
. IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
S 

ERNAKULAM, BENCH 

0. A. No. 	
31 	

1993. 

DATE OF DECISION 	13.1.93 

Joseph LOpez 	
Applicant (p/ 

Mr. M.R. Rajendran Nair 	Advocate for. the Applicant J 
Versus 

TheChiefGeneralManager Respondent (s) 
Telecom, Kerala Cjrcle,Trjvandrurn and another 

x. K. Karthikeya anicker, 	C ACG_
Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. N. Dharmadan, JUdicial Member 

The Hon'ble Mr. R. Rangarajan, Administrative Member 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the. Judgement ? 
To be referred to the Reporter or not? -) 	 kD 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? 
To be circulated to all. Benches of the Tribunal ? A4 

JUDGEMENT 

r.N.DharrnadanJudici]._Mmber 

Theapplicant is at present working as A&TT,,10 

Cochin Under the first respondent. He is aggrieved by the 

refusal of the first respondent to fix his pay under FR 22-C 

ön.:hispromotion from the post of Asst.. Telegraph Master to 

that of Telegraph Master in the light of the judgment of the 

4'T'rjbuna1 in 0.A. 1334/91, cOpy of which is produced as 

An exure-I I. 

2. 	The applicant while working as Asst. Telegraph ISter 

in the Pay scale Of Rs. 380-560 was promoted as officiating 

Telegraph Master (Operative) as per Annexure_I orler dated 

26.11.81. Applicants pay as Asst. Telegraph Master was 
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fixed under PR 22-C and he was drawing Rs. 500/- as on 2.8.81 

in the Pay Scale of Rs. 80-50., But Consequent on his 

prorrot ion to the cadre of Telegraph Master, his pay was not 

fixed under PR 22-C• Hence, after the Judgment Annexure...II 

the mattor was taken up bef0re the authorjtje5 by the 

AsSocjation by fjling Annexure-III representatj0 da4éd 

2696.92. The said representation has not ox been disposed 

of. 

Learned counsel for app1ica t submitted that the 

applicant is Similarly Situated like the applicant in 04. 

1334/91 and he is eligible for the benefit of declaration Of 

law laid down by the Tribunal in the case.. 

Learned cOunSel Sri  K.  Karthjkeya Panicker,ACGSC 

appearing for the respondents vias also heard. 

Having heard COUnSel on both sides, We are of the 

view that the first respondent has a duty to examine the case 

of the applicant and decide whether he is similarly Situated 

like the applicant in 	1334/91 and whether he is also 

entitled to Similar benefits . W 	i4Si has been 

by the Tribunal it is for the adrniistrative authority to 

t:h befSch 

opc similarly si
i. uat persons when they aperoach the 

aüthorjties for identjca refiers. 

In  the 1 ight Of the facts, we are of the view that 

this application can be disposed of with appropriate direction 

without waitjng for a detailed reply from the respondents. 

7 	Accordir1g1y, we admit the application and dispose of 
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the same directing the first respondent to consider the ease 

Of the applicant in the light of Annexure-J udgment and take 

a deci5ion in accordance with law as to whether he is also 

entitled to similar benefits. He shall take the decision and 

communicate the Same to the applicant within a period of tv 

months from the  date cbf receipt Of a copy of this judgment. 

8. . iThe application is disposed of on the above lines. 

90 	 There shall be no order as to costs. 

UY 	 iIA 

(R. Rangarajan) 
Administrative Member 

kmn 

13.1.93 

qn  
(N. Dharrnadan) tt ? 
judicial Member 


