CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELRI .

0.A./T.A. NO. 2202/92

Deci ded on : 4.{.96
\s02/52, 1218757, Z5T2)%8 & 2550%% .

I R-T.S. Association & Anr.

cee Applicant(s)

' ( By Shri mati shyamala PappuAdvocate )
N with She BS Mainee
Y versus
U.0.I. - cen ARespondent(s)_

( By Shri g.k. patel Advocate )

CORAM

THE HON'BLE SHRI S;R. ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

THE HON'BLE guRY DR. A. VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (J)
: '

1. To be referred to the Reporter or not 2 Yes
2. Whether to be circulated to other Benches
: e
of the Tribunal 2 es
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; - * (DR. A. VEDAVALLI)" (S.R. ADIGE)
; - . Member (A)
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- CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, £ RINCIPAL BEN CH
: NEU DELHI

0.A, No. 2202/92

I~

ph TANvuBRY
New Delhi, d3ted the tl’ Pamuminge , 1956

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

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

1. The Indian Reilways Technic®l
Supervisors Association,
Central Heddquerters
32’ Phase-ﬁ, Mohali Pu‘\jab,
Chandigarh-160055,
Reqi stered Office:

A-145, saragwati vihar,
Delhi-110034 .

Through the Gensr3l Secret3ry
Shri Harchandan Singh.

2, shri Harchandan singh,
Shop Superintendent,
Railway UWorkshop, ,
Kalka. ® 00 0909000 APPLICANTS

(By Adwcats: Snt. Shyamala pappu
along with shri B,.S.M2inee)

VERSUS

1. thion of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of RRilways, ° ’
Rail Bhawan,
Neow mlhio

2, The Generdl Maenager,
No rthemn Railuwey,
Baroda Housg,

New Delhi,

3. The Genarél Managaer,
North f2stsr Reilway,
Go r2khpur.

4. The Gensral Manager,
Westem Railway,
Church Gate,
Bombay .

5. The General Manager,
Centrel mil\‘ay’
Bombay = V,T,

6. The General Manager,
castem Reiluay,
Fairly place,
cal cutta,

TN :




7. The Gensrdl Manager,
~south fRstem Rilwly,
Garden Redch, ‘

@] cutta,

8, The Gener2l Menager,
Sacunde rébad,

9, The Gener3l Ma3nager,
Southemn Rilway,
Mmadr3s,

10, The Generdl Manager,
North Frontier RRiluway,
Guuwahati,

11, The General Manager,
I.C.F.. p’rmbur’
Madri3s,

12, The Generdal Manéger,
D.L .U,
V@ ranasi.

13, The Gener2l Man8gear,
c.L .u.
~ chittaranjen,

14, The Generdl Manager,
Diessl Oomponents (pbrks,
patiala,

15, The Generdl Manager,
R.C.F., Kapurthals,

16, The Generdl Manager,
wheel and Axle Plant, .
Bangalora. seccescscses RESPONDENTS

(By Adwcats: sShri K.K. patel) |

JUOGMEN T

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

In this 0.A. No,2202/92 the Indian Rajluways
Tech. Supervisors Association through their Gener2l

Y
Secretary, Shri Harchendan Singh and ones ®other

have impugned the contents of Reiluady Bo8rd's letter
ddted 27.4.92 (Annexure A-1) rejecting the claim of
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the applicents for grent of Group '8! (cezetted)
status in the scele of Rs .2000-3200 and Rs 2375 -

3500 .

2. shortly stated thess very spplicents had
(D_ivisionz
filed 0.A, 836/89 in the C.A.T. Princpsy Bench,

New Delhi challenging the classification of posts
in the scale of Rs.2000-3200 and Rs .2375-3500

as Group 'C' end claiming thet the posts of
technicdl super_(d.so ra in the 8bove two p2y scéles
be pléced in Group 'B' (Gazetted] service, with

all ocnsequential benefits.

