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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL -
' PRINCIPAL BENCH &
NEW DELHI .

O.A./T.A. NO.2202/92 /19  pecided on : 4-1.96

1502/92, 1276/92, 2502/94 & 2503/94

I_R.T.S. Association g Anr. __,_ Applicant(s)

( By Shri mati Shyamala PaPPY gyocate )
with S BS Mainee

versus
U.0:1s j S Respondent (s)_ ~
-( By Shri g.Kk. Patel | Advocate ) . -
CORAM : R

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

J

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

: 1
]

l. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? -

2. Whether to be circulated to other Benches
e .

of the Tribunal ? ygs

/ﬁg: f (4{%p¢«c

- (DR. A. VEDAVALLT) (S.R. ADIGE)

Mémber (J) Member (A)
em
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CENTRAL APMINISTRATIVE TRISBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

i M EY NDELHI

0.A. No. 2202/92

'E“ JAavunRY
New Delhi, d2ted the Lf' GagmeeT , 1996

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

HON '8LE DR. A, VEDAVALLI, MEMBER (3)

1. The Indian Reilwdys Technic2l
Supervisors Association,
Central Heddquarters
32, Phasa-_@_, Mohali Punjab,
chandigarh=160055,
Registered Office:

A-145, s@raswati vihar,
Through the Generdl Secret3ry
shri Harchandan Singh.

2. shri Harchandan Singh,
Shop superintendent,
Railway Workshop, .
Kalka. o 00 %9 09 %00 AppLICANTs

(By Adwcate: Snt. Shy2mala pappu
along with shri B.S.M2inee)

VERSUS

1, Uhion of Indi2 through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Reilways,
Rail Bhawan,

N sw mlhic

2. The Generdl Manager,
No rthemn Railwdy,
Barod@ Housae,

New Dalhio

3, The Generdl Manager,
North faster Reilwdy,
Go rakhpur.

4, The Genaral Manager,
Westem Railwdy,
Church Gate,

Bom bay .

5. The General Manager,
Central Railuay,
Bombay = V.T.

6. The General Manager,
gastem RBilway,
Fairly Place,
cal cutta,



10,

1.

12,

13,

14.

15,

(By

-2-

The Gener2l Manager,
South E@stem Reiluay,
G2 rden Redch,
@lwttao

The Gener2l Manager,
South Central Reil.ay,
Secunde rabad,

The Gener3l Manager,
Southem Railway,
Madras,

The Generdl Manager,
North Frontier REiluway,
Guwahati,

The General Manager,
I.C.F.y Perunbur,
Madrds,

The General Manager,
D.l oW,
VaranaSi.o

The General Manager,
c.L cUo
Chittaranjan,

The Generdl Manager,
Diessl Oomponents (prks,
patiala,

The Gener2l Manager,
R.C.F., Kapurthala,

The Gener2l Manager,
Wheel and Axle Plant,
Bangalo re.

Adwcate: shri K.K. patel)

JUDGMEN T

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

e o0 o0 000

RESPONDENT S

In this 0.A. N0o.2202/92 the Indian Railuays

Tech. Supervisors Association th rough their Gener2l

P
Secretary, Shri Harchandan Singh and one @mother

have impugned the cmntents of Reilway Board's letter

ddted 27 .4.,92 (Annexure A=1) rejecting the claim of

Ve
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the applicents for grant of Group 18! (Gazetted)
status in the scale of Rs .2000-3200 a@nd Rs 2375 =

3500 .

2. shortly st2ted these very applicants had
(pivision)

filed 0.A, 836/89 in the CAuToy P pin cipal/ Bench,
New Delhi challenging the classification of posts
in the scale of Rs .2000-3200 2nd Rs .2375-3500

as Group 'C' and claiming that the posts of
technicdl supervisors in the 8bove two pay scadles
be placed in Group '1g! (Gazettedl service, with

all consequenti?2l benefits.

