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‘0.A. No. 2202/92 i

 FAvuney
New Delhi, dated the lf Samuninow , 1996

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

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

1. The Indien Reilways Technic®l
Supervisors Association,
Central Heddquerters
32, phasa-gg MOhali ijab’
chandigarh~160055,
Registerad 0ffices:

A-145, saraswati vihar,
¢ ‘ Through the Gensr8l Secretd3ry
v shri Harchanden Singh.

' ' 2. shri Harchandan Singh,

: Shop Superintendent,

Railway uorkshop, .

Kalkao ®0e g 000000 APPLICANTS

(By Adwcaete: 9nt, Shyamala pappu
along with shri B.S.M2ines)

VERSUS

" 1, Whion of India through

s ' the Secretary,

P Mministry of Railways,

‘ Reil Bhawan, g
4, New Delhi,

2. The Generdl Manager,
No rthemn Reilway,
Bamda PbUSQ, .
NBU Delhi. {

3. The Gmerél mManager,
North f@stsr Railway,
Go rekhpur.

4, The General Manager,
Westem Railuwsy,
Church Gate,
Bombay ,

5. The General Manager,
Central mianY.
me.y - V.‘T.

6. The General Manager,
fastem RBiluay,
Fairly place,
cal cutta,




The Generel Mensger,
_South fastein Rmilyey,

3l cutta,

The Gener3l Manager,
South Central Rail.ey,
Secunde rabad,

The Gener3l Managar,

- Southem Reiluey,

11..

12,

13.

Madras,

‘The General Manager,
North Frontier RRiluey,
Guuwahatf,

The General Manager,
I.COFOQ Perlmbur.
ﬂadras.

The General Manager,
o.L.W, .
B ranasi,

The Gener2l Manager,
c.L 0“0

. Chittaranjan,

ié,

15.

16.

(8

The Gener2l Manager,
Dlessl Components (prks,
patiala, . .

The Generdl Manager,
R.c.FQ’ Kapurthalﬂ.

The Generel Manager,
Wheel and Axis pPlant,
Banga;o re.

Adwocata: shri K.K., patel)

JUDGMEN T

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

| m\ this O.A. N0.2202/92 the Indian Railuways
fat‘:h.vSuperviso r§ Association th rough their Gener2l
Secretary, Shri Harchandan Singh and ona;other i
have impugned the contents of Reilway Bo@rd's lettsr

ddted 27.4.92 (Annexure A-1) rejecting the claim of

V4

secsucesee RESPONDENTS 1
»

]
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‘the ﬂpplit':én ts ;fox.:r gr‘n }tifbl’\ Group- '8' (Gazett ed)

status in the scale of Re.2000-3200 3nd Rs 2375 =

3500 -

2. 1 ';St'lo rtly s-taf,;égc‘jf 8\ e‘s.’a“vaty applicen ts had
e (oivision
filed 0.A. B36/89 in the C.A.T., Frin dpsY Bench,

New Dslhi 'lchall-mginrg.:_"_tha"- classification of posts
in the scale of Rs.2000-3200 8nd Rs.2375-3500

as GrOlUp 'ct eand —»daitp_j.ng ﬁw‘t the posts of
technicsl sqparviso rsjy i.n the .Pbova two pay scdles

bs placed in Grodp '8! (:_G.a'zott_:edl service, with

all consequen tiai b m'ef\ifs .

e N

2. Af ter completion of pleddings and hedring
both tha-p2rtiss, the o.A. 836/89 was disposed of

ide judgnen t dates 21,2,92 with the follouing

diraections; - .

N N eescovsesey WS diract the respondentt to
T .. consider.the question of clasgification
so ag to do 8way with the anomaly of the
type indicated 3bove. Consequently, it
is directed:that- the respondents repnsider
the matter of placing the memnbers of
the Association in the gride of . Rs.2000-~3200,
'~ .8nd Rs.2375-3500 in Group 'g* 8g hds been
. done in the c8se of other Govt. servnts
5 1ike Accoun ts 0ff icers (Rs.2W 5-3500)
on Railusy and Stenographers Grade .
Rs »2000-3200 in the Central sectt. in the
s2me scdles within 8 period of four mon ths
f rom the d3te of receipt of 8 copy of this
judgnent, uWith these observations the
0.A. stands dispossd of finally, There
shall be no order 38 to costs, "
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4. Pursuﬂnt to that Judgnent dated 21.2, 92

| D tha raapondmta lsauad det.:llad hpugngd lgttgr datgd

27 .4, 92 (Annaxure A-1) rejacting the applicants?
. cl@im for Group '8¢ status, for the detail ed redsons
N cnptaj.ne_dz;n that letter, . ..