3. AP ter completion of ple3dings and hedring
both the parties, the 0.A. 836/89 was disposed of
vide judgnent ddtes 21.2.92) with the following

directionss

B, .. eeeseesey We direct the respondents to
- consider the question of clasgificdtion
so ag to do away with the 8nomaly of the
' ' type indicated 8bove. Consequently, it
y ' i{s directed that the respondents remnsider
the matter of placing the menbers of
the Association in the grade of. Rs .2000~-3200,
and Rs.2375-3500 in Group '8' @s his besen \
done in the cdse of other Govt. servnts
like Accounts Off icers (Rs .2375-3500)
on Rajiluay and Stenographers Gr2ds .
Rs .2000-3200 in thes Centrel Sectt. in the
same sciles within @ period of four mon ths
f rom the d3te of receipt of 8 copy of this
judgment., With ‘thess observations the
0.A, stands disposed of finally., There
shall be no order as to costs.”

)




\ 3
y- Pursuént to that Judgment dated 21.2. 92
thg respondents issued detlnsd impugn ed lettar da ted

27 .4,92 (Afnnexure A-1) rejecting the applicants?
cl@im for Group '8! status, for the det2iled re2sons
cont8ined in that letter,

_f- Mednwhile it appedrs that other uiits of t';he
Association filed similar 0.As cleiming the seme
relief in different benches of the Tribunal, One
such O.A, béaring No.1038/92 uas fﬂed in the C.A.T.,
Madras (Di_vision) Benchy, who in their judgment dated
19.4.94 on that g,A .)8f ter noticing the caT,
'Pr'incipﬂl (Division) Bench judgnent deted 21.2 .92

in 0.A, 936/89; held that fhe said decision #id nat
8mount %o @ direction to the Reilway g to grant the
relief prayed for by the applicants/but only required
the Respondents to go into the matter in dep th,

wvhich they hadbdona)vide their impugned order dated
27.4,92,and they had given 8dequste reasons for not
m8king 8ny change, uhich’ret‘wired no judicisel
interference. Hence 0.A. Mo, 1038/92 wes dismissed,
and R.,A, N0.45/95 préying for revisw of that

: |
Judgnent was 8lso subsequently dismissed on 27.4 95,

é. We have heard 3nt. Shyamale pappu for the
8pplicent 8nd shri K.K., Patel for the Respondents.
J. ' Mre. Peppu has tken us through the judgnent
d@ted 21.2.92 in 0.A. No. 836/89 and has argued that
8s this judgnent has cledrly recognised the sxisting
situdtion to be @nom8lous and the direction to the
respondents was to do 8udy with the 8nomely, that |
dirsction could have been implenented by the respondents

[l‘ .
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in only one u!.y. n&uly to grént the ‘raljl.’d‘ p:‘yod

' for by £h§ ap»p“li“canta.- Under the circumnst@nces

the respondents impugned letter dated 27.4.92
rejecting the ral:lef prayed for was bad in lau

and had to be set 8side. She further ®rgued thet
as the judgment deted 19,4.94 (Supr®) upheld the
vﬂlidity of the impugned lstter d3ted 27 4,92,

the s8id judgnent'oonflifcted with the judgment
deted 21.2.92 in 0.4, No. 836/89 and even if the
Tribunal was unable to grent the relief priyed for
by the applicant, §n the present D.A.)in view of
the conflict of opinion bebleﬁ the Principsl

Bench and the Madr8s Bench, it was @ fit case for
the matter to be rafarred to t;.he Full Bench.

g. on the other hend the respondents' counsel
shri patel urged that in the face of the CAT,

madras Bench judgnent dated 19.4.94 and the rejection
of the review petition on 27'.4.95,the 0.A, had to

‘ware
be dismissed and there /' mo grounds to refer the

issue to 8 Full Bench s because there w88 no
conflict of opinion either, The Tribundl's
judgnent dated 21.2.92 hed merely directed the
respondents to reconsider the me@tter which they h2d
cbna,and by the impugned order dated 27 .4 .92 they had
rejescted the reliefs pr‘yad for by the 8pplic3nts,
and the same h3d besen upheld by the CAT, M2dr8s Bench
in their jud_gnmt da ted 19.4.94,uh1ch had extensively
discussed the contents of the impuoned judgnen t
dted 21.2.92, 8nd the Review pstition in raespect of
A daTed 14.494 '
that judgment)hdd 8lso been dismissed on 27.4.95,