2. Af ter completion of pleddings and he2ring
both the parties, the B.A. 836/89 was disposed of
vide judgnent da tes 21.2.92) with the following

directions:

W, eessocscecey WO direct the respondents to
consider the question of classification

so as to do away with the 2nomaly of the
type indicated above. Consequently, it

is directed that the respondents re®nsider
the matter of placing the members O

the Association in the gréde of Rs .2000-3200
and Rs.2375-3500 in Group 1g! ag has been
done in the c2se of other Govt. serv¥nts
like Accounts Off icers (Rs.2375-3500)

on Railuay and stenographers Gradde .

Rs »2000-3200 in the central Sectt. in the
same sc2les within 8 period of four mon ths
f rom the date of receipt of @ copy of this
judgment, wWith these obssrvations the
0.A, stands disposed of finally. There
shall be no order 3s to costs. "

/A
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4. pursuant to that judgnent dated 212.92
the respondents issued detailed impugned letter dated

27 .4.92 (Annexure A=1) rejecting the applicants'
claim for Group 'B' status, for the det2iled re@sons

contained in that letter.

5. weanuhile it appedrs that other wnits of the
Asso ciation filed similar 0.As cl@iming the séme
relief in different benches of the Tribunal, One
such 0.A. bearing No.1038/92 was filed in the C.R.Te
Madras (Division) Bench, uho in their judgment da ted
19.4.94 on that 0.A .)af‘ter noticing the CAT,
principal (Division) gench judgnent d2ted 21.2 492

in 0.A. 836/89; held that the s2id decision didnot
amount to a8 direction to the reilways to grént the
relief prayed for by the applicén ts/but only reguired
the Respondents to go into the matter in depth,
which they had dona)vida their impugned order dated
27.4,92,and they h2d gi ven adequate re2sons fer not
making any change, which required no judicisl
interfsrence. Hence 0.A. No. 1038/92 was dismissed,
and R.A. No.45/95 preying for review of that

judgnent was 2lso subsequently dismissed on 27.4.95.

é. Je have hedrd 9nt. Shyamala pappu for the
applicent and shri K.K., patel for the Respondents.

9.  Mrs. Peppu has taken us through the judgnent
d@ted 21.2.92 in 0.A. No. 836/89 and has argued that

as this judgment h@s cledrly recognised the existing
situation to be anom@lous and the direction to the
respondents w3s to do 2udy with the 2nomaly, that

di rection could h2ve been implemented by the responden t

A

{
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in only one ua-y, namely to grént the relief prdyed
for by the @pplicdnts. under the circumst@nces
the respondents impugn ed letter dated 27 o4 .92
rejecting the relief prayed for was bad in l2uw
and had to be set 3side. she further 2 rgued the t
as the judgment d@ted 19.4.94 (Suprd) upheld the
validity of the impugned letter dated 27 +4.92,
the said judgment conflicted with the judgment
qated 21.2.92 in 0.4, No. 836/89 and even if the
Tribunal was unadble to grént the relief prayed for
by the applic@nty in the present O.A.)in view of
the conflict of opinion betuween the Principal
Bench and the Madrds Bench, it was 2@ fit c@se for

the matter to be referred to the Full Benche.

g on the other hand the respondents’ counsel
shri patel urged that in the face of the CAT,

madras Bench judgnent d2ted 19.4 .94 and the rejection
of the review petition on 27.4.95,the 0.A, had to

be dismissed and thereuzre mo grounds to refer the
issue to @ Full Bench &i....because there w3s no
conflict of opinion either, The Tribun2l's

judgnent dated 21.2.92 had merely directed the
respondents to reconsider the matter which they had
cbne)and by the impugned order dated 27 .4 .92 they had
rejected the reliefs preyed for by the @pplicants,
and the s@me h@d been upheld by the CAT, M@8dr2s Bench
in their judgnent dated 19.4.94.7uhich had extensively
discussed the contents of the impugned judgment

da ted 21.3.49}{.’%:{ ’:l"\q%cha Review petition in respect of
that judgmant/\had also been dismissed on 27 .4.95.

