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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL .
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEW DELHI

O.A./T.A. NO.2202/92 Decided on - 4.1.96
1502/92, 1276/92, 25UZ/94 &2503/94 . ^

—Association & Anr. Applicant(s)

( By Shri mat! Shyamala j

versus

U.O.I.
Respondent(s).

( By ,Shri k.K.- Patel Advocate )

CORAM

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

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

1. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

2. Whether to be circulated to other Benchej

of the Tribunal ?
•v..

t « . .•!

Yes

(DR-. A. VEDAVALLI)

Member (J)

(S.R. ADIGE)

Member (A)
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CENTRAL ArfllNISTRAirTE tribunal, PRINCIPAL B CH
N Z\J 0E3.HI

n .A . No. 2202/92
|K

I\l6U Oelhi, d^tsd the ^

HON'SLE MR. S.R. A0I2E, ME?1BER (A)

HON'BLE OR. A. VEOA^ALLI, MEMBER (3)

The Indian Railways TechnicalSuperv/isors Association,
Central Headquarters
32, pha3e-6, Mohaii Punjab,
Chandigarh-1600 55.
Registered OfPice;,

A-145, sarasuati \/ihar,
Oelhi-l1 0034 .
Through the General Secretary
Shri Harchandan Singh.

2. Shri Harchandan Singh,
Shop Superintendent,
Railuay Uorkshop, .
Kaika.

, 199^

APPLICANTS

(By Advjocate; 9nt. Shyamaia pappu
along uith Shri B.S.Mainee)

y/ERSUS

1, Lhion of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Railways,
Rail Bhauan,
New Delhi.

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

3, The General Manager,
North Easter Railway,
(So rakhpur.

4. The General Manager,
Ijestern Railway,
Church Gate,
Bom bay ,

5, The General Manager,
Caitrai Railway,
Bombay - V.T,

6. The G^eral Manager,
eastern Railway,
Fairly Place,
Cal cutta.

. *

f

L
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7. The General Manager*
south Eastern Railu/ay,
Garden Reach,
Calcutta,

8, The General Manager,
South Central Railijay,
Secunde rafaad,

9» The Gene.rai Manager,
Southern Railway^
Madras,

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

11, The General Manager,
I.C,F., Perunbur,
Madras,

12, The General Manager,
O.L .U,
\/a ran a si,

13, The General Manager,
C,L .U.
Chi tta ran jap,

14, The General Manager,
OLesel Oamponents ijjrks,
patiaia.

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

16, The General Manager,
'Jheel and Axle Plant,
Ban galo re.

(By AdvADcate: Shri K.K. patel)

JU DGMEN T

BY HON 'BLE MR, S.R. AQIG Et MEMBER (AV

RESPONDENTS

In this O.A. No,2202/92 the Indiap Railways

Tech, Supervisors Association through their Gaierai

Secretary, Shri Harchandan Singh and one •other

have impugned the contents of Railway Board's letter

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

A

-•% •
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^ «f rroun *8' (Gazetted)
the applicants for 9iant of Group

ai of Rs 2000-3200 and Rs.237&status In the scale of Rs.2uu

3500 .

2. ShorUy stated ttisse very
rued 0.A. 835/89 in the C.A.T., Prin clpa)^ 8en ch.TXX9U u • w

,,u oelhl chall^dinG the classification of posts
in the scale of Rs.2000-32 00 and Rs.2375-3S0D
a. Group -C and claiming that the posts of

4=o T.a tn the above two pay scalestechnical supervisors in the

h. placed in Group -a- (Gazetted! servlc., ulth
all t3onsequential benefits#

2 After ccnpletion of pleadings and hearing
hpth the parties, the 8.A. 836/89 uas disposed of

i. 91 2 92 with the follouingvide judgment dates 21eZ.yz^

directions:

rt ue direct the respondents to

sTl"to SSVua; '̂ith the P^f'

Th: rsl'̂ cra°ticK'tn '̂"t'he abrade,Of Rs.2000-32Ga
and Rs.2375-3500 in Gwup
done in the case of "
like Accosts Officers (RS.2375 3510)
on RailuSy and StaiogrSphers Grade •sa .2000-3200 in the Cditral Sectt. in the
si,, scale, uithin a period f
»4-Kr4afa nf rBcelo t of a copy or
same scales uithin a period
from the date of receipt of ® 9°py °
iudoment. 'Jith these observations ther.^ffands disDOsed of finally. Therejudgment. 'Jith
O.A, stands disposed of finally,
shall be no order as to costs.
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» pursuant to that judgment dated 21.2.92
the respondents Issued detailed impugned letter dated
27 ,4.92 (Rnnexure ft-1) rejecting the applicants
cisie, for Group -B. status, for the detailed reasons
contained in that latter.

mm

Meanuhila it appaars that other units of the
Association filed similar O.fts claiming the same

relief in different benches of the Tribunal. One
such O.A. bearing No.1038 /92 was filed in the C.A.T.,
Madras (Division) B^ch, .ho in their judgment dated
19.4.94 on that 0.A ./f ter no ticing the CAT,
principal (Division) Bench judgnent 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 appii can ts^but only required
the Respondents to go into the matter in depth,
uhich they had done^vide their impugned 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. 1038/92 was dismissed,

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

judgntfit was also subsequently dismissed on 27 .4.95.