§+ : - Memnuhile it appeare that other units of tne
Association filed similar 0 .As cl®jming the some
reliof in differet benches of the Tribunal, One
such 0.A, bearing No.1038/92 was Piled in the C.A.T.,
- Madrs (pivision) Bench, who in their judgment dated
19,4.94 on that g,A .)5fter noticing the (AT,
',Prin'»cipal.(-oivis,ion) Bench Judgnent dated 21.2.92. >
‘in. 0.A,:- 836/89; held that fhe said decision did nat
8mount to @ direction to the Reilways to grent the
relief prayed for by the appli can te,but only reguired -
the Respondents to go into the matter in depth,

kuhich they had dona vide their impugned order d3 ted

» 27 44,92, and they had gi ven adequﬂi:a re3sons for not
mak:lng ‘8ny changae, uh1d1 raquirad no judicill
interference. Hence 0.4, No.~1038/92 was d18m188ad.,

| and R.A. No .45/95 pﬂying for review of that A

»'judgmant uﬂa 8lso subsequently diamissad on. 27,.4 .95,

é. We vha\(e_ heard Snt. Shyamala pappy Por the
" 8pplic8nt and shri K.K, patel for the prondhtS.
’. Mrs. Peppu has taken us through the judgnent
d®ted 21.2.92 in 0.A. No. 836/8S and has aprgued that
s this judgnent has cle8rly recognised the exdsting
~eituation to.-bs @nom?lous 8nd the direction to the
revapond\an'ts w8s to-do -8wdy with the 3nomaly, that
- direction .ruil;ll,d ‘have. been impl en en ted by the respondents




»

for by the applic::aﬂ ts, Lhder tha circunstan ces

. and had to .be sat fsideoz "~ She" fgrtﬁcr @ rgusd th3t
8s the judgment doted 19.4.94(5upre) upheld the

.+ the said judgment confliicted'with the judgment

by the 8pplicant, in -the presen-t 'o“-.A.) in view of
_ the conflict of opinion -bigtugen:itha’ principsl

. the 9?,;,1;3.;: to be referred to. tha Full Bench.

g, On the other hand the respondents' coun sel
hrd patel urged that in the f‘acu or the CAT,

"~ Madias Bd\ch judgnent dated 19.4 94 and the rejection
'i*'. of the ravieu petiti.on ‘on 27.4.85, the 0.A, hed to

be’ diam:lssad and there / . mo grounds to refer the

3
gt

“conflict of opinion either. The ‘Tribunalte
* Judgn'ent d8ted 21.2.92 had merely directed the

"/ respondents to reconsider the matter which they had

~ in ‘their judgnent deted 19.4.94,Uhich had extsnsively
,:,,:diswsaed*tha'*con»tm«ts of- the impugned judgnen t
- d@ted:21.2492,>-8nd ‘the” Ravi&u Ppatition in respect of

‘-isaue to a Full Banch a==.=..._-bacause there wds no

.

N

.'m only ‘one uly, ndmoly to gﬁnt tho rolif px!y.d‘,

the Spondmts impugn od latter dated 27 +4.92
rejacting the rellef’ prayed for ues bad in lau 1

validity of the impugned-letter dated 27.4.92,
dated 21.2.92 in 0.A, No. 836/89 and even if the

Tribunal was unable to.grant tHe télief prayed for

Bench and.the Madr®s Benchy it:wds™@ fit case for

N f-‘ﬁ‘ 5.‘~

Uara“ r’1 g R

e

dne end by the impugned order dated 27.4.92 they had
‘re}ected the reliafs"p'rﬂye‘d for by the 8pplic3nts,
and .the s2me h3d besn upheld by the CAT, M3drés Bench

 daTed 19.994
that judgment)h8d 8lsc been dismissed on 27.4.95,

q. : . We have considered these rivl contentions
cérefully, A
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o 0, We note that the CAT, Madras Bo®h | ,
P w T A B,I‘Jdgnm‘t}* dlt_éd 19.& 94 1n»0‘,A. No, 1033/9_2 had - QJ l
BN . discussed in detefl the judognent of the AT, Principsy ,
: ¥ . Bench dated 21.2,92 in 0A 836/89,.8nd in respect of
- the direction contained in that judgment had - \ ‘

