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CCENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
o NEW NELHI

0.A. No. 2202/92 , 1

, I TvunrY
New DEIhi, dated the L" m, 199‘

)  HON'BLE MR. S.R. ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

HON'BLE DR, A. VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (3)

ii . / 1. The Indian Reiluwayas Technic®l

‘ Supervisors Association,
Central He2dquBrters
32’ Phase-_ﬁ_, Mmohali ijab,
chandigarh=160055.
Registered 0ffice:

A-145, sar@swati Vihar,
| : Through the Gensrdl Secrat?ry
shri Harchandan Singh.

-

2., shri Harchandan Singh,

Shop Superintendent,

i . Railway uWorkshap, .

s Kalkao s08 toeptesnd APPLICANTS

(By Adwcate: 9nt. Shyam8lad pappu -
along with shri B,S.M2inee)

VERSUS

{ 1. Wnhion of India through
i ' the Secretary,
Ministry of RRilways,
rRail Bhawan,
X New Delhi.

2. The Gener3l Manager,
: : Northem Reilway,
: New Delhio

3. The Gener.*?-l Managser,
North f@ster REilwdy,
QJl'akhpur.

4, The Genaesrdl Manager,
Westem Railway,
Church Gate,

Bombay ,

5. The General Man8ger,
Central Reiluay, '
BMbay - V.‘To

6. The General Manager,
fastem RBiluay,
fFairly place,

Cal cutta,
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10,

1.

12,

13,

G28rden Reach, -

-2

The General ;ﬂanage Ty

Suth @stem feileey, .

el cutta,

The Gener2l Manager,
South Central rail.ay,
Sscunderabad,

The Genarx2l Manager,
Southem Railuay,
Madras,

The General Manager,
North Frontierp RRiluay,
Guwahati,

The General Manager,
IOCOFO. Perunbur,
Madras,

The General Manager,
D.L .U,
Val'an381 Py

The General Manager,
C.l .U,

. Chittaranjan,

14,

15,

16,

(8y

‘The General Mansger,

The Generdl Manager, o
Olecsl (omponents Wprks,

patiala,

The General Nan’agﬁr.'
RoCoFo’ Kapurthalao

Weel and Axle Plant,’
Bangalo re. .

Adwcate: shri K.K, patel)

Juosmey T

RESPON pENT s

BY HON'BLE MR, S.R. ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

In this 0.A. No.2202/92 the Indisn Railusys

Tach. Supervisors Association @:hrough their General

; PR
Secretary, Shri Harpchandan Singh and one ®other

W

have impugnéd the contents of ﬁailuay Bo8rd's letter
dated 27.4,92 (Annexure A=1) rejacting the claim of

i
!
|
|




‘the applicants for grent of Group '8! (é?zettér.f) o
status in the scile of Rs.2000-3200 2nd Rs 2375 =

3500 .

2. shortly stated these very appligcants had
(olvision

filed 0.A. 836/89 in the C.A.T. P rincipal Bench,
New Dslhi challenging the classification of posts

in the scale of Rs.2000-3200 and Rs .2375-3500
as Group 'C' and claiming that the posts of
technicdl super\)isora in the 8bove two pa8y scdles

be placed in Group 'B' (G2zetted] service, with

; all conseguential benefits.

3 Af ter completion of ple3dings 2nd hearing
both thas parties, the 0.A. 836/89 was disposed of
vide judgnent d3tes 21,2.92 with the following

directionsg

N, . .eeessessy We direct the respondents to
~ - considar the question of classification
aEte so as to do 8wdy with the 8nomaly of the
: type indicated 3bove. Consequently, it
is directed that the respondents rapnsider
the matter of placing the members of ‘
the Association in the grade of . Rs ,2000-3200,
and Rs.2375-3500 in Group 'B' @s hds bemn
done in the c@ss of other Govt. sarvnts
like Accounts O0ff icers (Rs.2375-3500)
on Railuay and Stenographers Gr2de ..
as .2000-3200 in the Central Sectt. in the
same scdles within 2 period of four mon ths
f rom the d3te of receipt of 8 copy of this
EEe B judgnent, ith thess observations the
0.A. stands disposed of finally. There
shall be no order as to costs."

ds
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" 27.4.92 (Annexure A=1) rejecting the applicants?

