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Comrclll Complox (BDA)
. Indirsnagar
Bangalon - 560 038 .
Dsted s 28 JUN 1989
‘ RPPL‘ICATION NOS. 1865 10 1874[88‘!‘)
AND IR I IN k.NDS. B
Applicants _ A Rngondnnte -
8mt B.S. Vimala Devi & 9 Ors , V/e  The sscretary, Dapt of Comunicationa,-
: ' ' New lhlhi & 6 Ors - .
To
. . 9., Smt N\. Susheselamma
1. OSO b
::fzzae ’ ,:ﬂi;‘,g:u No, 905/89, 4th Ma_in, V Cross
111 Croes, Indiranagar Vidyﬂrany;%rgos
Mysore = 570 010 ' Hysor- -
: . . § |
2, Shri H,V, Srinivasa Murthy S 10, Smt’ Elizabnth p“'“
‘No. 16, Ist Cross , No. 4554, 6th Cross
fahuach ' St. Mery's Road
Vishweshwsranagar . N !.t " ry)alla
. ny's_or. . nys;mo é
3. Sh!‘i K.G. Nanjﬂppa N
No. 1125, Bhavani Road 1. 235:;0:1::. Ananthakrishna nurthy
Ittigegudu .
) _ ~No. 143, 'Krmala nansion'
' ﬂy_sgre 570 08 Infantry Road
4. Shri B.V, Venkatesh Bharaduaj Bangalore - 560 oot B
:Z,‘,i:; i;:,;:;:i a:,’::i::i 12. The Secretary & Dirsctor Genersl
Mysore = 570 022 ‘ Dspartment of Tolacomunications
y o _ Sanchar Bhavan
5. Shri K.S. Anantharamen -New Delhi - 110 001
ND. 18’ CQIQT.B. Quartﬂrsr ] R
Behind Kamakshi Hospital 13. ;:i:;::ic::g:a:r
Alyeors = 570- 022 Karnataka Circle
6. Shri G,N, Subramanya 'Bangalora - 55_0 009.
| g:;mi:giél;étlnv froee 14, Shri M, Hanumanthappa
Mysore - 570 004 ' Rsst. Traffic Superintendent
y=e _ Telephone Exchange
7. Smt V. Vasanths ms.u::dc:lTale:mm Dietrict Engi.nnr
No. 656/H, 16th Main Road ngalors ‘ :
:a:::x:athipuravm 15. Smt Chandrdkala G. Raiker
y Telephone Superintendent
8., Shri B8.5. Nagaraj Telephone Exchange
No. EWS 48, Karnataka Houai.ng Board Fangzlors .
Near muikarjuna H.lgh School 16. § Hri v.p Kulléa'mi '
:::z:ghi Telephone Superintendent
Telsphona Exchange
Haverd
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17. Shri §.S. Shankeraish
Te ’phonn Supervisor
Exchange

18, __;.Vasudovamurthy'
Telsphone Superviscr
Talephone Exchange

19, Shri M. Vasudeva Rao _
Central Govt. Stng Counsel
High Court Building '

Bangalore - 560 001

WKW

Subject s FORUARDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH B
© Enclosed hereuith please find copiss of ORDER pessad by this Tribunal in

the above ssid applicetions on 23:3-89 & 19-6-89,
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' BANGALORE BENCH:BANGALORE -
/

DATED THIS THE TWENTYTHIRD DAY OF MABCH,1989

. PRESENT: HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE K.S.PUTTASWAMY .. ,VICE-CHAIRN.

1.

2,

3.

4,

Se

HON'BLE SHRI P, SRINIVASAN oo JMEMBER (A}

APPLICATION NOS.1865/88(F), 1866/88(F)
1867/88(F), 1868/88(F), 1869 TO 1874/88(F)

/

Smt. B¢S. Vimala Devi,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephoné Exchange, :
Mysore=10, - , eses Applicant in
ANo. 1865/&5

Shri H.V. Srinivasa Murthy,

Telephone Supervisor, _

Telephone Exchange, .

