars of work of the 

applicants and after finding that they had put 

in more than 120 dews continuous service and also 

-or regularisation and permanent absorption against 

regular vacancy in accordance with the provisions 

of the schema as spelt out in the Railway Board's 

letter dated 21.4.1582 end 20.4.1985. 



s' nsclet.ci  

i 3-S-9 u) 
1CC-S 

S. 	
In this review application it has been 

stated that the judgement of Nona Mehatals case 

and also the scheme prepared by the(. ailway Board 

relates only to Mobile Booking Clerks and not to 

the Mobile Ticket Collectors. The matter relating 

to Mobile 	
Ticket Collectors idea also 

considEree it tne number of cases by the Tribunal 1 

in 0.A. No; 131 of 1992 (Lalji Shukla Vs. Union of 

India G others) Jhich was decided on 4.9.1992 

by the Tnibunal■by the Eench consisting of 

Honible Mr. Justice U.C.Srivastava, V.C. and one 

or us,)wherein, the following direction was given:— 

"The respondents are directed to consider 

and analyse the CiaS3 of Mobile Ticket Collect-

ors and to find out if any scheme can be 

framed by them by laing down a particular 

criteria for re—engaging them on casual or 

dail basis. Let a scheme be framed within 
a period of tws msnt!- s `rim the date of 

communication of this order, with these 

observations, the applications stand disposed 
of.* 

4. 	
Thus .ipoye direction will apply in this 

c.ase also and unde r the.e circumstances, we hold 

that the applicants pf the above C.,;. 57/:: 2 will 

be Entitled for the ben: fits of the scheme to be 

prepared by thr Railway Administration in this 

regard. 

• 	Consequently, toe imougnec judgement and 

order nted 7.4.1992 rassec in the above T.A. to. 

/1992 st.•edseodified to toe extent as sof:al.
-leo 

ahpve EIFY this review eerlicati:n r:,, 556 or 1993 

is allowed ancordiFely. 

Seq- 

OletYr,  ykje) 
	

rterr b VA) 

At; al-ctiockcA 0,40 \ 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLA-ARAD BEN:Ai 

Original Application No. 50 of 1992 

1. Surenctra With Ram 
2, Brijesh Kumar Singh 
3. Ono Prakash Sbukla, 

4, Itajnish Kumar Singh. 
• OOOOO . OOO • • . . .Applicants 

Ver sus 

1. Union of India, through G.M. Northern, 
Railway Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. The Divitional Railway Manager, 

Northern Railway ,Allahabad. 

3. The Sr. Divisional Commercial Supdt. 
N.Railway, Allahabad. 

Hon'ble W. K. Obayya, Member (A) 

Hon'ble 	S.N. Prased.fiember(J)  

Respondents. 

(" By Hon'ble it: S.N. Prasad, sat.) 

The •  applicants have approached this tribunal 

under section 19 of the Central Administrative Tribunal3 , 

Act, 1985 with the prayer to the effect that respondents 

be -dIted to re-engage them as Volunteer Ticket  „tit 21a:r. 

s per extant rules, giving them the benefits 

'of Railway B rdis circular dated 6.2.1990. 

2, 	 e main grievance of the applicants is 

e scheme of 'Combating Ticketless Travelling 

otcmv indian Railways, the sanction of which was 

initially communicated to all the D.R.- Ms's of Northern 

Sawn vVte CANerat rianr*KC.vmetrect4),Nota 044 

- vide letter No. 315-11C/34-105-IlI dated June, 1985, the 

applicants were engaged as Volunteer Ticket Collectors, 

• and under the above scheme thetoplicants No. 1,2 8. 4 

waked as Volunteer Ticket Collectors ft am 22.3,1986 to 

Contd....2/- 

• 



• • 
• • 

31,3.1986 and the 

Ticket Collector f 

1986 to 31.3.1986 

(Raids) Northern R 

policant No. 3 toned as Volunteer,, 

om 22.3.1986 to 25.3.1986 and 28.3., . 

