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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCB

NEW DELHI

O.A./T.A. ho. ^02/92 . Decided on : 4.1.96
1502/ 92, 127^92, 2bUZ/94 i 2503/94 »

• T.R.T..S. Association &Anr. ... Applicant(5)

( By Shri mati Shyamala P^PP^dvocafo )
Sl.\« 12)S ,

versus

U.O.I.

Respondent(s)

/ .Shri__Kj^^_Patel _Advocate )

CORAH

the HON'BLE shri s.r. adige, member (a)

the HON'BLE J5JJM DR. A. VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (J)

• , « * - ..I

To be referred to the Report
er or not ?

Yes

Whether to be circulated to other Benches
of the Tribunal ?

(OR. A. VEDAVALLI)

Member ()

C^l cutta.

7 . r

ryt

(S.R. ADIGE!)

Member (A)
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CEMTRAL AoniNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BEM

neu oaHi

0 .A. No. 2202/92 ^

I ^/\'u»iiyNeu Delhi I d^ted the h BwBNdk0v, 1599

HON'BLEriR. S.R. A0I3E, PIETIBER (A)

HON'BLE DR. A. VEOAVALLI, flETlBER (3)

1. The Indian Railways Technical
Supervisors Association,

Central Headquarters
32, phase-6, nohaii Punjab,
Chandigarh~160055.
Registered Office;

A-145, sarasuati Vihar,
Delhi-11 0034 .
Through the General Secretary
Shri Harchandan Singh.

2. Shri Harchandan Singh,
Shop Sup erin tendt.
Railway Uorkshop, .
Kaika. APPLICANTS

(By Aduocate: Snt. Shyamaia pappu
along with shri B.S.Wainee)

VERSU S

1. Lhion of India through
the Secretary,
ninistry of Railways, '
Rail Bhawan,

New Qalhi.

2. The General wanagsr.
Northern Railway,
Bazoda House,
New Delhi.

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

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

5. The General Manager,
Central Railway,
Bombay - y/.t.

6. The Gdieral Manager,
Eastern Railway,
Fairly place,
Cal cutta.

7. r-.: -;-r



7. Th« Gansral nan«gap.
South eastsxn flailvi*y»
Gardin Reach,
t?l cutta,

8. The Ganerai manager.
South Central RaligByj
Secunda rabad*

9. The Gene.ral nan«ger,
Southezn Railway,
madras.

10, The General manager.
North Fiontier Railway,
Guwaha ti.

11, The General manager,
I,C,F,, Perunbur,
madras,

/

12, The General manager,
0,L,U,
Varanasi,

13, The General manager,
C,L .y,
Chi ttaran jan,

14, The General manager,
Oiesel Oomponents tjirks,
patiaia,

15, The General manager,
R.C.F,, Kapurthais.

16, The Gtfieral manager,
yheel and Axle Plant,
Bangalore, RESPONOCNTS

(By Aduocate: Shri K.K, patel) ''A

JUOGmayi T

BY HON'BLE mR, S.R, APIGE. mEmBER (AV

In this 0«A« No,2202/92 the Indian Railways

Tech, Supervisors Association through their General
/Ik

Secretary, Shri Hapchandan Singh and one Siother

have Inpugned the contents of Railway Board*a letter

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

/T



th. applicant, rot piont of Group 'B' (Gar.tt.d)
atatu. in th, acal. of R..2000-3200 and Ra^S?5 -
3500 •

2. Shotuy atatad thasa vaflr

fllad 0.A. 836/89 in the C.A.T., Ptindpoli8«icf.,
Nau Dalhl challwiglng the daaaifIcatlon of poate
In the acale of R3.2000.3200 and Ra.2375-3S00
ae Group 'C and claiming that the poate of
technical auperulaora in the aboue tuo pay acalea
be placed In Group -B' (Gazettedl aervlce, olth
all cDn8equenti®l befiBfitSe

After completion of pleading, and hearing

both the partlea, the O.A. 836/89 wa. dlapoaed of
dde Judgrait datea 21.2.92, with the following
directions:

we direct the respondto
consider the question of cl«ssific®tion
so as to do auay with the anomaly'or the

type indicated above. Consequently, it
is directed that the respondents reipnsider
the matter of placing ®Jono--^9nO
the Association In the grade of Rs.2000 320U,
and Rs.2375-3500 in Group 'B* a, has been
done in the case of other tt»vt. ae^nte
like Accounts Officers (Rs.237 5-3500)
on Railway and Stenographers Grade .
Rs .2000-32 00 in the Central Sectt. in the
same scales within a period of four months
from the date of receipt of a copy of this
judgnent. ylth these observations the
O.A, stands disposed of finally. There
shall be no order as to costs,"

A

{
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4^ Pursuant to th«t judgfn«it dated 21.2^92
the respondent, issued detaUed i«pugned letter dated
27.4 ,92 (Annexure A-1) rejecting the appiicapt;^!
date for Group »B« status, for the detaUed reasons

contained in that letter.

f- Meanwhile it appaSrs 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 tiled in the C.A.T.,
Madra# (Division) Btfjch, uho in their judgneit dated

19,4,94 on that O.A,^after noticing the CAT,

Principal (Division) Bench judgment dated 21.2*92 '

in O.A, 936/89; held that the said decision did not

amount to a direction to the Railways to grant the

relief prayed for by the applican t^but only required
the Respondents to go into the matter in depth,

which they had done^vide their impugned order dated

27.4,92^and they had given adequate reasons for not

making any change, uhidi required no judicial

interference. Hence O.A, No,' 1038/92 uae dismissed,

and R,A, No,4S/95 praying for review of that ^
judgment wss aieo subsequently dismissed on 27,4,95,

