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- APPLICATION NOS. 1865 TO 1874/88(?)
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Applicants = . B . B ' ' A -_.'- Rnagondonts

8mt B.S5., Vimala Devi & 9 Ors - . V/e The Sacrstary, Dapt of Communications,

New Dblhi & 6 Ors’

To
- r _ . 9. Smt N. Susheslamme
1. Smt 8,5, Vimala Devi . .
ﬂZEZZQ, New Liyeut o . No. 905/83, 4th Main, v Cross
111 Cross, Indiranagar . . - Vidyaranyapura
Mysore = 570 010 . Nysor! -‘570:006
£ . . . : ’ .
: : 10, Smt Elizabeth Prema
2, Shri H.,V. Srinivasa furth . . .
a ‘No. 16, Ist Cross y , No. 4554, 6th Cross
Vishweshwaranagar . : - St. Mary's Road
" Mysors N.R. Mohalls.
- e B Mysore _
e Sh K.GO Na a ' Lo
’ Nof;1125, Bhgiaggaﬂdad , 11, Shri H.R., Ananthakrishna nurthy
Ittigegudu . ‘ o :gvo;::;o -mala Mansiont
: - &70 ‘ . ,
Pysors - 57 ?10 4 B Infantry Road
4, Shri B.V. Venkatesh Bharaduwaj o Bangalore ~ 560 001 |
3'- T 9 086 - S .
::Ain& ga;azshi az:::::i‘ C 12. The Secretary & Diractor Gonaral
Mysore - 570 022 : ' ‘ : Dspartment of Tolocommunications
~ o . Sanchar Bhavan
5, Shri K.S. Anentheramen - . -Neuw Delhi - 110 001
No. 18, c‘IoToB. auartﬂrs_ T
Behind Kamakshi Hospitel . 13. The General Manager
Mysors = 570 022 ' : Telecommunicaticns
B, Karnataka Circle
6., Shri G.N. subrﬂmanyﬂ _ . T ' ABanQalom - 560 009
No., 2884/1, IV Cros : : .
c:amund:léuram ®e : 14, Shri M, Hanumanthappa
Mysore ~ 570 004 : ‘ ‘ Rsst. Traffic Superintendent
. ‘ ~+  Telephone Exchangs
7. Smt V., Vasantha . under Telecom Oistrict Enginatr‘
No. 656/H, 16th Main Road ‘ . PMangalors
s - ‘ | _
‘ ﬂ;::i:athipurgm 18. Smt Chandrakala G, Raiker
S . Telsphons Superintendent
8. Shri 8,5, Nagaraj Telephone Exchange
No., EWS 48, Karpateka Houeing Board . fanga2lore o
Near Mallikerjuna High School . : )
Udayagiri 16. Shri V,P. Kulkarni
Mysore - * Telephone Superintendent
: Tels phona Exchnng-
Haveri ‘

under Telecom Oistrict Engineer
Hubli
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17. ShrL $.S. ‘Shenkérsiah - . - o

Tulbphonn Superviser
Ttlbphono Exchangse
ez,
18. Shri T.S. Vasudevamurthy oo S » .
' T-lbphono Superviscr. h Co ' :
quﬁphono Exchange

nysbrb

.1§. ShrL Me- Vnsﬁdcva Rao

Central Govt, Stng Counsel
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. ' BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
¢ BANGALORE BENCH : BANGALORE

/ . ‘
‘DATED THIS THE TWENTYTHIRD DAY OF MARCH, 1989

PRESENT: HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE K.S.PUTTASWAMY .,..VICE-CHAIRMAN
HON'BLE SHRI P. SRINIVASAN «+ «MEMBER (A)

APPLICATION NO$.1865/88(F), 1866/88(F)
1867/88(F), 1868/88(F), 1869 %O 1874 /88(F)

1. Smt. B.S. Vimala Devi,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephoné Exchange,
Mysore-10, - _ esss Applicant in
| ANo. 1865/88 -

!

2, Shri H.V. Srinivasa Murthy,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange, 4 \
Mysore=10, eses Applicant in
: A.No.1866/88

3. Sri K.G. Nanjappa,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange, ,
MYSORE. ’ ooo-o Appli.cant in
A.N0,.1867/88

4, Sri B.,V., Venkatesh Bharadwaj,
s/o B.V., Narayana Rao,
major, Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange, Mysore ees Applicant in
A.No. 1868/88

Sri K.S. Anantharaman,

Telephone Supervisor(Operative)

Telephone Exchange, :

Mysore, «ss Applicant in
' : - A.No,1869/88

Sri G.N. Subramanye,

Telephone Supervisor,

Telephone Exchange,

Mysore. ees Applicant in
A.No, 1870/88

7. Smt. V Vasantha, _
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone  Exchange,
Mysore, : o sess Applicant in
‘ | A.No,1871/88

~ J
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10,

1.

