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CEWTRRL AOniNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW oaHi

0 .A. No. 2202/92

Neu Delhi, dated the ^

HON'BLEMR. S.R. ADIGE, nEnBER(A)

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

1, The Indian Railway a Technical
Supervisors Association,

Central Headquarters
32, phase-6^, Wohaii Punjab,
Ch and igs rh~15 Do 55.
Registered orficet

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

199^

2. Shri Harchandan Singh,
Shop Superin tend ait.
Railway Uorlohop, .
Kaika, APPLICANTS

(By Advocate: Snt. Shyamaia pappu
along with Shri B.S.Mainee)

1.

VERSU S

Uhion of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Railways,
Rail Bhawan,

New Oalhi.

2. The General Manager,
Northern Railway,
Batoda House,
New Delhi.

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

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

5. The Gtfiieral Manager,
Central Railway,
Bombay - v.t.

6. The G^eral Manager,
Eastern Railway,
Fairly Place,
Cal cutta.
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7« Tha GansrBl n^nagary
South G>8taxn floilwoy.
G® rdah We® ch, " '
C®lcutt®,

8. The G«ier®l n®nagerff
South Centr®! Railway,
Secunder®b®d.

9» The Gene.rai Managep.
Southern Railu&y,
Madras,

10» The General Manager,
North Frontier Railway,
Guuahati,

11* The General Managgp,
I«C,r.e Perimbury
Madras,

^2, The General Manager,
0,L ,tj,
Varanasi.

13, The General Mansggy,
C,L.U,
Chi ttaranjan.

The Gtfierai Manager,
OLesel Qomponente tiprks^
patiaia,

15, The General Manager,
R,C.r,, Kapurthala.

16. The G0>er®l Manager#
Uheel and Asde Plants
Bangalore.

(By Adwobatas Shri K.K. patel)

3U0GMg< T

BY HDN»BLC MRo S.R, ADICE. MEMBER (A)

RESPO^ DENTS

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

Tech, Supervisors Association through their Gtfierai
/tk

Secretary, Shri HSrchandan Singh and one Mother

have impugned the oontente of Railway Board's letter

dated 27.4,92 (Annexura A-1) rajecting the claim of
/

/f
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th. applicant, for grant or Group 'B* (Gaz.tt.d)
at.to. to to. .0.1. of R..2000-J200 and R.^S75 -
3500 .

2. Shortly atatad to... «.•*

riladO.R. 836/89 to tha C.A.T., Prin ap.ld8an of.,
Nau Oalhl challanglng to. ciaaaiflCHon of post.
in tha .0.1. of Rs.2000-32 00 and R..2Sf5-3500
a. Group 'C and d.tolng that to. po.ta of
taohnloal aupardaora to to. .bova too pay .Cla.
b. pl.oad to Group 'B' (Gozattadl aarylca. ulth
all oonsequenti®! btftafita.

j. Aftar wapiation of plaodlnga and haorlng
both to. p.rtl... tha O.A. 836/89 ua. di.po.ad of
«ida judanmt ,^t..i2l,2.92, uith to. following
directions:

n UB dir«ct the respondents to

so as to dp ®uay uith the anom®ly o* the
type indicated ®bowe. Consequently, itis dixected that the respondents re®nsider
the matter of placing the ®^®%nno--^900the Association in the gr®de of f^200 3 ,
®nd Rs.2375-3500 in Group »B* ®s
done in the c®se of other Qovt.^ like Accounts Officers (Rs.237^350D)
on Railway and St tfiograp hers Grade , •Rs .2000-3200 in the Cntral Sectt. in the
same sc®les within ® period of
from the date of receipt of a copy ®I' this
^udonent. uith these observations the
O.A, stands disposed of finally. There
shall be no ordex as to costs.

A
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4. P^w'nt lo th.t juda.„td.t8d21.2.92'
th. r..pond„t. l..u.d d.t.u.d tapu^sd l.tt.r d-Ud 4
27.4 ,92 (Annexur. A-1) rpjectlng th. applicant.!
data for Group •b> .tatup, for th, dotaUad t,ason«
contained in that letter.

Meanwhile it appears that other units of the
Association filed almilar 0.As claiming the sa..
reliof in different banches of the Tribunal, one
such O.A, bearing No.1038/92 uas filed in the C.A.T.,
MadrOe (Division) Bench, uho in their judgnmit dated
19.4.94 on tha t 0.A .^af ter no ticing the CAT,
Principal (Qiviajudgnent dated 21.2.92- y
in O.A.: »^36/89; held that the said decision did not
amount to a direction to the Railways to grant the
relief prayed for by the appiicants^but only required
the Respond en ts to go into the matter in depth,
which they had done^wide their impugied order dated
27 .4.92,and they had given adequate reasons for not
making any change, which required no judicial

interference. Hence O.A. No. 10:b/92 wa# dismissed,
and R.A, No .45/95 praying for review of that ^

judgment was aiso subsequently dismissed on 27.4.95.