IJs have heard 9at. ShyAmaia pappu for the

applicant and Shri K.K, patel for the Respondents,

y* Mrs, pappu has takmi us through the judgment

dated 21.2.92 in O.A, No, 836/89 and has Sygued that

as this judgment has clearly recognised the existing

situation to be anomalous and the direction to the

re^ondents was to do syay with the anomaly, that

direction could have been implsnmited by the respondents
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in only ono woy^ nowi^y to gt®nt ttio rolii^ pr*yod

for by the Bp piloan to. Under the clrcunstan ceo

the respondents impugned letter dated 27.4,92
rejecting the relief prayed for woe bad in lou

and had to be set aside. She further argued that

Be the judgnent dated 19,4.94 (SuprO) upheld the

validity of the impugned letter dated 27 ,4,92,

the said judgfnent conflicted with the judgmant

dated 21.2.92 in OA, No, 836/89 and evtfi if the

Tribunal uas unable to grant the relief prayed for

by the applicant^ in the presen t 0.A.^ in view of

the conflict of opinion between the Principal

8Bnch and the Madras Bench, it was a fit case for

the matter to be referred to the Full Bench,

On the other hand the respondents* counsel

Shri patel urged that in the face of the CAT,

Madras Beich judgnent dated 19.4.94 and the rejection

of the rewisu petition on 27 . 4.95,the O.A, had to
were '

be dismissed and there / cio grounds to refer the

If

issue to a Full Bench -because there was no

conflict of opinion either. The Tribunal's

judgntfit dated 21,2,92 had merely directed the

respondents to reconsider the matter which they had

done^Bnd by the impugned order dated 27 .4 .92 they had

rejected the rd.iefs prayed for by the applicants^

and the same had been upheld by the CAT» Madras Bench

in their judgment dated 19.4.94^which had extensively

discussed the contents of the impugned judgment

dated 21,2.92, and the Review Petition in respect of

that judgment^had also been dismissed on 27 .4.95.

Ue have considered these ri\^l contentions

carefully, ^
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•®. Ua not. that th. MT, nadia. Sonch y
audgnont da tad 1S.4.94 In 0.4, No. 103B/92 had
dlacuMad in d.tail th. JOdgaant of th. Mr, Principal
Baneh dat.d 21.2.92 In 0* 836/89, and In raap.ot of
th. direction contained in that judgaoit had
Observed "e folloua;

dacision of the Principal
flT M?i 1 84 ^ ®direction to^e fPilwaye for redaasifying the appH.
(^nta» posts as Group 101 posts. It onlvgave a p^ims fscis Sdication of sn
apparent anomaly as between the cadre and
«?iSa Railways Snd theRaiiw y3 y3j.g required to go into the

m tter. The Railways have shown that they
the matter in depth and have

Adequate reasons for not making anl'
change. ' '

In the light of the discussion
above, we hold that the applicants have
not made out a case for interference on
the grounds of arbitrariness or violation
of any statutory rule.

8 jJ" result the application failsand is dismissed without any order as to
costs, a

11. U& also note that the R.A, No, 45/95 filed
against the judgnffit in O.A, No. 1038/92 (Supra)
has also been rejected on 27 .4.95. ^

'^a the validity of the impugned order

dated 27 .4.92 rejecting the claim of the applicants

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

scale of Rs .2000-3200 and Rs .2375-3500 has be^ upheld

by the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench by judgment

dated 19.4.94, we as s coordinate Division Bench are

bound by that judgm^t and thus find ourselves unable

>0 grant the relief prayed for by the applicants.

A
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13. In 80 f«r •» the player for referring the

«>tter to • larger B«ioh is conoemed» the e*iie le

equally untenable* As stated earlier* after discussing

ths contents of judgnant dated 21.2.92 in OA No.836/69

at con side rabl e 1 tfigth* the CAT* nadias (Division)

Bench cane to the uell-considered decision that

the said judgment only directed the Respondents to

reconsider the matter in depth, which they had done

vide impugned letter dated 27 .4.92* which called for

no judicial interference* as the same was neither
\

arbitrary* nor violative of rules. The Review

Application against that judgment was also dismissed

by the CAT* Madras (oi\/ision) Bench. That being the

position, to as^vus to refer the matter to a laj^gsi^

Bench on the ground that there is a conflict of

opinion between the CAT, Principal (Division) Bench

and the CAT, fiadraa (Division) Bench, would in

effect be asking us to ait in judgment over the

findings of the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench, which
/

We as a coordinate Division Bench^aye not competent
N

to do. Mrs. pappu's assertion that the case of the

applicants before the CAT, Madras (Division) B^ch

was not properly ref^resented, and that the Madras

unit represents only a fraction of the entire

all-India cadre of ftailway Technical Supervisors

does not alter the above legal position. Under the

circunstances we a^s unable to find good grounds to

request the Registry to pl%ce this matter before the

HonRsle ChaiunSn for being placed before a is^gsj^

Bench either.
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14, In the result ue •re unable to grant the

relltfT prayed for by the applicants. This O.A,
• I \

fails and is dismissed without costs. The prayer

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

Bendi is also rejected. Both counsel agree that

the decision in O.A. No. 2202/92 uould also cover

O.A. Nos. 1502/92, 1276/92, 2502/9^ and 2503/9^.
Accordingly those 0 .A» aje also dismissed.

15, Let a copy of this judgfnent be placed

in all those case records also. t

(DR. A. UEOAVALLI)
fJenber (3)

'=4LA DEVI)
'''^Couri Officer

Centr:i; A
^ i r-?

••' •vr : nh 11 nal

Mou.i-

wry7*^ .
(S.R. «DI(JE)
nenber (A)




