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1 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNMAL
PRINCIPAL BEMOH

Mew Delhi this the Tst day of NMovember, 2001

Hon’ble Smt.lLakshmi Swaminathan, Yice Chairman (J)
Hon’ble Shri Govindan S.Tampi, Member (&)

1L.5h.Jai Prakasth,
£ e

A0 Shri amls Nand Dhwand,
R0 Type-11,/27.President’s Estate,

Mew Oslhl. )
and working as Ssnior Telephone attendant
in Rashtrapati Bhawan, MNew Delhi.

2.8h.D.S. Dogra,
/0 MLUR. Dogra,
RAo 1 B, Block- ?L,
Jew Delhi and war
ﬁirsnuaﬁ i Pd\h

Sauarae,
glaphones
Mawan ,

T
R

gpolicants

(B advocats Shri 3.8.Tiwari )

YERZUS

IL.Union of India, through
Secrmtarw to the Preside
Prasi s Becretariat,
Wa%htiddel Bhawan , Mew Delhi

nt.,

2. Under Sechetary (Esth.),
Fresident’s Secretariat,
Rashtrapatl Bhawan, #sw Delhi.

- Respondents

By advocate Shri MH.S.Mehta, senior counssl
l [ 98
i

with Shiri Madhavy Panikar )
O RDER [QRAL)

(Hon’ble Smt.lakshmi Swaminathan,Vice Chairman (1)

Thiz application has besen filed by two applicants
claiming  Tor a direction to the respondents to consider them
For grant of higher pay scale i.e. or applicant Mo.l in the
an scale of Rs.d4500- FO00 as Senior Telephone attendant(STa)
and  apelicant ®No.2 in  the pay scals of Rs.4000-4000 s
Tﬁl@ph@ﬁe Attendant (T, cat par  with certain ol her

,

' P rae S e eer e 4 . \T o )
G&L~30rlea of persons, for example, Sr.oPersonal Sttendants

Thief Laundrwyman  in the case of applicant Mo
Laundryman  /SHead Safaiwala Jamadar in the case of applicant

R Do I




armed counsel For

e hawve heard Shrl 8.%.Tiwari,l

N

the applicants and Shri N.S.HMehta, learnsd P Lor ocoun

the respondents and perused the documents on record,

hawe Filed Mo 215/2001, prayving for

Pt

file a4 joint application. That application is

Learnsd  counsel Ffor  the applicants has

that from the relevant Tacts it is clear that the
fssue involved in this case is with regard toe revision of the

JuleB s

. . | -
say scales of the applicants who are working in The Hous
i s

sident’s Secretariat and their grisvances

af  hhe Pre

are  the same. HNoting the above submissions of the learned

i

a3

Ma ZAS/E001L is sl lowsd.

counssl Tor the part:

T

d. The main contention of tha counssl for the

is  that wricr to s b the

respondants dated  1V.201999%, the applicants were placed In

3L AZ00-1800 Iin The

the =sams  poay  scals, namely, R

applicant  Mo.l,as  Tor example, Sr.Personal  Attendants

Chief Laundryman. Similarly, in the case of applicant 7 whao
ism a  T.o. he  was  placsed In the sams pay  soals af
P, 2501500, a8 Tor sxample, a Sr.Cook, MHead Laundryvman  and

Jead  Zafaiwala  Jamadar. Their grievance is  that after

Fabruary, 1e9%, following the recommendations of T

Ppromalies  Committes set up by the respondents in respect of

pee)

by other pe

sons, 2xcluding applicaents who

oy of Technial Staff, bhey were given the
Y G ol

B

which has bean o Them
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i & preliminary objection has bsen taken by Shri

1 for the respondents that

A Lor Coun

R Mehta, learnad s

thae 08 is barred by limitation. He has submitted that if the

~

applicants were sgyrieved by the OfFfice Order dated 170201999
they cannot make a representation only on  27.7.199%  and

thereaftar file the & on 29.1.2001, as 1t is beyond ths
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of  limitation prescribed under Section 21(3) of

@
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sgdministrative  Tribunals achk, 1985, This has been  disputed
{

e

Tiwari, learned counsel who has submitted that the

i::l "_,"’, E: ‘” I i E
applicants wers not awars of the OFffice Qrder dated 17.72.199%

piricr to July, 199% when they had made their representations

on Z7.7.192%.  Thereafter, the & has been filed in about ons

and  a half vears and according te him, there is no  cguestion

af  any bkar of limitdtion. In any case, the learned ocounsel
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o
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apiplicants has submitted that the respondents  have
dong  nothing by way of looking into their representstions ar
grievances of the applicants swven after a period of one and a
Falf  wears till they were Forcasd o Filwvfh@ present Om. M
PO 4

has also relied on the judgement of the Hon ble Supreme Couirts

in M.R Gupta ¥s. UOI {]ﬂ(j:w:;.ﬁg,{g,:] Sl

Y]
N
o

S On  the merits of the case, lsarned ocounse]

