M\Bﬂh 11..1:\4]1 AI..L‘K r,@gﬂ

\J d _I.; SATIVE TalBUIGL @

‘ 2426 ¢ 1963w
C,an‘}‘e f. 30('7’7 f7 o No- S er
Gt Enl cA ﬁ i 5I/°JL dlonéf ,:,\cit /q (‘)f){@..y gd_ t‘cjg N
- Froe—bios \ . _—

DadE UF el SIONs __4_2;,_"3,:_’_',’;7 o

_..___..._.__,__,_,,__PL.JI“HOI\ER

;_ ba a,( SA»cklf%

sﬁm,5*k ﬂ@Aycfwx

- P A T _AOVCCATE FOK THE
PETITIONELR -
VERSUS

. _ = ) R . .,, '. ) -

- _Q?‘.zx.@__f’if ..'”..?;. .‘.'.:""..A"'f .’.'.S; ——— - ..thPUM-NTb _

- ..)f’. 1”.‘-_. _P_. _/3_ _’ﬂ "/‘“‘_[ _______ LAIWCATE Ry THE
N WE SrONJENTS |

cohai

The Hom'ble wir. J3dle 6. C. 551—k4'90ﬂ‘3,«t{ o
The Hontble sir. K. Mu M[‘_"“ma”’ ‘ /9 M.

Py

‘1. whether Reporters of local pamers may be allo:.eq to
' see the: Judge\aum 7 X

2.:i- To be referred to the uepoi'ter or not ?7 5,

3¢ ihe ther their Lordships vish to see the faxr copy
of the Judgement % %

4. iihether to be ci;cula'ted to 1l oiker Bench 2 X

.*M

SIGNATUEE . ¢
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALRAHABAD BNECH

ALLAHABAD .

Y
Allahabad this the L3 day of Ml%&.

Hon'ble Mr, Justice B.C. Saksena, 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, Muthiganj, District A llahabad.

.e«e¢ Ppetitioner
c/A shri S.K. Mehrotra

Versus

1. 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, Allahaba
.«s Respondents

C/R shri B.B. Paul

connected with

Contempt application no. 2 of 13994 in
2. Original Application no, 1265 of 1991,

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

«ss Petitioner
Vemus
1., . shri Massihulzaman, General Manager, N. Rly,

Baroda House, New Delhi.

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

QKSL ‘ Cont,....2/-
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3. shri R.D. Tripathi, senior Divisional Commercial
Manager, N. Rly, DRM Office, Allahabad,

.«s Respondents

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

Gulab singh, S/o Shri Ram Asrey singh, R/o 422/3=-A, G.T.B.
Nagar, Kareli, District Allahabad.

ve. Petitioner

versus

1. S.C. Mathur, General Manager, Northern Railway,
Baroda House, New Delhi.

2., R.D., Tripathi, Divisiomal Commercial, Superintendent
Northern Railway, Allahabad.

3. A.K. Jain Divisional Railway Manager, N. Rly Allahabac

++» Respondents

4, Contempt Application no.i1568 of 1993
in Original Application no, 136 of 1992

Udai Raj, S/o shri Brij Nath, R/o Gr. no. 85 GRP Colony,
Leader Road, Allahabad.

e s petitioner
Versus
1. shri 3.N. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda

House, New Delhi.

2. shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manéger, N. Rly
Allahabad.

3. R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisioral Commercial Manager,
Divl. Rly. Managets Officg¢, N. Rly, 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 & Post Office Nekhara, District Mirzapur.

s+« Petitioner

\%éﬁ/ Versuys

Contﬁjoca/-
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1. shri Massih=Ul=gaman, General Manager, N. Rly,
Baroda House, New Delhi.

2. ghri A XK. Jaih, Divisiorel Railway Manager, N, Rly
Allahgbad,

3. shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisiomal 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

«s. Petitioners

vVersus
P.K. V.Ahi, DRM' N. RlY, Al lahabad.
+++ Respondent

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

Tribhuwan Prasad, S/o Shri D. prasad, R/o House no, 16,
Ra japur, Allahabad.

ees Petitioner
Versus

l. 5+Cs Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda House,
New Pelhi.