q. We have considered these rivel contentions
cérefully,
A

)
P4




TR Us note that ths CAT, Madies Bench y

Judgment ddted 19.4.94 1n 0.A, No. 1038/92 hag

discussed in detefl the judgment of thy CAT, Principal
Bench deted 21.2.92 in op 836/89, angd in respect of
the direction contained in that judgnent had

cbserved 8g follous: | /

"o X3 veve v the decision of the Principll
Bench did not amount to a direction to

the Rilueys for recl@agifying the 8ppli-
cants' posts aa Group 'g* posts. It only
Q8 ve 8 prim@ facie indication of an
8pparent 2nomaly as between the cadrs and
the other c8dres in the Railwdys and the
RRilways ware required to go into the
ma3tter. The RBiluayg have shown thet thay
have gone into the matter in depth and haye
given adequate re3sons for not m8king any
changae, ‘ -
In the 1ight of the discussion
8bove, we hold that the 8pplicants haye
not ma3de out 8 case for interf erence on
the grounds of arbitrariness or violation
of 8ny statutory rule,

In the result the application fails
nd is dismissed without 8ny order 88 to
cogts, ?

11, We a8lso note that the R.A. No, 45/95 fil ad
ag2inst the judgnent in 0,A, No., 1038/92 (supra)

has 8leo been rejected on 27.4,.95, |

12, Rs the validity of the impugned order

ddted 27 .4.92 rejecting the cl@im of the applicants
for grant of Group '8! (Gazetted) status in the

sc@le of Rs -2900-3_250 and Rs «2375-3500 has bam'upheld

by the CAT, Madres (pivision) Bench by Judgmen t

dated 19.4.94, ue 8s.8 coordinéte pivision Bench are
bound by that judgnent and thus find oursal ves unéble

s grént the relisef preyed Por by the applit:ant:sf

"
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13. In so far 88 the préyer for referring the

-

matter ‘to 8 18rger Bench is congemed, the stme is

equélly unten8ble. As st8ted eSrlier, 8fter discussing;
the contents of judgment doted 21.2.92 in OA No.836/89 |
8t considardble length, the CAT, Medres (oivision) |
Bench c8me to the .uell-'oonsid'arad decision that

the said judgment_ only directed the Raspondents to
reconsider the ma@tter in depth, which they had done

vide impugned 1l stter dated 27 4.92, which ca8lled for
no judicial interference, as the same wes neither
a\rbitrary, nor ’violative of rules. The Revieu

| - | ARpplication 8g3inst that judgnent was also dismissed
by.’chs CAT, Mmadras (Division) Bench. That being the
position, to askus to refer the matter to a larger
Bench on the ground-vthat there is a conf;lict of p
opinion betusen the CAT, Princip2l (pivision) Bench
and thé CAT, l'la'd_xas:(oivision) Ben ch, would in
of fact be @8sking us to sit in judgnent over the
findings of the CAT, medrae (pivision) Bench, which
We 83 8 coordinate Divisior’\ Ben ch,8re not competent

» © to do. Mrs. P8ppu's 8ssartion that the cdse of the

3pplicénts before the CAT, Mmadras (Division) Bench
was not properly refresented, and that the Madras
unit represents only & fraction of the entirse
@8ll-India cadre of ABilway Technicdl Supervisors
does not 8l ter the @8bove 18g®)l position. Under the
circunstances we @re undble to fingd good grounds to
request the Registry to pléce this métter before the
Hon ®ble Ch2iman for being piﬂcad before 8 lapger

A

Bench either.
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14, In the result we 3rs undble to grent the
relidf prayed for by the 8pplicents. This 0.A,

pails 8nd is dismissed without costs. The prayer
in MA-33/95 fer referring the matter to @ 1-rgu-

Bench is 8180 rejacteds Both counsel agree that

the decision in 0.A. No. 2202/92 uould alsc cover
0.A. Nos. 1502/92, 1276/92, 2502/9.; and 2503/94

Accordingly those O .AS 2re alsp dismiss ed. .

15. Lst 8 copy of this judgnent be placed

in 211 those c8se records also. ~

(DR. . VEDAVALLI) (s Re E)
' Menber (J) Msnbar (R)
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