Fés

menticned  that as per the respondents” own classifications

(7

T.he  have been placed under the category of Technical

Staff

along with the Chief Orivers, eto. in  the

ariat. Therefore, he has contended that Tos. also

have  to be treated as Technical Staff alaong with Sr.Cooks,

SUnCryman e, arcd  there was no  reason why  the

respondents  could not have also looked inte the applicants

o
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grievances giwen in their representations dated 27.7.19%9.
Me  has also contended that this anomaly has gccurred by the
OfFice order dated 17.2.1999%, till which time there was no
anomaly in the pay scales of the concerned staff.

~r

£ G the obher hand, Learned Senior Counsel Tor the

)

respondants has submitted that the respondents fect
constituted an anomalies Commithee Lo go into thé grievances
of  warious gategories of staff who had asgitated thelr
grievances. Me  has  submithed that T.ds. cannot.  compares
their pay soales with other categories of HMHousshold staff and
they cannot  alzo be frﬁat@d egual ly with regard to the pay
seales of  Telephone Sttendants in other Ministries/
Dapartments. Me has also emphasised that the applicants had
never  represented about thelr grievance or put forward their
matter before the dnomalles Commithes which had looked  intao
the grievances in re&bect of Zr.Personal attendants, Chief
Laundryman, Sr.Cooks,  Senicor Butlers etco. Relving on  the
judgement of the Supreme Court in Union of India and anr.
Ve.P.¥.Hariharan and ane. (0 1%97 SCC (L& S) 838 ) he has

submitted that in the matter of Fixing pav smcales narmally

the Court/Tribunal should neot interfere as it is a matter

more Tit  for the exsoutive and sxpert bodies like the Paw

Commissions to deal with who have the relevant faots.

1:1'_1

With regard to the preliminary objection regarding

Limitation, we see force in the submissions made by Shri
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.8 Tiwari,learned counsel  that +i111 the respondents had

Izsued the letter deted 17.2.199%,the applicants did nobt have

any arievance for the respondsnts to look inte their

may  be so, It cannot alsc be stated that the

While This

Telaephone &btendants working in the Household Sscotion of the

President™s  Secretarist can cempare thelir pavy  scal

ording

aff. Howsver, we nots

other  categories of s tThat ac

o the respondents,the T.As. who are three in number, hawve

in the category of Technical Staff. From o the

been plac
averments  mads by the respondents in their reply, it also
o aﬁpearé that  with regard to the pay  scales of  Skilled
categories of staff alw Had represented thelir gr i«@amceﬁp 1o hie
respondents have  indeed constituted an Anomiliss  Commithes
and acted thér@aft@r o the recommendstions of that Committes

with regard to revision of their pay scals Mowswer, this

hes e been  done in the case of thes apolicant

We, howewver, Find no  merit  in the submissions made by bhe

learned counsel For the applicants that as one of T could

to bae cla

$do
i

also drive, fes

peErson  bhe

ause  That akill apparently is not an

e
A

condition . for a T.a st whioch he s holding. L.earnecd
counsel for the applicants has submitted at the Bar that thew

becams awarse of the oraer oatadd
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LARRP only in July, 1999,
although . this has been only stated verbally and not in the
pleadings of  the Of. We further note that the respondents
have stated in their recly that the representstion made
the applicants  oan 27.7.1999 and SUbseguet representation

were  rejected as they found no merit in the same. Howewer,

no reasons have been given by the competent authority For the

¥
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5 W Therefore, taking inte account the lssues rals

the present application, we do not consider it proper o

i
]

dismisss  the 04 only on the ground of limitation as 1t

—h
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necessary  Tor the respondents to look into the grisvanc

Jes of other staff who they

A~ wis pay s

the applicants

claim similar to them. We, howswer, clarity that we ars

ing any wisw on the merits of the casze with regard

not expr
o,

to the T.as and other categories of staff of the President’s

Secretariat o Talaphons Alttendants 10 other

finistriass,/Departments: arpd  whether the samse oconditions

orevall or mnot which will be a matter  for

to consider sithesr by

gocpert body like an Anomaliss Commitites to  be

b Lham.,

,..
N

10. In wiew of whalt has been stated above, the 08
Witk th@ifmllmwing directioms s~

The  respondents shall re-consider the representations
submitted by  the applicants, including the representation
dated  27.7.1999  they have recelved and pass a reasoned  and

speaking  order, with intimation to the applicents within

months  from the date of receipt of a copy of this order. Ho

order as to oozt

AV N 2d( /2\
(smt.Lakshmi Swaminathah )
Vice Chairman(J)