^ ^®ve heard Snt. Shyamaia psppu for the
applicant and Shri K.K. patel for the Respondents.

f' Mrs. psppu has t^ken us through the judgmvit
dated 21.2.92 In O.A. No. 836/89 and has argued that
as this judgment hss clearly recognised the existing

situation to be anomalous and the direction to the
respondents was to do ausy with the anomaly, that

direction could have, bs^ lMplm anted by the respondtfits

7^-
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in only on• u»y> nawfly tb g the raliif pi*yod

for by tho ®ppll(^nt8, Ifrder tbo clrcun8t®nces

tho r^spondanto Impiu^dd l etter d®ted 27 •4.92

rejecting the relief pi^Vei^ ^b*' wee bad in law

and had to be set a»ideV she fiirther argued that

as thp judgfnent dated 19^4494^(Stipta) upheld the

validity of the Impugned letter dated 27 •4.92,

the said judgment conflicted'uith the judgment

dated 21.2.92 in 0.4. No. 836/89 and even if the

Tribunal was unable to-grant the ielief prayed for

by the applicant^ m tbd presen t 0 .Ain view of

the conf 1i c t of «p,in icHI bsti' eeh- ^the •Prin cipal

Bmich and the wadraa Bench^ it was a fit case for

the matter to be ref erred to the Full Bench.

if • ' On the other hand the respondents* counsel

Shri patei urged that in the face of the CAT,

wadibs 3 eh ch judgm en t da ted 19.4.94 and the rejection

of the review petition on 27 . 4.95, the O.A. had to
' -werec.'H

be dieinissed and there/ Qto grounds to refer the

iissue to a Pull Bench -because there was no

conflict of opinion either. The Tribunal's

judgment dated ^1.^.192 had merely directed the

respondents to reconsider the matter which they had

done^and by the impugned order dated 27 .4 .92 they had
rejected the relirf's prayed for by the applicants^

and-the same hsd been upheld by the CAT, Wadras Bench

in their judg^Gn t dated 19.4.94^which had extensively

discussed the conttfits of the impugned judgmtfit

dated 21.2.92^ and the^^Hewiaw Petition in respect of
eUiTal

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

ye have considered these ri\^l contentions

carefully. ^
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Jfi. Us note that the CAT, Madra. Bsl^h
3udgman t datsd 19.4 .94 in o.A. No, 1030/92 had

discussed In detail the jddgment of the CAT, Principal
Bench dated 21.2,92 In OA 836/89, and in respect of
the direction contained in that judgn^it had

J.

observed as folio us:

........... the decision of the Principal
B^ch did not amount to a direction to

c^nts* posts aa Group tfl* posts. It only
gave a prinia fade indication of an
appar^t anomaly aa between the cadre and
the other cadres in the Rail way a and the
Railway a ware required to go into the

T^a Railways hay/e shown that they
have gone into the matter in depth and have
given adequate reasons for not making
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.

In the result the application fails
and is dismissed without any order as to
costs, a

11. Ub; also note that the R.A. No. 45/95 filed
t

against the judgnSI t In O.A.No. 1038/92 (Supra)
®^ao bean rejected on 27 .4.95. ^

As the validity of the impugned order

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

for giant of Group «B» (Gazetted) status In the

scale of «3 .2000-3200 and Rs .2375-3500 has be^ upheld
by the CAT,Madras (Division) Bench by judgmsit

dated 19.4.94, we as a coordinate Division Bench are

bound by that judgment and thus find ourselves unable

$o g^n t the relief p rayed fo r by the appi ican ts.

12.
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>A- r.*® A:tMbpfayer for referring the

•Better to tf clfrge^ lenoh lebconcemedy the s«ine is ^

fts stated earlier* after discussing

^ V-l th^tcpntant® of ludgnenit d%ted 21.2.92 in OA No.836/69
Y considsrahie 1tfigthrifchercAT, narfr®, (Division)

Banch cSne to the well-considered decision that

J directed the Rsspondffits to
in depth, which they had done

dated 27 .4. 92, which called for

n|" jiidlcia^ as the same was neither

rules. The Review

Appi i catioh* againal^ that judgm erj t was aiso di sra i ssed

by the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench. That being the
:posi:tic^,'^to a^- refer the matter to a laros.

n't 3->V ~ Ob 3 JTi , .-ao*

-oB^ch^oh- t^ia" ground^ that there is a conflict of
b'r u.: J f; V nv; i)

''®^®®" ^^® Principal (Division) Bench
•anjd the (5AT,-iiatJ '̂6n^Qiy£Q£(j^j Banch, would in

effect be asking us to sit in judgmeitover the

findings of the cfiT^ Madras-(bi vision) Bench, which

Ji<e as a eodrdihati, OlvisioH B^ ch^a„ not competent
.to do,-- Mrd. poppufs Osee^rtion' that the case of the

appHc^ts beforeithe CAT, Madras (Division) B^ch
-qHj A ^ .ri <#®thot,properly f®j!(.re8anted,Aend that the Madras

X ri ^V - ""^^ T^ifaaanM only %frSiction of the enUre

w V : A all-India cadre of P^ilwSy Technical Supervisor®
doe® not alter the agove l«gai position. Under the

drcumstances we ^re unahle tobfind good ground® to

1 : roquaat the Registry to pl»c® thi® matter before the

' iiq i ^1® Chaii»anCfar breing placed before a larger
Bench either*

/k
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14. In the retult u» •" unabls to 9i«nt the
relief P^yed for by the oppllcynte. Thie 0.4.
reue and la dlaeleeed without coete. The pioyar
In BA-sVsS fat referring the matter to a larger
BencH la aleo rejected. Both counsel agree that
the decision In 0.4. No.^2W^"ould alee cover
0.4. NOs. 1502/92. 1276/92. 250^and ^503/9».
Iccordlngly those 0.4s are aleo dismissed.

15, Let® copy of this judgn an t be placed
in all thosB case records also. «

(DR. A. yEDAVALLI)
Plenber (3)

(S.R. KOlffE)
Plenber (A)
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