ndel the Chief Inspector Tickets 

Allahabad ( Vide Annexure Ae4, 

A/4A,A/48 and A/4C) It has further been stated that 

the applicants at e time of their engagement as 

Volunteer TiCkets •liectors fulfilled all the requisite 

qualifications and conditions with regard to the appoint-

ment of Volunteer icketcollectors. After having know 

the contents of Ra•lwai Board's letter dated 6.2.1990 

vide (annexure A/1), the applicants submitted aPplicatiMns 

to the D.R.M., All habad dated 4.4.1991 and 10.6.1991 hUt 

no any response, h nee the applicants have approached 'Os 

Tribunal. 

3. We have 

parties and have 

4. The fear 

drawing our attent 

6.2.1990 and to th 

Bench in case of 

decided on 28.8.19 

which was filed ag 

has been disallows 

Board issued the a 

for re—engagement 

the case of V 

ses of Volu 

tribu 1, has allow 
as the oase of Sanjay 

 	. 7gr 44 1114)  

'tribunal as per or 

that in this insta 

;„ontd..-.3/— 

 

eard the learned counsel for the 

ruled the records. 

d counsel for the applicants wnhe 

on to the aforesaid letter dated 

judgement passed by the Principal 

era 	to Vs 	on of 	a andc47—: 

7 and ketral4—=4e44 that the S.L.P), 

ins1t the decision of Principal Bench 
.i. - 

by the Supreme Court, the Railway 

ove letter dated 6.2.1990 which provde 

; 
f *bile Booking Clerks and has argu 4 

lunteer Ticket Collectort are ident4a1 

teen Mobile Booking clerks and this 

d the application and has referred 4 

Kumar Saxena Vs. Union of India O.A. 

44h app1tc#414k4 ".s alictufd by .04 
er dated 16.12.1991 and has urged 

t case also similar order be passed. 



4. Having considered all the view points and all 

the aspects of the matter we are inClined to pass the 

similar order as pissed in the aforesaid O.A. No. 788 of 

1991 *Sanjay Kumar Saxons Vs. Union of India and others". 

From the materials on records we prima facie find that 

the applicants have worked as VOluntaer Ticket Collectors 

as would be seen from ,  the perusal of the Annexure A/4, 

A/4A,A/4B E. A/C. 

5. It is an admitted fact that in pursuance of 

Tribunals decision in Neera Mehta Vs. U.O.I.; the 

Railway Board vide its letter dated 6.2.199P, issued 

instructions to all the zonal Managers to re-engage the 

mobile Booking clerks and to consider them for regular 

absorption provided, the conditions laid down are 

satisfied, A number of cases on similar issue we-mr---  

allowed by the,Tribunal. We have perused the record 

which discloses that the applicants were engaged as 

Volunteer Ticket Collectors in 1986. As such prima 
ne- 1:712!Sp cie it would appear that the applicants are entitled 

!I 	 the re-engagement in accordance with the Railway 

Boakd instruction dated 6.2.1990(Annexure A/1) as their 

ttt̀i•V 

	

	Ma is found to be almost on= thesame tooting as that 

-of Volunteer Mobile Booking Clerks. In these circtmists- 

twitteel  wt.• direct the rtsprndivrett stm verify the_ 

tars of work of the applicants and in case their claims 

of service are found established to tat fin tbtt t t A n 

as follows : 

(1) 	The applicants shall be re-instated in service.!  

(ii) 	They shall De entitled for temporary status 

after they have -put in more than 120 day's 

Contd...4/- 



vice with a+ the,st 

shall be considered for reguintiiihrtinn 
erne:lintAbsorption gainst 

its An accordance w th the 

schen! as spelt out in the 11 i sy 
ta *titer dated 21.4.1982 and 041965. 

I not be entitled to beektegnS 

4Cation of the applicants . 	t 
Pfliies ittO boor their cost,,.,, 

Allahabad d 

(11leA) 

d 7th April 1992. 

SliARAD KUNLUN% crecTro- 
OFFICER 

..entrat Adnavistrative 

teith4114 