'Je have heard 9nt. Shyamaia pappu for the

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

Mrs. pappu has taken us through the judgment

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

as this judgment has clearly recognised the existing

situation to be anomalous and the direction to the

respondents was to do a^ay with the anomaly, that

direction could have been implemented by the respondaitJ
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in only one uay, namely to giant the ralirf pi^Vad
for by the applioanta. Under the clrconstan cea
the respondaita impugned letter dated 27.0.92
rejecting the relief prayed foruas bad in lau
and had to be sot aaide. She further argued that
a, the judgnent dated 19.4.94 (Supra) upheld the
yalidity of the impugned letter dated 27 .4.92,
the said Judgnent conflicted uith the judgment
dated 21.2.92 in 0.». No. 836/89 and ey^ if the
Tribunal uas unable to grant the relief prayed for
by the applicant, in the pressi t 0.4in uleu of
the conflict of opinion batueen the Principal
Bench and the madras Bench, it uas a fit case for
the matter to be referred to the full Baich.

On the other hand the respondents* poinsel

Shri patel urged that in the face of the CATf

nadras Btfich judgnent dated 19.4 e9A and the rejection

of the review petition on 27 .4.95^the 0»A, had to
were

be dismissed and there / mo grounds to refer the

issue to a Full Bench be cause there u/as no

conflict of opinion either. The Tribunal's

judgn ait dated 21,2.92 had merely directed the

respondents to reconsider the matter which they had

cfcne^and by the impugned order dated 27 .4 ,92 they had
rejected the reliefs prayed for by the applicants^

and the same had been upheld by the CATj Madras Bench

in their judgment dated 19.4 .94^ which had extensively

discussed the con tai ts of the impugned judgmait

dated 21.2.92, and the Review Petition in respect of
^ 4/iTcf/ 14.'(fH

that judgmenty^had also been dismissed on 27 ,4,95.

Ue hay/e considered these rival contentions

carefully, ^
/A
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,9, Ub nots that th. »T, Piadiaa Bench
3udgn«lt dated 19.4.94 In 0.A . No. 1038/92 had
diacuaaed In detail the judgaiBlt of the CAT, Principal
B^ch dated 21.2.92 in OA 836/89. and in respect of
the direction contained in that Judgment had
obsBTx/ed follows:

„ the decision of the Principal
B*^ch*kd not amount to a direction to
fho railways for rscl®ssifying the ppSnts- Jos'ts a. Group '.B' posts. Uonly
nSwe a prima facie indication of n
ao ar>i*it anomaly as betuesn the c dreapparent -nom xy Railways and the
the other cadres in ^he Raiiw ya
Railways were required to go fhai- thev

, Th« railways ha ue shown that tneymatter. .^^7 laffor in depth and haye
have gone into the matter ^ fakinn anygiv^ adequate reasons for not making any
chan g e •

In the light of the discussion
above, we hold that the applicants have
not made out a case tion
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, "

ijg also note that the R.A. No, 45/95 filed

against the judgrieit in 0»A, No, 1038/92 (Supra)
has also been rejected on 27 ,4,95,

12, As 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 .237 5-3500 has been uphelc

by the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench by judgm t

dated 19,4,94, woas a coordinate Division Bench are

bound by that judginent and thus find ourselves unable

jbo grant the relief prayed for by the applicants,

A

m



- 7 -

13. In so far as the prayer for referring the

matter to a larger Bench is concerned, the same is

equally untenable. As stated earlier, after discussing

the contents of judgment dated 21.2.92 in OA No.836/89
at con side rabl e 1ength, the CAT, fiadrSs (Division)

Bench cams to the well-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 vioiative of rules. The Review

Application against that judgmffit was also dismissed

by the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench. That being the

position, to as^^us to refer the matter to a larger

B^ ch on the ground that there is a conflict of

opinion betwetfi the CAT, Principal (Division) Bench

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

effect be asking us to sit in judgment over the

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

We as a coordinate Ot^/ision Bench^are not competent

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

applicants before the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench

was not properly represented, and that the Madias

unit represents only a fraction of the entire

all-India cadre of Aeilway Technical Supervisors

does not alter the above legal position. Under the

circumstances we are unable to find good grounds to

request the Registry to plaice this matter before the

Hontle Chaiiman for being placed before a larger

Bench either. .

iMlii
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14. In the result ue are unable to gr^nt the

relief prayed For by the applicants. This O.A,

fails and is dismissed without costs. The prayer

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

Bench is also rejected. Both counsel agree that

the decision in O.A. No. 22 02/92 would also cover

O.A. Nos. 15 02/92, 127 6/92, 2502/a^ and 2503/9^.

Accordingly those 0 .As aye also dismissed.

15, Let a copy of this judgment be placed

in all those case records also.

^.\1
(OR. A. VEOAVALLI)

Manber (0)

/GK/

y/CjU\<jc ,
(S.R, A'oKJE)
flenber (A)