2. R.D. Tripathi, Senior,Bivisional Commercial,
supdt. N, Rly. allahabad.

3. A Ke Jain. D.RsMe« N, Rly, Allahabad.

e+« Respondents

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

Raj Kumar Srivastava, S/o shri K.L. Srivastava, 90a/184
shiva'ji Nagar, Allshabad.

.e. retitioner
Versus

1. S«Ce Mathur, General Maneger, N. Rly Baroda House,
New Delhi. \

-%ﬂﬁV Cont,..e4/=
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9.

surendra Kumar Tripathi, S/o shri s.p. Tiwarli, a/a 35 Yrs,
R/o & C/o N.s. Tripathi, 793-A Ghanshyam Nagar, Rly.
c2lony Allahabad.

3.

10,

jai prakash Pandey, S/o shri H.N. Pandey, 119/133, South
malaka, Al lahabad.

il.

/o4
ReD. Irigathi, Divisiomal Commercial Superintendent
N. Rly, Aliahabad.

AKe Jaiﬂ, D«ReMe sy Ne. Rly. Allahabad.

... Respondents

Ccontempt Petition no, 2186 of 1993.
in Origingl Application no. 955 of 92.

«+s pPetitioner

Versus

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

pivisional Railway Manager, Mr. A.K, Jain, N. Rly
DRM Office, Allatiabad.

Sr. Divisicnal Commercial superintendent, N. Rly
Nawab Ushuf Road, Allahabad.

.+« Respondents

gontempt Petition no. 03 of 1994
in Original Application no. 968 of 1992,

ce Petitioner
Versus

shri Masihuzama, General Manager, N. Rly, Headquarters
Office, Baroda House, New Delhi.

shri A.K. Jain, Divisicnal Railway Manager, N. Rly,

.+« Respondents

Contempt Application no, 54 of 1994
in Original application no, 1189 »f 1492

satyendra Kumar Sahu, S/o Late snri P.L. Sahu,
R/o 18, Rewa Building, Leader Road, Allahabad.

Arun Kumal Pandey, s/o shri p, pandey, r/c 22-A

\,%  CONtae.s.5/-
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Rewa Kothi, Leader Road, Allahabad.

see Petl tioner
Versus
1. Masihuzzaman, General Manager, N. Rly, Barcda

House, New Delhl.

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

3. A.K. Jain Divisional Railway Mé@nager, N. Rly,
Al lahabad.

... Respondents

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

Km. Sujata Dhusia, D/o Late Shri R.A. Dhusia, 20,
Sadar Bazar (New Bantt), Alliahabad.

eses Petitioner
Versus
L. shri S.N. Mathur, General Manager, N. Rly, Baroda

House, New Delhi,

2, shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railvay Manager, N. Rly
Al lahabad.

3. shri R.D. Tripathi, sr. Divisional Gommercial
Manager, DRM Office, N. Rly, Allahabad.
.+s Respondenis

GContempt Application no, 23 of 1994
13. Original Application no, 826 of 1991

Rafaquat Hussain Rizvi, S/o Late shri s.H. Rizvi,
R/o 5 sultanpur Bhawa, Allahabad.

eese Petiticner

Versus

1= shri Magsiulzaman, General Manager, Northern Railway,
Baroda House, New Delhi, .

- \ GONtaeos-a&f=

Gch
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95—  shri A.K. Jain, Divisional Railway Manager, Northern
Reilway, Allahabad.

3= Shri R.D. Tripathi, Senior Divisional Commercial
Manager, Northern Railway, DRM Office, Allzhabad.

..+ Respcndents

14. Contempt Application no. 925 of 1993
Original Applicgtion no. 122) of 1991.

kesh Mehta, S/o shri pD.S, Mehta o Railway Quarter
ﬁs‘gg FF, VIf-Aéenue, Nawab Yusuf'Rgéd, Allahgbad.

