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."- IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNVAL

ERNAKULAM. BENCH

31

0. A. No. 199 3.
DATE OF DECISION__ 13+1.93
Joseph Lopez . Aoolicant /
Mre MeRe. Rajendran Nair Advocate for the ApmmmngK/

Versus

The Chief General Manager R‘espondent (s) ,
Telecom, Kersla Circle,Trivandrum and another

Mr. K Karthikeya Panicker, aJCGS5C
- Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM :

The Hon'ble Mr. . Dharmadan‘, Judicial Member

The Hon'ble Mr. R, Rangarajan, Administrafr.ive Member

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the. Judgement ??:1
To be referred to the Reporter or not? A

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? ~p

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? AD

pPON~

JUDGEMENT - . S
Mce Ne Dharmadan, Judicial er
Theapplicant is at present working as ASTT,C10;

Cochin under the first respondent. He is aggrieved by the
refysal of the first respondenrt to fix his pay under FR 22-C
on. hisi*promotion from ﬁhe post of Asste Telagraph Mas;er to
that of Telegraph Maéte_r in the light of the judgment of the
XX¥X¥&??ribunal in O<A. 1334/91:.c@py of which is produced as
Annexyre-I1I. |

2¢ p The applicant while wbrking as Asstf Telegraph Maste p
in the pay scaie of Rse 380-560 was prompted as @ffiCiaéing

Te legraph Mastef (dperatiée) as per Annexur;-I order dated

éL—— 26.11.81. Applicant's pay as Asste. Telegraph Mgster was

,O



fixed under Fﬁ 22-C and he was drawing &. 500/~ as on 2.8.81
in the Pay scale ofv%. 380=-560. But comsequent on his
bPromotion to the :cadre of Telegraph Master, his pay was not
fixed under FR 22-Cf Hence, after the judgment Annexure-II
‘the matter was taken up before the authorities by the

Assoclatlon by fj_ling Annexure-IlE representatmn dateéd

2646492« The said representatién haé hetaaéac@ been disposad
of . |

5. g Learned counsel for applicant sybmitted that the
applicamt is similgrly situatgd like'the applicant‘im Oagf
1334/91 and he is~eligible for the benefi§ of declaration of

law lajd down by thevTribunal in the Casas e

4. . Learned counsel Shri K. Karthijkeya Panicker ,ACGSC
appearing for the respondents was also heard. R
S5e Having heard counsel on both sides, We are of the

view that the first respondent has 2 duty to examine the case
of the applicant and gecide whethef he is similarly situated
like the applicant in 0.8« 1334/91 and'whether he is also
entitled to similap benefits . Wﬁ’ez;_@gﬁi&si;p has been decided”
by the Tribunal it is fmr thé administrayiyg_authority to

-\3» Ly ,4&«» ,gﬁ,bkﬂ I

érant thé beneﬁits/sgch dec151@n tev@thaISNWw S 3EE- o~ ..

HHXIKLLK 5 imd 1arl si uat ersons ;when they aporoach the
datherities for idengi ffe? |
6. m the light ef the facts. we are of the view that
this applicati@n can be diSDOSQd of with apprcpriate direction
without waiting for a detalled regly from the reSDondents.

7 - Accordgingly, we admit the applicatien and dispose of



-3 o : .
the same directing the first respondént to considger the case
Of the a2pplicant in the 1ight of Anpexure-Ikjudgment and take
a decigion in accordance with law as to whether he is also
entitled to similar bepnefits. He shall take the gecision ang
cémmunicate the séme to the applicant within a period of two

months from the date of receipt of a copy of this judgmente

8.  iThe applicatior is disposed of on the above linese.
=D There shall be no order as to CostSe
{R. Rangarajan) {N. Dharmadan)
Adminjstrative Mepber - Judicial Memper
13.1.92
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