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G IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ERNAKULAM BENCH

0.A No.___ 368 of 1993,

DATE OF DECISION__ 23.3.1993

KeM.Vijayan and 37 others

Applicant (s)

!

: . : . \
Mr.P.KeMahammed Advocate for the Applicant (s)
Versus * .

The Flag Officer Commanding
—in-Chi=f,—SouthernNav

— 5 Respondent (s)

Command and another -
Mr.VN Ramesan rep.Mr.George
Poénthottam, ACGSC

CORAM : o : A

Advocate for the Respondent (s) '

The Hon'ble Mr. S.'.P.mkerj i, Vice Chairman
and |

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

Whether Reporters of local®*papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?(!rc;j
To be referred to the Reporter or not? Xo . '
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgem_ent?k‘“

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? g

pPON=

JUDGEMENT

(Hon'ble Mr.N.Dharmadanf

M;Pf419/93 has.beeﬁ filed by the applicants
seeking permission to prosecut; the matter jointly stat-
ing that the grievancé:of thé applicants are identiéai.
Wa have heard‘the MePo and allowed.
2. -The applicants are Mechanics working in the
Naval Aircraft Yard, Coqhin; They are aggrieved by
the denial of the first respondent.tb give parity of
pay and other service benefits which is enjoyed by
similarly situated Mechanics in thé Civ11 Avi$tion and
éLv— | Agficdlture'Aviétiop; The applicénts‘were agitating
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i this métter1from.1988.onﬁards: Annexure B(2) is

the,represgntation submitted by the applicants. Annex- -

.

ure B(1) is the covering letter of the General Secre- - e

tary of'the>Association in wvhich the'applicants are -

members; It is seen from Annexure-D that the claim.

"of the applicants were once éonsidéred by the Anomalies

_Committee and they have.reférred to the Department Whigh

w R
made the following observationss =

"In view of the‘above poéition it has beeﬁs:on—
cluded that there is'no case for revision .of
pay scales of Naval Aviation Technicians and
supervisory staff by comparison with their
céﬁnter—parts in the Civil Aviation Department _
and Agricultural Aviation Department., It is
,therefore, felt that no purpose would be serVed )
by making a JOlnt visit to Naval Aircraft Yard »
Cochin, However, if ‘the Staff Side stlllcieshes
a visit to the Naval Aircraft Yard, it is requested
that a detailed statement of case comparing the’
cadre structure method of recruitment, gquali« *
fications, duties and responsibilities of the
staff'in the Naval Aviation Mﬁng and the Civil

- Aviation Dépdrtmént may be furnished for con- -
sideration;ﬁ

-

3. -The'appligants have stated that from a come

parative study of the Statutory Qualifications, ex-

1 perience, existing pay scale, Quties and responsibilities

b— - K ) ) . ) .
q? different posts with similar posts in similar

'Aviation, the aﬁplicants‘;are-ehtitled to better pay:
They have also given further details giving examples

to establish their case ﬁhat'they are denied higher

. » | .
salary and other benefits enjoyed by similarly situated

'perSOns in other Mﬁngs; Since the Anomalies Committee
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_ ) and
%$Xxx,refer@§@;.to.the Department/ it has been observed
by the department that Staff side shall make a visit to
the Naval Aircraft Yard for furnishing detailed statements
for comparing the cadre structure method of recruitment,
gqualifications, duties and reSpdnsibilities S0 as to enable
them t%reconsider the.matter;it W°94q,b?h9F°9?Fwﬁ9 pqns;dg;)
the case of the applicants afreSkngy the competent aUéhOfitY‘
4o - In the above light the learned counsel for

the applicants submitted that the applicants may be given

‘&.. opportunity to submit a detailed representation before

the second respgndent along with all details‘referred to

in para 3‘o£ aﬁncAnﬁgﬁu?g-Dﬂéq.that tbe quernmalﬁkwil;>
refexamipe thﬁduestion and take a decision in accordance
with law.

e . The learned counsel for the respondents has no
objection inm accepting this suggestion and disposing the
ép§li¢§tiqp“in thg_manner suggested by the learned counsel
for the apglicantsf_H

6; ‘Having heard the learned counsel_on either side,
we ar of the view that this application can be disposed of
with the above dinecﬁiions, at the admission stage itself.
Accordingly,we admit this application and éiSPOSeHOf the
same directing the appliéants to file a joint reprgsentation
with all supporting materialé including the detailed
statementvas called;forvinvAnnexure-D »tq‘engble the

second respondent to consider the grievances
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_of the appliéants.and dispoge of thé.samgiin accord-
ance with iawf This‘éhali be done. by ﬁhe applicénté
‘within a pe:idd éf'fﬁur @eeksvfrémgﬁédéiifAIf éﬁch_
a::epreseﬂtation is fiied;‘the secqnd respondeﬁtgshall
consider and dispose ofvthe(representatiép in the.j
manner indicated above, within a period of three
anths.from the date of receipt of tﬁe représeﬁtation;

— 3.3-‘1)

There is no order as to costs.
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_ (N.DharmE@an 29" (S.p.Mukerji)
Judicial Member. ' . Vice Chairman
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