.ss Petitioner
versus

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

2.4 shri A.Ke Jain, The Divisional Rallway Manager,
Northern Railway, Allahabad.

... HRespondents

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.

vss Petitioner
Versus
1, shri P.K. wahi, nivisional Railway Manager, Northern
Railway, DRM Office, Mawab Yusuf Road, A llahabad.
2. Shri Ram Payere, Senior Divisional Commercial
Superintendent, Northern Railway, D.R.M. Office,
Nawab Yusuf Road, Allahabad.

\ .«s Respondents

R
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UsT LGS BL.C. SARSENA, V.C.

The learned counsel for the applicants of these

sunch of 15 contempt petitions stated that the various

0,As out of which these contempt applicatlons arise,
the Tribunal had passed igentical orders as in U.A. 131 /92
Lzlji shukla Vs. Union of India =n: Ors out of which
the leading contempt pétition nc. 2426/93 arises, We are,
+perofore procasding to decige all these 15 cuntempt

petltlons by a common juagment.

0. in thase contempt petltions it is elleged that

in various U.as out of which these contempt
patitions arlse, a Givision Bench of this Tribunal passed
orcars directing the respondents"to consicer and analyse
the cases of sobile Ticket Collectors and to find out

if any scheme can be framed by them by laying cown &
particular criteris for re~engaging them as casual ar
¢aily basis, Let s scheme be framed wdthin a period

of two months from the cdate of comeuynication of this
order",

3. it is alleged by the arplicants that in pursuance
to the cirections they approachea the respondents for
their re-engagement, they have not been re-engaged. The
specific grievance of the spplicents is that the responde-

nts though directed specifically by the ocders contained

in Lhe U.As to frame a scheme by laying down criteria

for re-engagdng them as casual or cally basis have falled
to frame such a scheme.

4. The responvents filed applicetion Uncer Rule 24 of

the CAT (Procedure ) dules 1987 and have ingicated that

\
%ﬁi’ g
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after the decision in U.A, 131/92 Laljl shukla Vs, JUnion
of India ana Urs(i.e. to say che leading case ), the
responcents at the stage of Divisionsl Railway Menager
Northern Railway Allahabad requested the General Menager
Northern Railway Baroda House New Delhi to consider feasi-
bility of framing @f a scheme as directed by tne Tribunal.
In response thereto the Chief Commercial Manager(General)
Northarn Rallway New Delnhi passed an order on the 2Zth

of uctober 1993 suggesting that it was not feasible to {fra

tne scheme. The matter was referred upto ihe stage of
Railway Board and a speciscl leave petition was filad
before the Hon'tle Sujreme Court, The furtper avercent
on kehalt of the res;ondents Is that the spex court by

on order sated 7.4.94 passed the following ocvder:-

" Delay condoned. The orager only
¢ives the dlrection to the petitioner
to find out ii any scheme can be framed
out. The Union of India can examine
the matter and 1f it 1s not possikle
to frame a scheme record its finding
accordingly. Thare %s no oblication
cast by the lmpugned ordar that the
scheme should be framed in any case. .
Subject to the above observations the

SLP 1is disposed of, "

S The copy of the communicatlion by the Gensral
donacer (Commercial ) dated 12,£,%4 has slso been annexed
alon_with copy of the letter dated 26.£.94 passed by

the General sanacer. Through the last letter the decilsion

of the Rallway Board contained in its letter dated 26.%2.94
QN$V e+ 9
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has been reproduced, [he Rallway Board had pessed the
feliowing order =
" the feasibility of working of a scheme fcr

re-engagement of the voluntary Ticket Colle~
ctors hes been examinad by the Board and
has directed by the %on'ble Supreme Court
in their judgment doted 7.4.94 end 1t has
been decided that in view of the decision
explained in General ianager (Comuercial)
New Delhi's noie dated 2%,10.93 attached
to the letter referred.to above and also
in view of the fact that the Rallway beset
with the problems of abscrption of &
large number of surplus employees and
casual lakourers, it wili not be possible
to device a scheme for re-engegement 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 s&lso
bear no anology with the case of ibbile
Booking Clerks for whom a speclal schexe