Mysore=1O, ' 3 eeees Applicant in
‘ A.No.1866/88

Sri K.G. Nanjappa,

Telephone Supervisor,

Telephone Exchange, . :

MYSORE , «ees Applicant in

AN0,1867/88

Sri B.V, Venkatesh Bharadwaj,

s/o B.V. Narayana Rao,

major, Telephone Supervisor, _ ,

Telephone Exchange, Mysore ees Applicant in
: A.No, 1.868/88

Sri K.S. Anantharaman,
Telephone Supervisor(Operative)
Telephone Exchange,

Mysore, «s's Applicant in
: ' ~ A.No.1869/88
Sri G.N. Subramanya,
Telephone Supervisor,
! Telephone Exchange,
Mysore., _ ees Applicant in

A.No. 1870/88
Smt, V Vasanthsa,

. Telephone Supervisor,

Telephone Exchange, , o .
Mysore., : +e»e . Applicent in
' A No,1871/88




Telephone Supervisor, |

e Exchange i ' i
g BT e
o A.No,1872/88

9% . Smt., N, Susheelamma, ,
' Major, Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange _ e
Myso?e. %€ «esApplicant in
' "ANo. 1873/88

i 10, Smt. Eligabeth Prema,

| | | | Telephone Supervisor,

\Telephone Exchange, ‘ . o .

Mysore. ‘ eeooApplicant in
'A.NO.I874/88

Vs

1, Union of India,
‘Ministry of Communications, .
Department of Telecommunications,
New Delhi, represented by :
jts Secretary & Director General,
Telecommunications Department,
New Delhi, '

e e ey ent et peneimme sy e

2. The General Manager,
Telecommunications,
Karnataka Circle,
Bangalore,

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

o AeARL orE w53 ¢ S P D, e ST 7= 5 P ey e <5 oo o

4, Smt. Chandrakala G. Raykar, - 4 o |
Telephone Supervisor, i
."Telephone Exchange, ;
Mysore., : o ' . ‘ i

5. V.P. Kulkarni,
Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange, S
Mysore-9. ~ poo «es Respondent in
: - : A.No,1866/88

6, Sri S.S. Shankaraish,

= Telephone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchange,
Mysore.

T Sri T,S. Vasudevamurthy,
_ Telephone Supervisor,
éélephone Exchange, I Res \d ‘e i
L ; sore, : <o+ Respondents in
- - - 3 " ANo.1868/88
L ' fgﬁ%m%%"
( Shri M.Vasudeva Rao.....Advocate)
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.These applications having come up for

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

OQRDER

All these applications have been set
down for hearing today, but neither the applicants
nor their counsel &re 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 | i
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 22.3.,1989, ©On 22,3,1989
also the applicants and their counsel did not
appear, though the case was célled 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
appeared, even though the case was called several

In these circumstances we have decided

DL_ys
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conveniently disposed of by this common order.

3, The claim of all the applicénts
before us is that their pay should be stepped
up to equal the pay of their jhniors who~héve
been made réspondent;,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, B
Shri M. Hanumanthappa and Smt. Chandrakala

G. Raykar are junior to them, but were drawing
higher pay in the gradé 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 simplé'answer of the respon-
 dents is that neither Shri Haéumanthappa 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‘similarly%

ST

ooooqs/- "




appointed on 12,1.1962 and Shri Hanumanthappa
(Respondent no.3) on 16.9.1963., It is on this
basis thag these applicaents claimfrleniority
over the 2 respondents and consequent relief
of equal pay with them, The respondents
however, state that Smt., Chandrakah G. Raykar

having been recruited in a different Division,

.i.e., Mangalore Div?sion. her seniority in
the grade of Telephone Operators was fixed in
fhat Division and according to that seniority
she was confirmed in that post before the appli-
cants were confirmed in their Divisions and
thus became senior to the applicénts. She
got promotion to the next higher post on
1.6.1974 while the 8 applicants got promotion
in 1980 onwards. That is why Smt, Chandrékala
G. Raykar gets a higher pay.on 1,4.1988, It
is also pointed out that_tﬁe gradation lists
of Telephone Operators published in the year
1971 and pericdically thereafter consistently

‘show Smt. Chandrakah;’i. Raykar as senior to

the applicants., Thus égig fact that Smt.
ChandrYLala senlor to all the 8 applicants

/«}Bﬁbecame .concluded as early as in 1971, Simi=-
o " )

larly Shri M. Hanumanthappa, though his

‘pﬁ/é/lnltlal appointment was subsequent to that
of the 8 appl1cants, being an ST candidate,

