
RESERVE 0 

CENTRAL A CMI NI STRATI VE TRI BUNAL 
ALL ~AB AD BEN 0-t 

ALL AHAB AD 

ORIGINAL APPL I CATION NUMBER 446 Of 2002 

ALL A HABAO, THIS T t£ j th DAY Of NOVEM8ER1 2003 

HON 'BL£ MRS. PIE'ERA CHHIBBER, PIEPIBE.A(J) 

1. O,he dilal son of l\1i thai Lal, 
Re~ident of Block No.456/I, 
Rail1.Jay Colony (Pasiyana), 
Smith Road, Allahabad. 

2. Abrar Ahmed son of N.A. Siddiqui, 
Block No.843/8, Goodsste d 0:Jlony, 
Northern Rly. Allahabad. 

• •••• Applicants 

(By Advocate : Shri K.S. Saxena) 

VERSUS 

1. The Union of India through General Manager, 
Northern Rl v , Baroda House, Ne\J Dt lhi. 

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway, 
Allahabad. 

• ••• Respondents 

(By Advocate . • Shri A.K. Gaur) 

0 R OE R - - - - - 
This O.A. has been filed by the two applicants against 

inaction of respondent No.2 as respondents have not decided 

the representations of the applicants inspits of directions 

given by this Tribunal in O.A. No.1474 of 1992 dated 

14 • 09 • 2 0 0 0. 

in 
2. They have ~ submitted th atlthe aforesaid O. A., this 

...• 2/- 



// 2 // 

Tribunal had passed the fol lowi_ng order: - 

''Considering the facts that the cppli~ants are poor 
Safaiwalas, respondents are directed to varify th• 
working days of the applicants and if their names 
were entered in the Live Casual Labour Register, 
engaged them as Casual Safaiwalas as and when the 
work is available and grant them consequential 
benefits after counting their previous days as per 
extent instructions and Rules. The O.A. is 
disposed of a ccco r d i nql y ," 

3. Pursuant to this order, app Li carrts had served a copy· 

of the ju d gm e n t v i de le t te r d a te d 2 3 • 1 0 • 2 O O O ( P g • 5 ) bu t ti 11 

date respondents have not passed any orders on the representations 

given by the applicants. They have thus submitted that they have 

no other option but to file this O.A. to eeek a direction to the 

respondents to comply With the directions given by this Tribunal 

in O.A. No.1474 of 1992 and on verification if the claim is found 

in their favour, respondents may be directed to re-engage the 

app Lf ra nts and regularise them within a specified limit of time. 

4. Respondents on the other hand have taken a prelimlnary 

object ion to the maintainability of the O~A •• itself by stating 

that this O.A. is not maintainable and if the direction given 

by- :::th1 s Tri bun al, ware not comp! ie d with by ·the respondents, the 

remedy open to the applicant was either to file a contempt 

petition or to file an executio.n app Lf o at Lon , but there is no 
another 

provision to file t: O.A. for getting the orders complied with 

given in an ear lier O.A. Thus, they have submmited that this O.A. 

'.It. 
is bar red by order ~ ~ Rule-2 C.P. c. and even otherwiee the 

" 
O.A. is clearly barred by limitation, it is liable to be dismissed 

on this ground alone. 
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// 3 // 

s. On merits they have submitted that as per applicants 

own ave rme n t , ~ he had lastly worked as Casual Labour 

Saf'aiwala for 37 days only during Kumbh Mela and vide letter 

dated 26.12.2001, a detailed position of applicants was 

fwrnisllad alongwitt;i their verified working days to the D.R.M. 

Northern Railway, Allahabad. [ven though, they have stated that 

letter is annexed but there is no annexure found tbith the 

counter affidavit for which objection is taken .. by the applicant~ 

in their rejoinder as well. They have further submitted . that 

no person junior to the applicant» at all have been reinstated in 

se rv i ce and tre names of the applicants are found in the Live 

Casual Labour Register in the Unit of C.D.O., Allahabad at 
< 

serial No.11 as applieant No.1 had worked for only 41 days. They 

have thus, submitted that this O.A. rbay be diemissed. 

6. I have heard both the counsel and perused the pleadings 

as well. 

7. tven though technically speaking the objection taken- 

by the respondents is correct because there is no provision in 

the Act which provides for filing another O.A. in order to get 

the directions issued by the Tribunal in the first O.A. executed. 

yet stand taken by the respondents ca nne t be appreciated 

because it is not necessary that in every case, applicants· 

must be dr a q ge d to the court for filing a contempt petition in 

order to c;et the directions issued by t ha Tribunal implemented. 

After all when directions are issued b.y t~e Tribunal they are 
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// 4 // 

meant to be implemented by the respondents without any further 

coercion or pre sesure fr om the court& or th applicants. In 

normal course, we would not have interfer1ed in this case at 

all but since respondents have themselves at at e d in the Counter 

Affidavit that number of days were verified and the same was 

informed to the O.R.M. vide letter dated 26 .. 12.2001 and the 

same has already been ma re ~~a nn~ xur e s to the Counter 

Affidavit. lt uae incumbent on the part of the respondents 

to ra ve a nne xs d the said anne xur e with their r.aunter Affidavit. 

The same is hcue ve r , missing in the Counter Affidavit as ·· 
M,-tL 

already point& d above. Therefore, we are directing the ,.._ 

_respondents to a t Le as t give~ that~ copy of the latter with-in 

4 weeks from the date of .:receipt' cf-a rn p y of this order 
~~-L 

to the applicants as ~. s1.lppos·ei:;cJ ,- to be a part of . the Counter 

Affidavit. 

a. With the absve direction, the O.A. is diepoaed off 

with no order as to co s t s ;", 

\ 

MErlBER ( J) 

ahukla/- 


