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O.A./T.A. no. 2202/92
1502/92, l27 6792r7FD2/94 & n * *' ^^

L-S. Association & ^
ApplicantCs)

^ ®y Shrj mati Shyamala PapptL ,

versus

U.O.I.

( By .Shri K.K.- Par^T

_ ••• ^®spondentCs)

Advocate )

CORAH

I'BE HON'BLE SHRt o niHRi ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

1'HE HON'RfP frr„,^iIE2 DR. A. VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (J)

1. e referred to the Reporter or not ?
•^eth„ Circulated to other Benches
o« the Tribunal ? ^ .

Yes
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(DR'1 A. VEDAVALLI)
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central ACr.INISTRATiyE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL 9EJ^ CH
NEU oaHi

n.A. No. 2202/92

Neu Delhi, dated the e»*taa*, 199»

ICN'OLEMR, S.R. ADI3E, WEBBER (A)

»CN*8LE DR. A, VEDAUALLI, METOBER (3)

1. The Indian Railways Technical
Supervisors Association,

Central Headquarters
32, phase-i5, Wohsli Punjab,
Ch an diga rh~1600 55.
Registered OFficet,

A-145, sarasuati Mihat,
Delhi-H 0034.
Through the General Secretary
Shri Harchandan Singh.

2. Shri HarchancPn Singh,
Shop Superin tendai t,
Rsiluisy Uorkshop, .
Kaika. APPLICANTS

(By Advocate: Bnt. Shyamaia pappu ^
along with Shri B.S.wainee)

VERSUS

1. Ihion of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Railways, '
Rail Bhauan,
New Qslhi.

2. The General Ranagar,
Northern Railuay,
Baioda House,
Neu Delhi.

3. The General Manager,
North Easter Railway,
Go rakhpur.

4. The General Manager,
Uestem Railway,
Church Gate,
Bombay,

5. The General Manager,
Cffitrai Railway,
Bombay . v.T.

6. The General Manager,
Eastern Railway,
Fairly place,
Calcutta.



- 2 -

7 . 7190 General Pl^nagar,
South E^stsin Railuay,
Cardan Reach»
0®1 cutta,

8, The General flanagar.
South Central Ran gay
Secunderabad,

9. The Gane.rai Manager,
Southern Railway-
Madras,

10, The General Manager,
North Frontier Railway,
Guwahati,

11, The General Manager,
I.C.F,, Parunbur,
Madras,

12, The General Manager,
D.L,U.
Varanasi,

13, The General Manager,
C,L ,1^,
Chittaranjan,

14, The Gdierai Manager,
Olesal Qos^ponents uorks,
patiaia,

15, The General Manager,
ReC.F., Kapurthala,

16o The General Manager,
yheel and Axle Plant,
Bangalore,

(By Adwocate: Shri K.K. patel)

3U0GMW T

gy HON 'BLE MR, S.R, AQIGE. MEMBER (AV

f

RESPON PENT S

In this O.A. No,2202/02 the Indian Railways

Tech, Supervisors Association through their General

Secretary, Shri Harchandan Singh and one Aothsr

have Impugned the contents of Railway Board's letter

dated 27,4,92 (Annexure A-1) rejecting the claim of
/ • :

A
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ths applicants for grant of Group 'B' (Gazattad)
status In tha spala of Rs.2000-3200 and H3.2J75 -
3500 a

2. ShorUy stated tiiese very

filed 0.A, 836/89 in the C.A.T., Prln clpa£ Ben ch,
Neu Delhi challenging the ^assifIcation of posts
in the scale of Rs.20d0-320G and Rs.2375-3500
as Group *0* and claiming that the posts of
technical supervisors in the above two pay scales

i

be placed in Group 'B* (Gazetted! service, with j
all consequential benefitSa

ftfter completion of pleadings and hearing

both the parties, the O.A. 836/89 was disposed of

td.de judgnffit da tes 21.2.92 ^with the following
directions:

a. we direct the respoi^^^ to
consider the question of classification
80 as to do away with the anomaly-of the

type indicated above. Consequently, it
is directed that the respondents retcnsider
the matter of placing the^members of
the Association in the grade of 1^.2000 3200,
and RS.237S-3500 in Group •B» a® has bean
done in the case of other Qovt. ae^nts
like Accounts Officers (Rs.2375-35QD)
on Railway and Stenographers Grade ^ •
RS .2000-3200 in the Central Sectt. in the
same scales within a period of four months
from the date of receipt of a copy of this
judgment, ylth these observations the
O.A, stands disposed of finally. There
shall be no order as to KJsts,"

