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ORDER 

1. 	38 applicants, working in different capacity.as 

Senior Signallar/Senior Telep'rinter Operato/Head 

Signal er/Senior Inspector, Telegraph Traffic, have 

instit ted the present applicant seeking.he following 

rlief: 

f!(j) 
Leave be given to the applicants to file this 

joint pplication iñ.terms of Rule 4(5)(a) of the 
Adminitrative Tribunals (Procedure) Rules, 1987. 

(ii) 4 direct the respondents to. give promotional 
benefits according to the re-structuring benefit in the 
year 186 with effect from 1.1.84 in the Signallers' 
categoily in the respective grades in terms of 
Recruiiment Rules; 

iii)t4 direct the respondents to coflsider the 
promotional benefits according to the cadre strength of 
Signallers category from the respective grades when 
such 	acancies were and/or available to the eligible 
person including the applicants herein for giving such 
promotions in terms of the Recruitment Rules. 
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Not pressed 

to direct the respondents to declare that the 
curt.ilment of cadre strength in the Signallers' 
cateory by reducing the scope of promotion by the 
zonal railways is violative of Article 14 of the 
Constitution of India; 

(vi)to direct the respondents to fill up the vacant 
post$ now available from amongst the eligible persons 
including the applicants herein in terms of the 
RecriLtment Rules of the Signallers' category and give 
benefit of the said restructuring benefit with 
retrspective effect as has been given to the similarly 
circilmstanced employees. 

(vii)to direct the respondents not to curtail and/or 
reduce the chances of promotions in the Signallers' 
category in any grade in any manner whatsoever by an 
authority who is not competent to reduce and/or curtail 
the c dre strength without the approval of the Railway 
Board. 

to direct the respondents to deal with and/or 
dispo e of the representations of the applicants as 
contaned in Annexures E&F hereof in their corrective 
prospctive. 

to direct the respondents to produce the entire 
recor1s of the case for adjudication of the points at 
issue 

4nd to pass such further order or orders as to 
this I4on'ble Tribunal may seem 'jt and proper. 

2. 	he facts as stated by them are that they 

initi ily joined in the post of Signaller/Teleprinter 

Operator in the years 1956-83 except applicants No.12 

and 21 who initially joined as Porter and thereafter 

entere as Signaller category. They were promoted to 

the pst of 	Senior 	Signaller/Senior., Teleprinter 

Operatc,r in the scale of Rs.1200-2040 and Head 

Signaller in the scale of Rs.1400-2300, Senior 

Inspec or 	Telegraphic 	Traffic 	in 	the scale of 

Rs.120liere -2040 during the period of 1982-84. 	Initially 

there 	five different grades carrying different pay 

scales namely: 



-3- 

CITT, 	 Rs.2000-3200 
Sr.ITT 	 Rs.1600-2660 
Head Signaller 	 Rs.1400-2300 

v) 	Senior Signaller 	Rs.1200-2040 
Signaller 	 Rs. 975-1540 

Prior to 1.1.1984 the staff placed in the said cadre of 

Signaller .were bifurcated as follows: 

) 	CITT 	 Rs.2000'-3200 	 1 post 
Sr.ITT 	Rs.1600-2660 	 nil 
Head 
Signaller 	Rs.1400-2300 	33 posts 

iv) 	Sr.Signaller Rs.1200-2040 	109 posts 
) 	Signaller 	Rs. 975-1540 	131 posts 

After restructuring of the said cadre with effect from 

1.1.1 84 the posts in the different grades were refixed 

as fo lows: 

CI T 	Rs.2000-3200 	 2 posts (excluding 
percentage) 

Sr ITT 	Rs.1600-2660 	 2 U 	 U 

Rd Sign 	Rs.1400-2300 	 68 " 	(25% of 
the total 
strength 
(i.e.214-
4=270) 

4.Sr. ign 	Rs.1200-2040 	 108 	(40% of the 
total 

strength) 
5.Sig aller Rs. 975-1540 	 94 	" (35% of the 

total 
strength) 

It is contended that the post of Senior ITT as well as 

CITT were not filled up after restructuring and, 

thereFore the non-promotion to the said post in view 

of the restructuring made in the year 1986, made 

effec ive from 1.1.1984, is arbitrary and without 

juris iction. 	Despite 	representations 	to 	the 

autho ities concerned, no fruitful result yielded. 

Hence, the present O.A. 

a, 



f 
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3 The respondents contested the said claim and 

stated that actual strength as on 1.1.1984 which was 

vtted by the associated account was as under: 

Caegory 	 Scale 	 No. of Posts 

Hd. Sigr. 	Rs. 425-640 (RS) 	 65 
Sr. Sigr. 	Rs. 330-560 (RS) 	 105 
Sièr. 	Rs. 260-400 (RS) 	 92 

Total 	 262 

Afthr restructuring of the eligible staff in terms of 

their seniority position even those who retired were 

givn promotion against the said restructuring scheme 

and one of the vacancies were left unfilled. 	It was 

furt er 	submitted 	that with the introduction of 

MICR WAVE system of telecommunication, the old system 

of 	elegraphy has become obsolete and, therefore the 

signa\ilers  whose function was sending and receiving 

messaes through old telegraph system has become 

extint & the Railway Board has decided to abolish the 

post f Signallers to the maximum extent required. It 

was further stated that the Railway Administration has 

made 	onest endeavour to rehabilitate those who were 

declar d surplus and as such options were called on 

83.194 (Annexure R-2). 

4. 	ReUoinder was also filed disputing the statements 

made br the respondents, while reiterating their 

submissions made in the O.A. 
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We heard learned counsel for the parties at length 

a 	perused the pleadings. 

Shri P.K. 	Arora, 	learned counsel for the 

respondentsbrought to our notice Office order dated 

30.7.2001 indicating that the applicants herein were 

dec ared surplus and rehabilitation in Howrah Division.. 

It as further contended that the said Oircular had 

bee 	challenged by some of the applicants in O.A. 

No.1195/01, which was dismissed by this Tribunal vide 

order dated 9.8.2002. 

Learned dounsel for the applicants was unable to 

answ r satisfac'torily the query raised by the Bench 

abou 	the djfference in the total number of vacancies 

in t,e said cade as stated by the respondents, which 

accoding to the respondents was 262 in comparison to 

the laim made by the applicants i.e., 274. 	The 

difference in ihe total number of vacancies would make 

a differenin the cadre of Sr.ITT as well as CITT. It 

is not the case of the applicants that they were not 

promo ed as Senior Signallers. 

in bestowing our thoughtful consideration to the 

entir matter we have no doubt to disbelieve the 

respodents' statement that the actual strength was 262 

insted of 274 as claimed by the applicants which alone 

would make a differece in the total number of posts in 

each category as noticed hereinabove. 	Furthermore, 
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from a perual of the documents produced before us as 

wel as the statements made by the respondents that 

aft r restructuring with effect from 1.1.1984 none of 

the vacancies were left unfilled and as such there was 

no 1acancy left against which the applicants could have 

bee promoted. 	In any view of the matter since the 

applicaits were declared surplus and absorbed vide 

ord r dated 30.7.2001 which had been the subject matter 

of O.A.No.1195/O1 and which was also dismissed by this 

Trib nal as not1ed hereinabove, we find no justification 

in t e applicants claim that they should be promoted 

cons quent 	to the restructuring with effect from 

1.1. 984. Morever, we may note that the present O.A. 

was iled in the year 1996. 

Having regard to the discussion made hereinabove 

there is no meriit in the present O.A. and the same is 

accor ingly disnissed. No costs. 

MEMB: (J) 	 MEMBER(A) - 

bsv 