&5 worked out for their re-engagement "

-

5, The direction to the respondents as oglven

in ihe orger passed by the Tribunal in the various U.As
shows that the respondents were only required 1o consicer
and analyse the cases of wWoblle Ticket Collectors and
find out if any scheme can be framed by laying down a

particulsr criterila for re-engaging them for casual

\
Y
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or daily basis. The said direction as would ke evident
from the order passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court while
uisposing of the SLPs acainst the said o:rcder did not cast
any obligation on the respondents to frame such a scheme.
The Supreme court therefore indiecated that the Union of
Incia can examine the matter anu it is not possible to

frame a scheme record its findings accorcingly.

7 4s noted hereinabove, 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 indieated in the
various communications annexed alongwith the application
filed by the resgondents have not been challenged before
us nor they could have been challenged 1n these contempt
proceedings, We are, therefore not reguird to Iindicate
the sald reasons nor to anaelyse the correctness of the
said reasons. The respondents were only uirected to cocn-
sider and analyse, thus 1ln a way to ccnsider the feasi-
bility of drawing up a schame, The raspondents have
consicerad the fessikility and have indiCated reasons
ahy drewing up of auch & scheme was not feasible In these
facts, we are not impressed witu the submissions made by
the learned ccunsel for the ap, licents that the responde-
nts nave wilfully disobeged to draw up & scheme as per
the cirections given while deciding the various U.As.
The contempt petitjxwglackgnﬁrit and are accordingly‘

dismissed. HNotlces issuad to the respondents are discha-

rged. W : %ﬁiﬁw
i

emper (A) : Vice Chairman

Dated: Januaryf&gg 1995

Uwv/
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ' \(1
ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD

Review Application Na: 566 of 1993
In
griginal Application No: 58 of 199%

Surendrs Math Ram & others cane Applicants.
Versus
Unton of India & others ases Respondents.

Hon'ble Mr. K.Dbayya, Member-A
bonthla Mr. 5.M,Presad, Member-)

{By Hon'bla Mr. §.N.Prasad, Member=-21)

This revisw application has been filed
against the impugned judgement and order dated
7.(.1092 pass=d b~ this Tribunal in the aforesaid

C.A. No. 50/92,

2. In the above D,A, Noj S0/1952 the -
anplicants had claimed the benefit of the re-engage-
ment are - -regularisation an the basis of the
schems prepared by the Railuay Administration in
compliance uvith the decision of the Principal
Bench in the case of Nzera Mehata Va. Unlon of
indig and othors, The epplicents who had worksd
as voluntser Ticket‘Callectura for certain days
during ths yezr, 1956 had claimed the bensts. of
their beimg re-ermgoned and regularised as that of
Mobile Booking Clerks . A'ter considering the
matter the applicetion of the applicants was agllowe]
snd the respondents wera directed to rsinstate the
applicents in service and eccord tham temporary
stotus sfter vearifying particulors of work of the
epolicants and after finding that they had put

in more than 120 dave continuous service and also
ror ragularisation and permanent absorption sgains*
regular vacancy in accardsnce with the provisicns
of the scheme as spelt out in the Railuay Board's