.. ‘"obsdrved 8s folloys: - = - , : o | 'J

_ : !l, X se e see thO dBCiSiOﬂ of tha Pl‘iﬂ cip.].
S o Bench did not 8mount to a direction to
o ‘ the Railways for recl®ssifying the appli-
e - "c8nts! posts ag Group '8! posts. It only
98ve 8 prim@ facie indication of an
8pparent anomaly as betwesn the cadre and
thengthver;cadrqs: in the Reiluays and the
RRilwdys uere required to go into the
- ma3tter, The RBilwdys haye shown thet they
'~ hd@ve gone into the matter in depth and haye
"oiven 8dequate reasons for not m3king =0y
changeas. ‘
' In the light of the discussion
8bove, we hold thét the 8pplicants have
not made out @ case for interfarsnce on
o -~ the grounds of arbitrariness or viclation
* of any statutory rula,
' In the result the 8pplication fails
. 8nd:is.dismissed without 8ny order 88 to
costs, ®

1. . Us also-note that the R.A. No. 45/95 £il ed
against the judgnent in 0.A, No. 1038/92 (supra) -

4
. h2s 8le0 been rsjected on 27 .4.95.

125 ¢ As the validity of thae impugned order
ddted 27.4.92 rejecting the cl&im of the applicants
for grént of Group B! {Gazetted) status in the
sc@le of Rs .2-000-3200 8nd Rs +2375~3500 has been Aupheld
by the CATg"Médras* (oivision) Bench by Judgnen t
-dated 19.4.94, We 88 8@ coordindte pivision Bench are
"y bound by that judgnent and thus find oursel\;es un@ble
AP S ‘.b.g:‘ant»tha relief préyed Por'by the ﬂpplicantaf
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13.,: .z In o, -fap as. ~tha:prdyer for refarring the

- ‘mﬂtt.r 0 : Ll‘:go.r Bench-is: Lcongemed, the sSme is i‘
-equilly untenable.. As st2tsd e@rlier, 8Pter dJ.acussing1
_the:contents of Judgment dated 21.2.92 in OA No.836/89
at coneiqq,-gﬁ_bflwim?gtb; 1thei"CAT, Madres (pivision)
Bench c8me to the 'uall-'oonSid'ared decision that
SR ’\s the said*j‘Udgfn”dn"E-”d};Iy directed the Respondents to
~ ‘ -:reoonsider tha m‘tter in depth, which they had done

| ‘ vi"tfa 1Mpugaed lalter dated 27 4,92, which called for
R ng _judic;al intastatance, 25 the sane was neither

arig Lo ~arb1tfafy, not viclative of rules. The Revie

i 6:-.; o Applicatloﬁ ﬂgainat, ‘“hat judgnent was algo dismissed
by tha CAT, nadras (Division) Bench., That being the

2 Dosi.tion. *to G_SKU? tO refer the matter to 8 larger

fr

T T ek on-';am"g@‘ound ‘that there is @ conflict of H
;pini:;n betuae'lxthe CAT, Principal (pivision) Bench
: 3’ %A,“{aﬂ“ and(‘the CAT, madxaﬁr?DiVLSion) Bench, would in
ef fect be 8sking us to sit in Judgnent over thae
s Ll SN EL L findings ef “the: CAT; nadﬁs*fbivision) Bench, which
{s;-:‘,;;w--s,, L OELT L Me. 888 "god rdinate Division ‘Ben ch)are not compatant
*' : ol to do. Mrs. p&p py ts assert:itan that the c8se of the
vsb.n . ceu-i OPPplicents before:the CAT, madzes (Division) Bench
geigplses an, v ppME8.nOt.properly refresented, @nd that the Madras
’:",i, w4 ‘».Uni% -represents only & frpaction of the entire
f o weu oo n:ior. [All=India cagre.of fBilusy Technical Supervisors
Sw.rt.t wo . . does not 8lter the @ppve 1'0931“p081t10n. Under the
e ® omeai d.rcunstances ¥s &pre ungble to'find good grounds tn
. L may 0 request the Regidtry ‘to pl&ce ‘this matter before the

-Hon ble-Chaimen fop: b'etnfg?'“pia%od before 8 larger

A

Bench either.

.. - R T WS et S, o A A——— + R "J .
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14, In the result we 2re undble to grant the

relief préyed for by the Spplicents. This 0.A.

fails end is dimisnd without costso The pt‘yer
in MA-33/95 for referring the matter to & larger
Bench is 8l1so rejected. Both counsel 2gres thet
the decision in O.A. No.wuoum also cn:er

0.A. Nos. 1502/92, 1276/92, zsoz/a} and 2503/94
b—-——/f

Accordingly those O.Ag 8re also dismissede

15, Let 8 copy of this judgnent be placed

'y

in 2ll those c8se reco rds alAso.

1 . e om——

(DR. A, VEDAVALLI) (s Re Jolc]t:)
menber {3) Menber (R)

/ G‘d %’ L";\J

ﬁy\\,&u (3><,w~
‘ (Feaa: 4 '5’\\\°tg
a “y“":‘ JEV]) .




