IN THE CENTRAL AUMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD
AUDITILNAL BENCH AT ALLASABAL
TR
Allahabzd ; Dated this 9th day of April, 1997
(riginal Application No, 1303 of 1394
Digtrict i Varanasi

Hontble Mr, Justice B,C, S3aksena, V.G,

Hentpble M Bk Lo Balie s

Y gtaff Council Diesel Locomotive works,
Varanasi, through its Joint secretary,

2, Lallu singh Bansal, 5/0 Late Kgchan Lal,
Joint secretary Staff Cluncil Diesel Locomotive
works, Varanasi,

(By sri Ramesh Hai, Advocate)

. » o » Applicants
versus

1 Union of India through Secretary
Minigtry of Railway, New pelhi;

2 General Mangger, Diesel Locomotive Wiorks,Varanasi,

3, Railway Board New lelhd through its Chagman,
(By sri amit sthaleksr,advocate)

s v .H-e Sande‘nis

This application has been filed under Section

19 of the administraglive Tribungls Act, 1985, by
the Staff Council Diesel Locomotive works, Varahasi,
through its Joint secretary as well as by the Joint
gecretary of the staff Council, They have challenged
the eirculs dated 6.7-1994 issued by the Railway

Board and also the order dated 24-8-1994 passed by the
Deputy Chief Controller, U.L.i, Varanasi by which

54 days working week has been introduced in all

offices of ,L,w, in the production unitegy



- P
2. The applicants' case is that the Governmeni of
india had introduced 5 days in s week in certgzin

‘ Government Uffices which has resulted in increasing
efficiengy and the similar working pattern should

have been introduced in L,L.«, also, The regpondents

have contested this case by filing a counter sffidavit
in which it has been stated that the stalus of
officeg who are observing 5 days in a week was
considered by the Board and it was observed that
~such offices were located either in the factory
premises or next to the factory premises and their
nature of work indirectly related to activities in
the factory and are more like field units @Bd should
follow the same working pattern as the factory
staff and accordingly 54 days working week was
A introduced by the impugned circulab, The applicats
hgve not filed ahy rejoinder affidavit nor had
appeared to controvert thelir argumﬁnts) but in addl,
counter affidavit filed by the respondents, it has
peen stated that a similsr matter in LA No.969/1994
filed before the Czlcuata Bench of the Tribunal, some
what similaer issue came up for decigion and the
matter has been disposed of with a direction to the
Railway Board to congider the mgtter afreshy
3« in terms of Rule 4(v)(a) of the Ceniral
»ﬁdministrative Tripbunal(Procedures) Bules, 1987,
an application may be filed by an association
provided at least one affected person joing the
application, The Joresent applicaticn has been
filed by staff Council of the D,L.&, through its
Joint secretary as well as by the Joinl Secretery
of the gt ff Council, It has not been filed by any
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other person in individual capacily as employee,
Therefore, in our view this application is not
maintaingble in therms of the abovementioned

prOvisiun!

4, Even otherwise on merit, we find no case
for our interference as the guestion of fixing
working period is a matte

A
e : s : +
the geewasseNs Of Government policy and unless the
P

which comes within

v

"

working beriodeixed are wholly arbitrary, there is
no reason for the Iribunal to interfere, We do not
find ahy arbitrariness in the decigion of the
Rallway Board in fj—x;‘,tif‘ﬁl of 54 days week fior the

offices in the production unit,

Big in view of the foregoing, the LA ig digmisgsed
L Y
o - L mer $ ;
accordingly having no gekst=frce, leaving the parites
3

.

to besr their own cosls,

LE Rk

Member (A) Vice Chairman