A
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^ Pursuant to that judg»»,t dated 21.2?S2
the r.apondent. Issued detaUed fapugned l.tt.r hjated
27.4 .92 (Annexure A-l) rejecting the applicants! '
data for Group -B. status, for the detaUed reasons
contained in that letter.

Meanwhile it appgayg that other units of the
Association filed similar O.As claiming the same
relief in different benches of the Tribmai, one
such O.A. bearing No.1038/92 was fUed in the C.A.T,,
Madras (Division) B^ich, who in their judgn»it dated
19.4.94 on that O.A.^after noticing the CAT,
Principal (oivision) Bench judgnent dated 21.2.92
in O.A. S36/89J held that the said decision cfid not!^
amount to a direction to the Railways to grant the
relief prayed for by the applican ts^but only required
the Respondents to go into the mptter in depth,
Mhich they, had done^vide the%,^pugied order dated

2,27^c^4.92^end they had giv^ atfgqaiate reasons for not
making any change^ whidi required no judicial

interference. Hence O.A. No.'1038/92 was dismissed,
and R.A, No.45/95 praying for review of that

judgment was aiso subsequently dismissed on 27,4.95.

ye have heard 9nt. Shy%iaia pappu fq the
applicant and Shri K.K. patel for the Respondents.

T* Wrs. pappu has tmken us through ths judgment
dated 21.2.92 In O.A. No. 836/89 and has a^gusd that
as this judgment has da^dy recognised the existing
situation to be anomalous and the direction to the

respondents was to do aysy with the anomaly, that

direction could have bean ImplOTmted by the respondenis
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.n;:q t; nxisits^. gn the other hand the respondents* counsel
-ab'i o bt; f%7'-:.^^ii-^T>atel urged that in' the f^ce of the CAT,

. "t 2r;:ji% .- Gi ^idrSs 8en ch judg^ en t dat^ 19.% .94 and ttie rejection
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in only on« u«y# namely to grant the relief prayed

for by the applicants. Under the circuustancoe

the respondents impugned letter dated 27.4,92
rejecting the relief prayed for was bad in lay

and had to be set aside. She further argued that

as the judgment dated 19.4.94 (Si^ra) upheld the

validity of the impugned letter dated 27 .4.92,

the sSid judgment oonflicted with the judgmait

dated 21.2.92 in O.ft. No. 836/89 and even if the

Tribunal was unable to grant the reli^ prayed for

by the applicant, in the presri t 0.A.^ in view of

the conflict of opinion between the Principal

a^ch and the Madras Bench, it was a fit case for

the matter to be referred to the Full Bench,

of the re view petition bh 27 , 4,9 5; the O.A. had to
were

"*^,disraissed and there ^ rao grounds to refer the

issu® to FuTi Bench .sfe^-~-^because there was no

ssonfllct of opinion •"or^^«Lr. The Tribunal's

judgment dated 21«2«92 t#d merely directed the

respondents to reconsider the «s tier which they had

done^and by the impugned order dated 27.4.92 had

rejected the reliefs prSyed for by the applicants^

and the same had been upheld by the CAT, fiadr«® Bench

^^tjieir judgment dated 19,4.94^whls^ fead extensively
disoissacr tffi ts of the impugned judgm ei t
d®t«d 2162.92, ano jthg Review Petition in respoct of

: """"""teat ju,dps.ant^ha^r also bean dismissed on 27 ,4.96.