q. We have considered these rivel contentions
cdrefully,
A
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1R Je note that the CAT, M2drés Bench
Judgnent dated 19.4.94 in 0.A. No. 1038/92 had
discussed in detail the judgmen t of the CAT, principal
Bench dated 21.2.92 in OA 836/89, and in respect of

the direction contained in that judgment had

observed 3s follows:

R L ovsnwibve s NS decision of the principal
gench did not amount to 2 direction to

the mReilways for reclassifying the appli-
c8nts! posts @s Group 1g' posts. It only
gave @ prim@ facie indication of an
appa@rent anomaly as between the cadre and
the other cadres in the Railwdys 2nd the
®ilwadys were required to Qo into the
matter. The miluwdys have shown that they
have gone into the matter in depth and have
given 2dequdte redsons for not making any
change.

In the light of the discussion
above, We hold that the applic2nts have
not made out @ ca3se for interf erence ON
the grounds of appitrariness or viclation
of any statutory rule.

In the result the 8pplication fails
and is dismissed without 2ny order 8s to
costs, "

1. ye also note that the R.A. No. 45/95 filed
against the judgnent in 0.A. No. 1038/92 (supra)

has 8lso been rejected on 27 .4.95.

12. As the validity of the impugned order

dated 27 .4.92 rejecting the cl@aim of the applicants
for grant of Group '8' (Gazetted) st3tus in the

sc3le of Rs .2000-3200 and Rs +2375-3500 has been uphelc
by the CAT, Madras (Division) Bench by judgment

dated 19.4.94, we @8s @ coordin@te pivision Bench are
bound by th@t judgnent and thus find ourselves uné@ble

fo grant the relief prdyed for by the @pplicants.

A
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13. In so far @8s the préyer for ref erring the

matter to @ larger Bench is concem ed, the s8me is
equélly unten3ble. As stdted sarlier, 8f ter discussing
the contants of judgment dated 21.2.92 in OA No.836/89
at considersble length, the CAT, M2drds (pivision)
Sench céme 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 c8lled for
no judicial interference, 3s the same was neither

4 ' arbitréry, nor violative of rules. The Review
Application 2g3inst that judgnent wads also dismissed
by.tha CAT, Madras (Division) Bench. That being the
position, to askus to refer the matter to 2 larger
Bench on the ground that there is 2 conflict of
opinion between the CAT, Princip2l (pivision) Bench
and the CAT, Madr@s (Division) Bench, would in
ef fect be 2sking us to sit in judgment over the

‘ ; findings of the CAT, Madr®s (Division) Bench, which
we 8s @ coordinate Division Bench,8re not competent
to do. Mrs. Pappu's 8ssertion that the case of the
applicants before the CAT, Madres (pivision) Bench
was not properly regresented, 2nd that the Ma3dris
unit represents only @ fraction of the entire
all-India cadre of R®ilwdy Technicdl Supervisors
does not 2l ter the 8bove leg2l position. Under the
ci rcunst@nces we 8re undble to find good grounds to
request the Registry to place this matter befo re the
Hon®le Ch@iman for being placed before 2 larger

/h

Bench either.

T e

B,
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14, In the result we 2re undble to grént the
relief pr@yed for by the @pplica@nts. This 0.A,

fails and is dismissed without costs. The prdyer
in MA-33/95 for referring the matter to @ larger
Bench is 8lso rejectede Both counsel agrees that
the decision in 0,A, No. 2202/92 would alss oo ver
0.A, Nos. 1502/92, 1276/92, 2502/32 and 2503/9;.

Accordingly those 0.As 2re @lsp dismiss ed.

15, Let @ copy of this judgnent be placed

in @ll those c8se records also.

V2ot AYorse

(DR. A, VEDAVALLI) (s.R. ADI E)'
Member (3J) Menber (A)

/GK/