;f‘hg ﬁa'apondqn t2 to go into the matter in dep th, |

. mhigh they harl dnne vide -their fMpugwed order d3ted
bon 52,27 4492 2and they ‘h2d given &dgqnatg re2sons for not }
- making 8any change, which requirQQ no judici‘l

- 8pplic®nt and shri K,K, patel for the Respondents,

Association filed similar 0 ,As claiming the same

Principal (bivision) Bench judgnmt dated 21.2.92

s U
- Pursuant to that judgnent dated 212,92
the reapondents issyed detaned impumed lattar “‘*dﬂtgd

¥

claim for Group 'g? atatus, fon the detailed re2sons
cont8ined in that letter. |

5. MeBnuhile it appgarg that other wnits of the

reli of in different benches of the Tribunal, oOne ‘
such 0.A, baaring No.1038/92 uas filed in the C.A,T.,
Madras (Div1sion) Bench, yho in ‘their Judgnent deted
19.4.94 . on that g,A .lai’ter noticing the CAT,

in D.A. 836/89; held that tha said decision di’dsnci't‘
@mount to @ di rection to the Railuays to grent the
relisf prayed for by the a'ppljr.i:ént-.s)tmi: only required

int*eif;—f:ormca- Hence 0.A. No,’ 10.38/92 was dismissed, '
and R.A, No.45/95 prdying for review of tha‘t o %' i
Judgnent wag alsgo subsequently dismissaed on. 27 ,4 ,95, |

é. We have hedrd Snt. Shyamala pappu for the

;). " Mre. P8ppu has taken us i:hrough the judgnent
d@ted 21.2.92 in 0.A. No. 836/89 and has srgusd that
8s this judgnent has clesnly recognised the sxisting
eituation to be 2nomslous and the direction to the
reapondents uas to do 8uay uith the 8nomaly, that

direction could have bean hplsnanted by the responden :8 |

;
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in only one uay, namely to grﬂnt tho rslid' prﬂycd

7for by the applicanta. Under the circunstancas
ths respondents impugn ad letter dated 27 .4.92
rejecting the relief prayed for was bad in lau
and had to be set @side. She further ®rgued that
as the judgment dated 19.4.94 (supr®) upheld the
validity of the impugned letter d2ted 27 4,92,

the said judgnent‘conf'lifcted with the judgment
detad 21.2.92 in 0.A. No. 836/89 and even if the
Tribunal was unable to grant the relief prayed for
by the applicenty {n the praémt O.F\.)in viau"af :

$ . the conflictof opinion betueen ‘the principsl
- Bench ang the Madres Banch, it uas @ Pit case for
the matter to be ref‘errad to tha Full Bench,
g nk 1sdi e On the other hand‘"the"”respondmts' counsel

b lun asbza beapeofGhpiiepatel urged that in- the f&ge of the CAT,
.. 7% masefe: -3 JBWiAs Bench judghent dEted 19.4.94 and the rejection

T ef ‘the review petition on 27, 4.95 the 0 .A, h2d to
| waere
e iteto =t U7ea dismissed and there {* mo grounds to refer the

J T -issue to = Full Ben ch S nr-b8cause there w@s no
R P N s gonflict of op inmr‘{"‘?énaqg, The Tribunal's

judgnent deted 21.2.92 hid merely directed tﬁa

respondents to reconsider the m@tter which they had

— o cbne)ﬂnd by the impugned order dated 27 .4 .92 &n;« had
rejected the reliefs priyed for by thse &;agsiicants)

= &nd the same h3d been upheld by the CAT, Madrs Bench
I"‘*heir judgnen t dated 19.4.94,uhich had extensively

wismﬁsed “hg contents of the impugned judg‘nmt

) @Md 21:2.92 ano
oo e wod e bofo N cf;ﬂ'&:’ 19.454 the Re"iey Petition in ras"ﬁft °f

ﬁ’;ﬁ% jué@nm&l\had al go been dismissed on 27 od 95,

q, We h8ve considered these rive) onteitions
caref‘ully. |

&ff"ff‘ff‘f"‘ﬂ'".—"f’f"fwf" o "'," S

: .
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sagt
e, | ue nots that the CAT, Madies Bench

