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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI#UNAI.
AHMEDABAD BENCH

DATE OF DECISION 17/17
i o Petitioner
chtip Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
. others Respondent
Advocate for the Respondent(s)
CORAM :

The Hon’ble Mr. 7.7.7rishnan
The Hon’ble Mr. » -

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement §*
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ¢
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement § ~

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? ~
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Sanchar “haven,Parliament Street,
lew [Pelihi.

9. Postll laster General
Cujafrat Qircle,Ashram Road,
Ahmadabadz
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the A

ministrative Tribunal Act,1985

.....applicants

....respondents

This application under section 19 of
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ne working under the respondent Mo.2
intendent of P¥MS, Vadodara Division

\ssistants. They have produced their

=

order collectively at Annexure A/1

fecruited under the RTP SCHEME,XNIEE which
by the respondent Mo.l. Tt is the case

icants that the Department was paying Z.73

ner hour td the RTP SCHEME.It is the case of the
&

applicantsfthat the applicants should be paid the

salary on fhe principle of EHAIY '"ZHqu
I r |

W

1 pay feor
equal work|l" namely that they should be paid equal
s being paid the regmlar enployees. The
respondentfp have filed reply refuting the averments

application.

At the time of hearing, the learned

advocat

0]

r the applicants has placed the reliance

on the dedision of this Tribunal in the case of

mt.V.A.7dteria and others v/s inion of
Tndia andllothers in 0.A./191/90 decided on

10th July {1990 in which the applicants who were

T Sortinf Assistants recruited under the RTP SCHIME

had claim@d salary on bar with regular employees.

5%

fribuflel allowed the a

The )1
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ication to the extent

]

od directffng the second respondent, in that case,

i.e. to Ppst Master Ceneral to treat the application

filed beffpre that authority and to consider it on

merits inlk the light of ke the prewdy previous
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