letter dated 21.4,1582 end 20.4,1985,
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- 3. In this revieu application it has been
‘ stated that the judgement of Keera Mehata'as cags
and alsoc the echeme prepared by theiﬂailuay Board
relates only to Mobile Booking Clerks and not to
the Mobilse Ticket Collectars, The matter relating
ta Mobile - Ticket Collectars was alap
cconsiderec {r tre number 8f cases by ths Tribunal g
e in 0.4, Noy 131 or 1992 (Lalji Shuklas ys, Union af
A
f—' i, “’Q«w India % others) Jhich was decided on 4,9,7997
?’;fi" R :‘& by th® Tritunalluy the Geneh consisting of
/R - -
g Uk A
T R < % Hon'ble Mr, Justice UsluSrivastava, V,C. and one
P ¢ Do
‘ g . ar us,)uherﬂin, the follcwing directian was glven:-
o i
"?, ; "The respondants are directed to consider
% i ard analyse the czses of Mobile Ticket Eollect-
i ors 2nd to find out if any scheme can bg
; framed by them by laving dawn a particclar
: * criteria ftor re-engziirg ther on casual or
dail. bisis, Let g scheme be framoed within
a period ¢f tws montts fram the date gf
e "SR o communicetic of this orZer, with these
v obssrvatiosns, the aoplications stand disposed
f ‘ of , %
i i. VA 4, Thus .bove cireetion Will apply ir this
N o C.se aiso and und:ir there circumﬂtences, we hold
.
that <he arslicents of the above Code 33/72 uill
:f be entitled foar the gen. fits of the scheme tc ke
Rrepared by the failuay Atministration in this
; regard,
: : N . Consequently, tne imougnens judgement and
!.G_“!
K a¢ﬂml. srder o ted Y,&4,19Uz P2sseC In the ghpove JJhe ko,
é“"*wu o ”'f1?92 sto~dimodified a4 tae extent as epeciicc
4 Y. 13$5;122><3 anove &1 this revieu gomlicceti-q o, 556 gr 1993
i ] ’.S'-(-}‘-’]
B L N is sllowed sscordirgly. e
Ji:': . ) ‘?_- - B ) {
.,_-'?43'/”_7353(;;. &{/ &?{/ﬁd
Do gl | b (7) by (A
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Ui 1% 8AY . e 1k
- 3 - fadre .
v, '
Mg
N I ’ {
dles ‘
st . ,
RN " {




2.

i o 3

-

4,

, -  CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD BENCH
_Application No, 50 of 1992

- 1, Surendra hhth Ram
2, Brijesh Kumar Singh

. - 3¢ Om Prakash Shukla,

Ra jnish Kumar S:I.ngh

.........-......Applicants
Versus

Union of India, through G,M, Northern,
HRailway Baroda House, New Delhi, '

The Divisional Railway Manager, . =
Northern Railway,Allshabad.

The Sr. Divisional Comercial Supdt.

~ N.,Railway, Allobabad.

» * o o 0 s b e s » .Respondents.

e

ndian Railways, the unction of which was

. initially communicated to all the D .R.M.s's of Northern
_manw; vide General Maragey(Cownnrrcal). s ot b}twt
- vide letter No, 315-5&/34—&(76-111 dated June, 1985. the -
applicants uere cnc;aged as. VQ.lunt.eer Ticket Collectors, -
f and under the above schem theguplicants No. .l 284

_wurned as Volunteer Ticket Collectors from 22, 3 1986 to -

L. -“1 o . ' . E " . _'_ .‘ ) Contd..- 52/-

Ar Hon'blc MEo Ko Obayya, Nember (A) | /,--'-u;.-"/
-)\ . Hon'ble Nry asa pber
'_n., T By Hontble MEJ S.N, Prigad. )
? W The aﬁpliclnts have approiched th.ts fribuﬁa.l.:' B
‘ - {/\ under section 19 of the Central Admini:trativo ‘rribunal;,‘
_  ? ’§ | Act, 1985 uith the prayer to the effect that respondents
B . be Q\:..-,;, d to re-engage them as Volunteer Ticket
§=- =y i E:ol,lfect:’nzy s per extant rules, giving them the benefits
: : gﬂ ? i of .—sailway B rd's circular dated 6. 2.1990, |
: g g’(_? 2. \52 e main grievance of the applicants is
L ; s, !g_ndévt" ¢ scheme of 'Combating Ticketless Travelling

y

(—"’L e

e
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L 1]
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v