Judgment deted 19.4.94 in 0.A, No, 1038/92 had

‘discussed in deteil the judgnent of the CAT, Principal ||

Bench dated 21.2.92 in OA B36/89, 3nd in respect of

the direction contained in thet judgnent had -

observad 2s follous: /

”o esvescsees the dacision of the Pr:lncipﬂl
Bench did not 8mount to a direction to
the RAiluways for recl®ssifying the appli-
cants' posts 8s Group 'B! posts. It only
g8ve 8 prim@ facie indication of ap o
8pparent 3nomadly as bgtween thae cadre and
the other c®dres in the Railwdys and the
Reilwvays were required to go into the
matters The Riludys have shown thet they
hayve gone into the matter in depth and haye
given 2dequ2te re?sons for not making any ,

cha,nge. » : -

In the light of the discussion
8bove, we hold that the 8pplicants have
not m2de cut 8 ¢3se for interf srence on

the grounds of arbitrariness or violation
. of eny statutory rule,

In the resylt the application Pails

Terafl {00fs 0 and is dismissed without @ny order 88 to
Lol AT ST 4je alee note that the R.A. No. 45/95 P17 o
' agdinst the judgnent in 0.A, No, 1038/52 (swpra)
h2s 81'so been rejected on 27 .4,.95. ‘!L
12. As the validity‘ of the impugned order

dated 27.4.92 rejecting the claim of the applicants
for grant of Group 'B' (Gazetted) st3tus in the
scdle of Rs.2000-3200 and Rs .2375-3500 has been upheld

' by the CAT. Madras (Division) Bench by judmr %

dated 19,4,94, wa 85.8 coordin8ts Df..sion Bench are
bound by that Judgnent and thus find ocurselves ungble
o grent the ralie® préyed for by the 8pplicints,
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13. In so fap aa the praysr for refarring tha

| 'yi”mattar to a larger Bench is concemed, the s2me 1is S

the contents of judgnent dateq 21.,2.92 in 0A No0.836/89

8t considerable length, the CAT, Madras (Division)
Bench came to the .usll-conSiderad decision that

the sajy judgment only directed the Respondents to
_reconsider the metter in depth, which they had done
vide impugned 1 stter dated 27 4,92, which c8lled for
no- judi cial interference, as the S3me was naither

arbitrary, nor violatiVe of rules. The Revieuw

4
Y

IR R B
AN

w e Application against that judgnent was algg dismissad
ﬁ* by the CAT, madras (pivision) Bengh., That being the

- position, to askis to refer the matter to 8 larger

. o Bench on the ground that thgre is a conflict of
'opinion betwsen the CAT, Principal (Division) Bench
andtha CAT, Madras (Division) Bench, would in

ef fect be asl{;i?fg us to si t in judgnent over the
findings of _the CAT, Nadxﬂaw(oivision) Bench, which

a% : . to dO.‘ Mrs. papputs assertion that the c8se of the
3pplicants before thg CAT, madras (Division) Bench
Wwds not properly refresented, ang that the magrag
unit represents only & fraction of the entire
@8ll-india cagrg of failuay Technical Supervisors
does not 8l ter the 8po va legal position. uUnder the
circunstﬂncas We 8re unable to fing gooed grounds to
request the Registry to pl@ce this matter befo re the
ntble chﬂinnan for being placed before @ lapger

A

 Bench ei ther.

equally untenable. As stated edrlier, aftey discuséin:gié




 in nA-33/95 for referring the matter to @ 18rger

Vo

14,  In the result we Sre wneble to grent the

relief prayad for by the ﬂpplicants. This 0.A,
pajls end is dismissed uithout costs. The préyer

gench is 8lso rejected. Both counsal agraa that
the decision in. 0.A, Nos 2202/92 uould also cover
0.A. Nos. 1502/92, 1276/92, 2502/:-4 and 2503/94

Accordingly those 0 .A3 818 also dismissed.

15. Let &8 copy of this Sudgnmt bs placed

{h all those case records also.
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(DR. A. VEDAVALLT)  (S.R Jomr
menber (3J) 1 Mmenber (R)
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