2.

4,

Se
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7.

sri B.S. Nagaraj, _
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange,
Mysore.

Smt, N, Susheelamma,

Major, Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange,

Mysore,

Smt. Eligabeth Prema,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange,
Mysore,

Vs.

Union of India, :
Ministry of Communications,

Departwent of Telecommunications,

New Delhi, represented by

its Secretary & Director General,

Telecommunications Department,
New Delhi.,

The General Manager,
Telecommunications,
Karnataka Circle,
Bangalore,

Sri M. Hanumanthappa,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange, .
Mysore,

Smt. Chandrakala G, Raykar,
Telephone Supervisor,

"Telephone Exchange,
Mysore, '

V.P., Kulkarni,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange,

- Mysore-9.

sri S.S. Shankaraiah,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange,

‘Mysore.

sri T.S. Vasudevamurthy,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange,
Mysore, '

( Shri M.Vasudeva Rao.,....Advocate)

AN N~ vy

..{ Applicant in
A.No,1872/88

«eosApplicant in
ANo. 1873/88

~eesApplicant in
A.No,1874/88

Y Respondent in
A.%o,1866/88

«s« Respondents in
A No.1868/88




.These applications having come up for

hearing before this Tribunal to-day, Hon'ble Shri
P, Srinivasan, Member (A), mede the following :=

CRDER

All these applications have been set
down.for hearing today, but neither the applicants
nor their counsel are present. Shri M, Vasudeva '
Rao for the respondents is present. The last
occasion when counsel for the applicants was '
present in Court was on 15.2.1989;.when the
matter was adjourned to 15.3.1989. On 15.3.1989,
neither the applicants nor their counsel appeared
in Court and the case was adjourned and posted‘

for final hearing on 2203019890 On 2?0301989

also the applicants and their counsel did not
appear, though the case was called several times
before and after lunch.break. As a last chance,
the matter was fixed for hearing today. But even
- today ‘the applicants and their counsel have not

- ’(\STRA74:\‘appeared, even though the case was called several
NN SERENF \

¢ €72 Ntimes. In these circumstances we have decided
WEooAe

AY

The issues raised in all these

applications are common and they aré, therefore,

coe 5‘2/-



conveniently disposed of by this common order.

3. The claim of all the applicants
before us is that their pay should be stepped
up to equal the pay of their jﬁniors who have
heen made reSpondent; in these applications.
Applicants are working as Telephone Supervisors
in the Karnataka Circle of the Telecom Depart-
ment. Applicants in Application Nos, 1865/1988,
1867/1988 and 1869 to 1874/1988 allege that
respondents 3 and 4 in their applications,

Shri M. Hanumanthappa and Smt. Chandrakala

G. Raykar are junior to them, but were drawing
higher pay in the grade of Telephone Super-
visors as on 1.4,1988., On this ground they
contend that their pay should be stepped-

upto equality with that of these 2 respondents. |

4, The simple answer of the respon-
dents is that neither Shri Hanumanthappa nor
Smt, Chandrakala are junior to the applicants.
The applicants in Application nos,. 1865, 1867
and 1669 to 1974/1988 were initially appointed

as Telephone Operators'on various dates

between 2.2.1961 and 10.11.1961. Smt, Chandra-’

kala G. Raykar (Respondent no.4) was similarl}y

ST
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 appointed on 12,1.1962 and Shri Hanumanthappa

(Respondent no.3) on 16.9.,1963., It is on this

basis that these applicants claimfrlgniority

over the 2 respondents and consequent felief

of equal pay with them, The reSppndgnts A
- however, state that Smt, Chandrakalk G. Raykar | ;

having been recruited in a different Division, ‘ |

i.e., Mangalore Division, her seniority in

[P ..

the grade of Telephone Operators was fixed in

that Division and according to that seniority
she was confirmed in that post before the appli-

8 cants were confirmed in their Divisions and |

thus became senior to the applicants. She _ i

got promotion to the next higher post on
1.6.1974 while the 8 applicants got promotion.
in 1980 onwards. That is why Smt, Chandrakela

G. Raykar gets a higher pay:.on 1,4.1988, It

ic also pointed out that tﬁe gradation lists

of Telephone Operators published in the yéar ' {
1971 and pericdically thereafter éonsistently

show Smt. ChandrakalaG. Raykar as senior to

ﬂd‘,\;_,
the applicants., Thus this fact that Smt.

