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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A No 176/95

Thursday, this the 29th day of Fabruary, 1996.

CORAM:

HON'BLE MR JUSTICE CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR, VICE CHAIRMAN
HON'BLE MR PV VENKATAKRISHNAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1. All India Staticn Masters
Association, (Regd.No.1359)
through TN Venkateswaran,

Its Divisional Secretary,
Trivandrum Division,

Station Master,

Vadakkanchery Railway Station,
residing at 'Mangudi’
Nulloorkara-680 583.

2. S Sasikumar,
Station Master, Grade III,
Trivandrum Central Ra11way
Station, Trivandrum. - Applicants

By Advgcate Mr TC Govindaswamy
Vs,

1. Union of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Railways,
Rail Bhavan, New Delhi.

2. The Chairmen,
Railway Board
. Rail Bhavan, Neu Delhi.

3. The General Manager,
Southsrn Railway,
Madras-3.
4., The Divisional Railuay Nanager,

Southern Railuay,
Divisional Office, Guntakkal.

Se The Divisional Personnel Officar,
Sguthern Railway, Trivandrum-14.

6. . PP Ahmed Kaonir,
T Station Master, Grade 1I,
Piravam Road Railuay Station,
Piravam Road. - Respondents

8y Advocate Mrs Sumathi Dandapani(for R.1 to 5)
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By Advocate Mr MC Cherian(for R-6)

The application having been heard on 29.2,96 the
Tribunal on the sams day delivered the following:

ORODER

CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR(J), VICE CHAIRMAN

This is an_applicatioh filed by the 'All Indisa

Station Masters' Association' and one Sasikumar., Virtually,

these épplicants are fighting the battle for the applicant
in 0.A-1583/94. The prayer in this application is the same

as the prayer in 0.A.1583/94,

2. . Collective bérgainﬁng&or repre#entativs action
récognised in the Industrial Disputes Act, is not recognised

in the parlance of service_juriéprudence, where the céuse of
actiﬁn is betuesen the employer and the employée. Even assuming
that certéinvgrcupacan-join as party to proceedings, it cén
only be with the leave of the Tribunal under Rule 4(s) (b)

of the Central Administrative Tribunal(Procedure) Rules.

3. Agein a question may arise, whether a rule can create
*locus standi' nmﬁ contemﬁlafed by the aubgfantive legislation.
The fact remains that not even leave has been obtained in this
case. Counsel for applicénfs ws unable to tell us the number
of the Miseéllanaous Application by which leave uas'sought or

order obtained thereon. e Pind none in the Pile.
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4o It has alsq‘come to‘our,ﬁatice that'unions come.
in‘a representatiye capécity,'suffef anéfsa decisions and
thereafter membefs try to escape resjudiéata diéowning their
af?ilidtion. One examplei‘is 0.A.2197/93. Abplicant No.2 N
Sasikumarvuho is only a Grade 111 Station Master is not shouwn
to have anyAintereét in the subject matter of litigation.‘
These are attempts to-abuse fhe process of the Court and

such cannot be countenanced.

5. We dismiss the application with casts of f.500.00

(Rupees Five Hundred) payable in equal parts by the tuo
applicants to counsel for fespondents 1 te 5.

Dated, the 29th day af February, 1996,
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PY VENKA TAKRISHNAN " CHETTUR SANKARAN NA IR(3)

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER. VICE CHAIRMAN
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