FuE
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was given accelerated promotion to the higher

post as early as in 1973 in 3 vacancy reserved |
for his community, while the appl:.canuwere
promoted to the next higher post much later

~ in the general category. That is the reason
why Hanumanthappa was drawing higher pay than
these 8 applicants on 1.4.1983. Thus both
smt, Chandrakala and Hanumanthappa by virtue
of their earl1er;promot;on to higher posts.
areclearly senior to the applicants and as
pointed out by the learned counsél for the
respondents they have been cénsistently shown
senior to the applicants from 1971'onWards;
Therefore, we have no hesitation in rejecting
the claim of these 8 applicants to have théir
‘pay stepped upto to equality with that of- |
Shri Hanumanthappa and ‘Smt., Chandrakala G.
Raykgr. If at all the applicants have & grievance,
that arose when Shri Hanumanthappa and Smt.

' Chandrakala G. Raykar were promoted to higher
 posts. in 1973 énd 1974 df when both these
persons were shown as senior to the appliqént
"in the gradation list of 1971, It is too,laté
~in the day now to agitate tﬁat grievanée énd
it ha§ therefoie rightly not been raised ;n
their applicétions] | o

5. We now come to‘Application No.
1866/1988, the appllcant being Shr1 H.V Srlnlvasa

&;‘;t&}
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Murthy. Shri Srihivasa 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 higK;r 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 work;ng as Telephone Super- |
visors. The applicant was promoted to that
post in November 1983 while Shri Kulkarni i
was promoted in January,, 1984, Even.though the '
applicant was promoted in 1984, for some reasod

or the other his date of increment now falls

in the month of August. On 1.1.1986, both

the applicant and shri Kulkarni were drawing

the same‘pay in the old scale in the post of-

Telebhone Supervisors and they were both

fixed on the séme pay in the revised pay

scale introduced from 1.1;1986. The date of

| next increment for the applicant was August

n(‘“\ﬂfj1986 while for Shri Kulkarni it was January

§f 1987. Thus Kulkarni actually reaches the

vk ysame pay as the applicant about 5 months

*§V¢¥5M, ﬁii;y/ later because of the difference in the dates

of increment. Though on 1.4.1988, the pay
drawn by the applicant and Kulkarni were
equal, the applicant would get his

cee8/=
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‘next increment on 1.8.198§)ear11dr than Kulkarni
(1.1.1989). The applicant cannot make a
grievanﬁe lkarhi'svpay being equal to his

on 1,4,1988, Shri Kulkarni is however, drawing
an additionalémounffof i 20/~ per month as
per$ona1 pay ahd-not as basic pay. Personal

pay is granted to particular personsfor various
reasons and_a'senior cannof claim higher pay
merely becausé his junior gets personal pay.

In view of this the claim of the applicant,

Shri Srinivasa Murthy to get his pay raised

to equalitywith that of Shri Kulkarni is
misplacedbecause in actual fact he gets his
ianement‘earlier than Shri Kulkarni and his
claim with reférence to personal .pay of Shri
Kulkarni_cannot be-éllowed; In view of'this,
Application No, 1866/1988 also deserves to

‘be dismiséed.-

6. o We now come to Application nos,
1868/1988 the applicant in which is Shri B,
Venkatesh Bharadwaj. Shri Bharadwaj who is
also working a@s Telephone. Supervisor in‘the/
Karnataka Circle claims that his pay‘should'
be stepped up to equality with that of Shri
S.S. Sankaraiah and Shri T.S. Vasudeva Murthy
- Respondénts 3 8 4 in that applications.

The explaﬂation~of the respondents heré is

the same as in the 8 applicetios which we have

dealt with earlier in this order. Shri Sankaraiah

YET
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and Shri Vasudeva Murthy, though appointed as
Telephone Operators aftef the applicant, were
confirmed in that post eaplier than the appli-
cant,because @héy weré working in a different
'Division Which had its own gradation list.
Thus having been confirmed as Telephone
Operators prior to the applicant they got their
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 applicant, Moreover,
Shri Sankaraizh and Shri Vasudeva Mﬁfthy have
been consistentlyvshpwh 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 this application also

deserves to be dismissed.