73
/ Chandrgkala-senior to all the 8 applicants

becameﬂconcluded as early as in 1971, Simi-

larly Shri M. Hanumanthappa, though his

initial appointment was subsequent to that

of the 8 applicants, being an ST candidate,
e

00006/"'



was given accelerated promotion to the higher
post as early as in 1973 in a vacancy reserved
for his community, while the applicanﬁwere
promoted to the next higher post much later
in the generai category. That is the reason
why Hanumanthappa was drawing higher pay than
these 8 applicants dn 1,4.1983. Thus both
Smt, Chandrakala andeangmanthappa by virtue
of their earlier promotion to higher posts
areclearly senior to the applicants and as
pointed out by the learned counsel for the
respondents they have been'cénsistently shown o
senior to the applicants from 1971 onwards.
Therefére, we have no hesitation in rejecting

the ¢laim of these 8 applicants to have their

pay stepped upto to equality with tﬁét of -

Shri Hanumanthappa and Smt. Chéndrakala G.

Raykar. If at all the applicants have 2 grievance,
that arose when Shri Hanumanthapp; and Smt.
Chandrakala G, Raykar were promoted to higher

posts. in 1973 and 1974 or when both these

persons were shown as senior to the applicant

in the gradation list of 1971, It is too }ate

in the day now to agitate tﬁat grievénce-and

it has therefore rightly not been raised‘iﬁ>

their applicétieas?

5. We now come to Applicatlon No.
1866/1988, the appllcant being Shri H.V. Srlnlvasa

R
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Murthy. Shri Srinivasa Murthy claims that his
pay should be stepped up to equality-with that
of Shri V.P. Kulkarni, who, he claims is junior
to him but was drawing higﬁgr pay on 1,4,1988,
Shri V,P. Kulkarni is impleaded as Respondent

- 3 in this application. The position in this
regard has been explained by the respondents

as follows:- Both the applicant and Shri V.P.
Kulkarni are now working as Telephone"Super- |
visors. The applicant was promoted to that
post &n November 1983 while Shri Kulkarni

was promoted in January, 1984, Even. though the
applicant was promoted in 1984, for some reasoﬁ
or the other his date of increment now falls

in the month of August. On 1.,1.,1986, both
thé'applicant and Shri Kulkarni were drawing
the samevpay in the 6ld scale in the post of-
Teleﬁhone Supervisors and they were both
fixedion the séme pay in the revised pay

scale introduced from 1,1,1986, The date'of

later because of the difference in thevdateﬁ
of increment. Though on-1,4.1988, the pay
drawn by the applicant and Kulkarni were
equal, the abplicant would get his

T & s
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next increment on l.8.l98§)earlidr than'Kulkarni

(1.1.1989). The applicant cannot make a

grievanc%ﬁ?ulkarni's pay being equal to his

on 1.4.1988. ‘Shri Kulkarni is-however, drawing

an additional a!m)t.'mt'T of ks, 20/~ per month as

personal pay and not as basic pay. Personal

pay is granted to particular persopsfor various

reasons and a‘senior cannot claim higher pay

" merely because his junior gets personai pay.

In view of this the claim of the applicaﬁt,

shri Srinivasa Murthy to get his pay raised

to equality with that of Shri Kulkarni is

misplaced because in actual facf he gets his

inqrement‘earlier than Shri Kulkarni”and his

claim with reference to personal.pay of Shri

Kulkarni cannot be allowed. In view of this,

Application No. 1866/1988 also deserves to

be dismissed. |

6. . We now come to Application nos.
1868/1988 the applicant in which is Shri B,
v_Venkatesh Bharadwaj. Shri Bharadwaj who ié
also working as Telephone.Supervisor in the
Karnataka Circle claims that his pay‘shouldr
be stepped up to equality with that of Shri
S.S. Sankaraiah and Shri T.S. Vasude{a Murthy
’ -.Réspondents 38& 4 in that'applications.

The explanation of the'iespohdents here ist
the same as in the 8 applicetios which we have

dealt with earlier in this'order. Shri Sankéraiah ‘

Y (g\,/wyv 0eeed/-
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and Shri Vasudeva Murthy, though appointed as
Telephone Operatqrs_aftér'the applicant, were |
confirmed in that post ea;lier than the appli-
cant,because ﬁhéy weré.Working in a different
NDivision which had its own gradatlon list.
Thus having been confirmed as Telephone
Operators prior to the applicant they got iheir
promotion to the higher post before the appli-
cant and that is why their pay as on 1.4,1988
was more than that of thé épplicant; Moreover,
Shri.Sankaraiah and Shri Vasudeva'Mhrthy have
been consistently shpwn as senior to the
applicant from 1971 onwards. Therefore, for
the same reasons set out by us while dealing
with application nos. 1865, 1867/1988-and

1869 to 1874/1988 thisvapplicatidh also

deserves to be dismissed,

8. _ In the result'eil the applications

are dismissed as devoid of merit, leaving the

DR -
osdl-

MEMBER (A) '/
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTAATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANCAL ORE BENCH, BANGALCRE.