31‘3 »1986. oﬁd the spplicant No, 3 worked ai Vbluntcor
Ticket Collector from hz 3.1986 to 25.3.1986 and 28.3, '
1986 to 3&.3 1986 ndo; tho Chief Inspector Tickets i
(Raids) Northern R ilway, Allahabad ( vide Annexure A-4L
A/4A.A/4B and A/4C). ?It has further besn stated that |
the spplicants at the &1np_of their engagement as

Volunteer Tickets C llectors fulfilled all the requigiiL
qualificatiéns and coﬂhitions with regard to the appoint-

ment of Volunteer 1ckpt collectora. After having knoup
the contents of Ra luuy Board's letter dated 6.2,1990 |
vide (annexure A/l), the applicants submitted applications
to the D.,R.M., Allahabad dated 4,4.1991 and 10.6.1991 but j

no any response, h nceithe applicants have approached t#is
- Tribunal, % | ‘ |

3. We have earh the 1eafn¢d counse]l for the
;ﬁ“““i parties and have rushd the records, | ' 4
4, The learned ;ounsel for the applicanta uh 1e %-
drawing our attention to the aforesaid letter dated r
6.2.1990 and to th juﬂgenont passed by the Principal

Bench in case of Neera Union of a andgﬁx.*

_ R T
decided on 28,.6.1987 and kgﬁttng~£;:#iew that the S.L.P,

— —~ .

which was filed ag ins% the decision of Principal Bench
RO VI S

has been'disallowe by the Supreme Court, the Railuay

d
lunﬁeer Ticket Collectors are identi+al!

Board 1ssued the ove letter dated 6,2,1990 which provide
for re-angagement of Mbbile Booking Glerks and has argu

teer Mobile Booking clerks and this |
e d tﬁe application and has referred t#

‘y ;;;,Eza the gase of Sanjay Kumbr S:xena Vs. Union of India 0.4, ;
. TR of 1944, .-a,w_m tpph(&ﬂam Bes allesed by Lhit

‘ribunal as per orger #ated 16,12,1991 and has urged

e ,ontd...af- |
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,4.: Having conSidbréd ¢11 the vtow‘points-hnd all

‘the aspects of the nattor we are inclined to_pass the
 }31!110: order s passed in the aforc;aid QA Nb. 768 of j
71991 'SanJay Kumar ‘Saxena Vs, Union of India and others'

" From the naterials on records we prina facle find that
.thg applicants have uorked as Volunteer Ticknt Collectorif
 as would bc“sQen from the perusal of the Annexure A/4,
- A/4A.A/4a & A/dC. | ; |
5, It is an adnittod fact that in pursuanee of

o Tribunals decision 1n Neera uphtc Vs, U, O.I.. the

Rai lway Board vide its letter dated 6.2, l99£‘ isSued |
‘ instructions to all the zonal Managers tc re-engage the -
" mobile Booking clerksiénd to ¢onsider them fqt reguiqr
.‘_abiorﬁtion provided, the eonditiohs laid down are
satisfied, A nuober of cases on similar issue wensr’“f
-rallowed\by,the,Tribunal. We have pqrused ‘the Tecord
' which discloses that the applicants were qngaged 8s.
Voluntaer Ticket Collectors in 1986, As such prima

’:H°1' it would Oppear that the spplicants are entitled

'
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1¢£ the re-angagenent in accordance uith the Railuay
Bo d instruction dated 6 2.1990(Anmxuro A/L) as their
4’50 is found to be almost on-the same (ooting as that |
-of Volunteer Mobile Booking Clerks. In these cgmﬂwn&-
tauce, we direct the -eswndzmte 't& ver;fy the p@rt:l_w«
lars of wdrk of the applicants and 1n case thelir c‘aims
of service are fOUnd ectablisbnd to t-ke {mnthtr aA5*nn
as follows @ , ' '
(i) ‘ " The applic.nts shall be re-instated in servico...
(ii) . "hey ﬂ“a.tl re eitltled for temcoIary 3tatds R |
| aftg: they hava put in more than 120 days '
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