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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI BUNa.L 
ALIAHl\Bl\D BENai 

ALLAHAsa.D 

original Application No. 1277 of 1994 

Open Court 

Alla habad t his the 14th day of Februarx, 2002 

Hon'ble Mr.Rafiquddin, Member (J) 
Hon'ble Mr.c.s. Chadha,Kember (A) 

1. ~andhi Sharan, CSBO, Gd-I, son of Late Shri 

Jawahar Lal, Resident of 61, 7, MTRC Lines. 

New Cantt., Allahabad. 

2. J.K. Sharma, CSBO, Gd-I, son of Late R.L.Sharma. 

Resident of 280 Manm::>han Nagar. Kyedganj,Allahabad. 

3. s.w. Hassan, CSBO Gd-I, Son of s.s. Hassan,Resident 

of 1961, Ranimangi, Allahabad. 

Jagdish Prasad, CSBO Gd-I, Son of Puran Hal, 

Resident of T-3/2 Stagging Camp, New cantt., 

Allahabad • 

s. Birendra Prasad, csoo, Gd-I, son of Shri G.B.Ram 

Resident of SOE, Krishnanagar, Kyedganj, Allahaoa.d. 

6. K.K. Malviya, CSBO, Gd-I, So n of Shri R.K. Malviya. 

1. R.R. Singh, ::SBO, Gd-II, son of Shri D.N. Singh, 

Resident of T-2/5, stagging Camp, Allahal:a.d. 

8. Ram Bhawan, CSOO Gd-II, Son of Late Jhunna,Res ident 

of Village Dhusha, Post Dhumanganj, District 

Allahabad. 

9. Viood Kwna.r. CSBO Gd-<DI, Son of s hri Puran Mal, 

Reside n t of T-3/2 Stagging Camp, New cantt., 

A llahat:ad. 

10. lJma Kant, csao Gd.-II, Son of shri a.o. Pandey, ,.. 
Resident of 581/10, Tri veni Vihar, New cantt. 

Allahabad. 

11. Mrs.Pratibha Singh, CS.BO, Gd-II, Wife of shri 

V.K. Singh, Resident of 201-c, Lookerganj. 

Allahabad • 
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12. Mrs.Meera Tiwari, csoo, Gd-II, Wife of Shri 

R.K. Tiwa.rl, resident of 421 Colonelganj, 

Allahabad. 

13. J.P. Pandey, cs so, Gd-II, Son of Shri A .a.l>andey, 

Resident of 109, K/3B, Anant Nagar, Dhumanganj, 

Allahabad. 

14. Mrs.Neena Agarw:il, CSBO Gd.-II, Wife of Shri G.N. 

Agarw:il, Resident of 190, Lookerganj, Allahabad. 

15. Bhanu Pratap Singh, csao, Ga.II, son of Shri P.N. 

Singh, Resident of 582/4, Triveni Vihar, New Cantt. 

Allahabad. 

Applicants 

By Advocate Shri V.K. Singh 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the secretary to Govt. 

of India, Ministry of Defence, south Block, 

New Delhi. 

Sirgnal Officer-in-Otief, Signals Directorate 

Army Headquarters, Net-1 Delhi. 

3. Officer-in-charge, Signal Record, Jabalpur. 

4. Station Commander, Station Headquarters,1lll'ahaba<il Cantt. 

6. Station commandant, Station Headq uarters , Varanasi. 

6. Commanding Officer, 4, Infantry Division, Signal 

Regiment, C/o 56 A.P.O. 

7. Controller Ge neral of Defence Accounts, west Block­

v, R.K. Puram, New Delhi, through C.D.A. Central 

Command, Lucknow. 
~esp:?ndents 

By Advocate Shri D.K. Dwivedi 

0 R D E R ( Oral ) - - - -
By Hon'ble Mr.Rafiquddin,Member (J) 

This OJ\. has been filed by the applicants 

who are working as Civilian Switch aoard Operators{for 

short c.s.a.o.) in the XM:MAnny station Headquarters, 
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Allahabad seeking direction to the respondents 

to grant them promotional benefits as has been 

given to the employees of Telecommunication 

department alOB,;1w1th all other benefits after 

quashing the order dated 21.12.1993(annexure A-1) 

to the o A. 

2. The case of the applicant is that the 

nature of work and responsibilities of the applicants 

is technical-and is identical in nature with the duties 

of Operator of Telephone department. The~pplicants 

are . therefore . seeking parity in the pay scale as 

availa ble for the Telephone Operator in the Tele-

c ommunic ation department as per their communication 

no.27-4/87~E II da ted 18.03.19 92. I t is further 

stated that the promo tio n avenues are open to the 

Operator of t he Telephone department a fte r completion 

of 16 years of service. whereas the a pplica nts are 

d e nied £rom this benefit of promo tion. The responde n t s 

have. however. denied the cla im of the applicants by 

t h e impugned order on the principle that d ue to financial 

::onstraints the a pplicants c a nnot be grante d similar 

benefit. 

3. \'le have heard shri V.K. Stnglrl---'":' counsel 
' 

for th e a pplica nt and Shri D.K. Dwive di counsel for 

t h e responden ts . and perused the record. 

4. We find from the perusa l of the ~ounter-

affidavit filed on behalf of the r e spondents, that 

the resp:>ndents have admitted the fact that though 

the applican t s h a ve some similari c.y with the Operators 
•• pg. 4/-
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Teleconununication 
of the ~ dei:artment. but they cannot be 

equated on similar footirgs because department of 

both the categories are different and. therefore. 

the claim of the applicants cannot be acceded to. ~ ~ 
Perusal of the impugned order indicates hethat the 

respondents have dealt with the case of the applicants 

only in respect of their claim for time bound promotion 

after 16 years of 1rervice which is available to their 

counter parts in the Teleconununication department. 

In the impugned order there is no ind,!catiol\.. W"lether 
~ \:>"'d-~ 

the claim of the applicant for parity with the case 
/\ -l...tV> 

Of C.S.B.O. of Telecommunication department~ been 

considered or not. 

s. Considering the facts and circumstances 

of the case. we find it a ppropriate to iss ue direction 

to the resp:>ndents to re-consider the case 0£ the 

a p plicants afres h in respect of parity and promotion 

with the c.s.a.o. of the Telecommunication department • 

6. we accordingly dispose of the a.>.. with 

th e direction to competent authority to re-consider 

the claim of the applicant afre sh in the light of 

observation made alx>ve and al s o in the light of 

any instructio ns in the report of Fifth Pa y Conunisaion 

in respect of c.s.a.o. This exercise will be carried 

out withi n a-period of six months from the date of 

communicatio n of this order. No cost. 

\2--~~ 
Member (J Member (A ) 

/M.M./ 
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