% ye 'lave considered these riw®i con tuit ions
carefully.
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fe. We not« that the Cftt, fiadia» Bench

3udgmant dated 19.4.94 In 0.A. No. 103B/92 had

• discussed In detail the judgment of the CATt Principal
Bench dated 21.2.92 in OA 836/89, and in respect of

the direction contained in that judgm^it had

observed as follows: ^

the decision of the Principal
Bench did not amount to a direction to
the Railuays for reciaesifying the appli
cants* posts as Group «B« posts. It only
gave a priroa facie indication of an
apparent anomaly as between the cadre and
the other cadres in the Railways and the
Railways were required to go into the
matter. The Railways ha ue shown that they
have gone into the matter in depth and have
given adequate reasons for not making any ^
change.

In the light of the discussion
above* we f^ld that the applicants have
not made out a case for intezf srence on
the grounds of arbitrariness or violation
of any statutory rule.

. . „„Q In the result the application fails' and, ig ag to
costs, a

r>e fr?;; t?J n.; qs p.'\

;riai:-:xv p-; yd'-er^d^'n^teHhaV'thel R.A. No. 4S/95f!Ied

-against th# judgfnei t in O.A.No.- 1B3a/S2 CSMpra) •

' " has also been rejected on 27 .4 .95.

12. As the validity of the impugned order

dated 27 .4,92 rejecting the claim of the applicants

for grant of Group *B* (Gazetted) status the

scale of Rs .2000-3200 and Rs .2375-3500 has beupheld

by the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench by judge-r t

dated 19.4.94, we as a cxiordinate i|^ w#ion Bench ayg

" bowtd by that judgment and thus find ourselves unable

^ ' to 9r®nt the talief prayed for by the applicants.
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13* In so f«r «» the piSysr for teforrlng tht
«Btt,r to • larger Bench le eonoemed, the eame ie
equally untenable. A, stated earlier, after diecuaa
the contaita of judgment dated 21.2.92 In OA N0.836/B9
at considerable 181 gth, the CAT, narfra, (otuislon)
Bench cam. to the uell-considered decision that
the said judgmmt only directed the Respondents to
reconsider the matter in depth, uhich they had done
vide impugned letter dated 27 4.92, uhich called for
no Judicial interference, as the same uas neither
Tbitrary, nor uiolatiue of rules. The Reuieu
Application against that judgn8,t uas also dismissed
by the CAT, Madras (oiuision) Bench. That being the '
pcsition, to aslius to refer the matter to a largsr
Bench on the ground that there is a conflict of i
opinion betueff. the CAT, Principal (oi„isIon) Bench {

, : ?hd.:tha ^ (olulsion) Bench, uould in
effect be askih? ui to sit in judg„8,t over the
findings of ,the, «T, Madrasf,<qIvision) Bench, uhich
ue a. a coordinate Otvisi,„ 9snch^a„ not conpetent
to do. Mrs. papputs assertion that the case of the
applicants before the CAT, madras (Oivision) B«,ch
uas not properly re,fr,s«,ted, end that the madrae
unit represente only a fraction of the entire
all-lndia padre of Paiiuay Technical supervisor,
baas not aj ter the above legal position, under the
circ«.stances u. Sr. unabl. to find good ground, to
request the Registry to pl»ce this matter before the
Hon%l, Chaienan fpp being pLced before a i.rg.r
Bench either.
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14, In the result UB ars unable to grant the

rell^ prayed for by the applicants. This O.A.
fails and ia dismissed without exists. The prayer

in nA-33/95 for referring the matter to a larger

Bendi is also rejected. Both counsal agree that
the decision in 0.A. No. 22 02/92 would also cover

O.A, Nos, 1502/92, 1276/92, 2S02/9f and 2503/9f.
Aboordlngly thos.O.A. aw also dlsmiss.d.

15, Let a copy of this judgnant be placed

in all those case records also.

(DR. A. VEDAVALLI)
nenber (3)

/GK^ 'Vi , . -

(S.R. KOliTE)
nenber (A)