8e . In the result 2ll the applications

~

;"> are dismissed as devoid of merit, leaving the

M, fs
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“parties to bear their own costs.,
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Ve Tﬁ\§\§\g§° Telecommunications, Telaphone Supervisor,
é?$ T~ 0 ] Communlcations, ) Telephone Exchangg’
N

BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANCALORE BENCH, BANGALORE .

DATED THIS THE NINETEENTH DAY OF JUNE 1989
Presents Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S,Puttaswamy oo VICE CHARIRMAN

Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivesan " e MEMBER(A)

. 1.A.IN APRICATION NOS. 1865 to 1874/88

1.5mt B SNVimala Devi,
2,4V ,Srinjvasa mdrthy,'
3.KG Nanjappa,

4.8V Venkatessh Bharadwaj,
S.K.S.Anantharaman,

6.GN Subramanya,

7.4 Vasantha

8.85 Nagaraj -

9.5mt sN.Susheslamma,

10, Smt.Elijabeth Prems,

oo .ppl icants,

(All the applicants are uorking'
as Talephone Supervisors in
Telsphone Exchange, mysors )

(Shri W Ananthakiishna Murthy - ..Advocats)

g8,

1.The Secfetary &Director General, 5,Vf Kulkarni;

\ 2 \it Delhi. nysot@.
Y2 {lhe General Manager, - 6.55 Shankaraish,
)Ta lecommunicat jons, ' Telephone Supervisor,
é‘rnataka circle, Telephone Exchange,
: g8dngalore. . Mysore.
ﬂG ‘ ' :
3.M.Hanumant happa, 7.TS Vesudevamurthy,
3 Telaphone Supervisor, Telephone Supsrvisor,
Telsphone Exchange, Telephone Exchange,
fiysors. Mysore..

4,5mt .Chandrakala G.Raykar,
Telaphone Supervisor,
Telephone Exchanga,

Mysore. «+ Re@spondents

(Shri M.vasudeva Rao . Advocate)



This application has come up today bsfore this

Tribunal for orders, Hon'bls'nember(k) made the followings

O R DER
By this 1ntcr16cutory applicatian, the applicants in
A.Nos5.1865 to 1874/88 want us to rscall our common order dated
23.3.1989 by which all thase applications uwere disposad .of. When
the above mentioned applications were fixad for‘haaring on 23.3f1989
the epplicants and their counsel were absent. in view of this
we procesded to dispose of the applicatione on merit with the
assistancs of learned counsel for the respondents. Shri H.R.
Ananthakrishns Purthy, learned counéal for the applicants appears
and submits before u:z that he could not appear ﬁn 23.3.1989, when
the said application werse set down for hearing on account of
certain unavoidable personal reasong. He prays thsat hé be heard
4 wresent K8 Cans_
on merits, since he did not have the opportunity toLﬁe—se earlier,
Shri M.Vasudeva Ran, 1earned counsel for the respondents opposes
“the rnquest. |
2, , | Out of consideration for th; request of Shri Murthy
we have heard him on merits, He draws our attention to an
0.Mm. dated 15,2,1983 appsaring as Exhibit II to the original
applications, wé have pefuesd this 0.M. whicﬁ deals'éith cases
-whsre a senior promoted to @ higher post earlier happens to draw
lowsr pay then a junior promoted to the higher post later. Uue
may here point out that in our ordsr under refsrence we have
claarly noticed that the applicants were juniors to tha‘rqspondente

with whom they cléimed aquality of pay. ue also noticed that

[
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the respondents in the applicatjons having been recruitsd

in different divisions from those in which the applicants were

appointed, the eaid respondents had bean confirmed in their

posts sarlier thon the spplicants in the initial cadre 1tsalf.

-and that was why they were promoted to highér posts before the
applicants. e have no reason to alter our finding after
hearing Shri Murthy. As will be immediatoly:clear,'ths
situ;tion which arose in these epplications wag.the reverse
of ‘the situation mentioned fn D.M. dated 15.2,1983 relfed
“upon by Shri Murthy. That 0.M. therefcre has no application
to the fact; of these applicaﬁlons. e have, therefore, no -
reason to make any change in our earlier common order.

3, we, therefora, reject infsrlocutory application

loaving the parties to beer their oun costs.
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