DATED THIS THE NINETEENTH DAY OF JUNE 1989
Presants Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S,Puttaswamy oo VICE CHAIRMAN
Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivesan os MEMBER(A)

1.A.IN APPLICATION NOS, 1865 to 1874/68

1.5mt.B.,5.,Vimala Devi,
2.H.V . Stinjvasa Murthy,
3.KG Nanjappa,

4.8V Venkatssh Bharadwaj,
5.K.S.Anantharaman,

6.GN Subramanya,

7.Y Vasantha

8.8S Nagaraj

9.5mt sN.Sushealamma,

1J. Smt.Elijabeth Prema,

«s Applicants.

(A1l the applicants are working
as Telephone Supervisors in
Telephone Exchange, Mysors)

(Shri W Ananthakiiehna Murthy ..Advocats)

S F ) Secfetary &Director General, 5,Uf Kulkarni,
al Y Ao‘Telecommunications, Telaphone Supervisor,
Z ; \‘»\g’\} %&o Communicat ions, ' Telephone Exchange,
< v& “Wq Delhi. . nysore.
A AV
N 7 92 The General Managar, 6.55 Shankaraish,
On} v*ép.!\%lecommunications, Telephone Supervisor,
,,4*’;arnataka circle, Telephone Exchange,
Bangalore. Mysore.
3.M.Hanumanthappa, 7.TS Vesudevamurthy,
Telsphone Supervisor, Telephone Supervisor,
Telsphons Exchange, Telephone Exchangs,
Hysorl. Mysore.

4,5mt .Chandrakala G.Raykar,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchangs,

Myeore. «« Respondents

(shri m.vasudeva Rao »+ Advocate)
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This application has come up today bafore this

Tribunal for orders. Hon'ble member(A) made the followings

CRDER
8y this interlocutory application, the applicants in
A.N05.1865 to 1874/88 want us to recall our common order dated
23.3.1989 by which all thess applications uere disposad of. UWhen
the above mentioned_applications were fixiﬁ rq£ hearing on 23.3.1989

the epplicante and their counsel Qere absent, in visw of this

- we procesded to dispose of the applications on merit with the

assistance of learned counsel for tﬁn respondents., Shri H.R,

Ananthakrishna Murthy, lsained counsel for the applicants appears

and submits before u: that he could not appéar on 23.3.1989, when

the said application were set down for hearing on account of

certain unavoidable personal reasons. He prays thatvhé be heard
' sresonk kS Cans_

on merits, since he did not have the opportunity toLﬁe—sa earlier.

Shri M.Vasudeva Rao; lsarned counsel for the rnspoadents opposes

"the request,

2, Out of consideration for the request of Sh#i Murthy
we have heard him on merits, He draws ocur attention tﬁ an

O.M. datad 15..2.i933-appoaring as Exhibit 11 to the original

applications. We have perused this 0.M. which deals'witﬁ‘caaes

whers a senior promoted to & higher post earlier happens to draw

lowsr pay then a junior promoted to the higher post later. U@

may here point out that in our order under reference we heve
claarly noticed that the applicants usre juniors to the respondents
with whom they claimed esquality of pay. ue also noticed that

LR
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the respondents in the appiicatiOns having been recruited

in diffé:ont divisions from those in which the applicants were
appointed, the eaid respondents had been confirmed in their
pqsts ?arlier then thé applicants in the initial cadre itself
and that was why they wsre promotsd to highir posts before the
applicants., e have no reason to alter our finding after
hearing Shri Murthy. As will bes immediately clear, the
situation which arose in these applications was the reverse

of the situation mentionsd in 0.M. dated 15.2,1983 relied

upon by Shri Murthy. That 6.n. therefeore has no application
to tha'fgﬁﬁ;of these applications. ue hava, therefore, no
reason to make any change in our earlier common order.

3. Wwe, therefors, raject 1nterlocutor§ application
leaéing tﬁé parties to bear their own costs. |

- < \ Nor ) (VS
Sd |- Sdl|-

VICE CHATRMEN - ‘ MEMBER(A)
B
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