
GERAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIWJNL 

BA!ALaE BENCH 

Commercial Complex (BDA) 
I ndiransgar 
Bangalore 560 038 

Dated * 
5 APR 199 

APPLICATION NOS. 1123 TO 1130/8j 

pli carits 	 Repo ndents 

Shri C. Shanmugasundaram & 7 Ors V/s The Director General, Telecom, 
New Delhi & 5 Ore 

1. Shri C. Sharimigasundaram 
Junior Engineer (Civil) 
Office of the General Manager 
Telecommunications 
Maruthi Complex 
Gandhinagar 
Bangalore - 560 009. 

2 • 	Shri D.R.  Moor thy 
Junior Engineer (Civil) 
Office of the Superintending 
£ ngineer 
Postal Civil Circle 
Bangalore - 560 020 

Shri H.V. Nagaraju 
do Dir M.S. Nagaraja 
Advocate 
35 (Above Hotel Swagath) 
1st Main, Gandhinagar 
Bangalore - 560 009 

Shri N. Vedanthachar 
Draughtsman (Civil) Gr-I 
Office of the Superintending 
Engineer 
Postal Civil Circle 
Bangalore - 560 020 

Shri D.M. Srikantaiah 
Junior Engineer (Civil) 
.Office of the Assistant 
Executive Engineer 
Postal Civil Sub-Divi sic n-I 
Bangalore - 560 010 

Shri T.V. Rajmohan 
Junior Engineer (Civil) 
Office of the Superintending 
Engineer 
Postal Civil Circle 
Bangalore - 560 020 

Shri T. Basavaraja 
Draughtsman Grade -II 
Office of the Executive 
Engineer 
Telecom Civil Division 
Bangalore - 560 001 

S. &nt M.A. Vijayakumari 
Draughtsman Grade-Il 
Office of the Executive 
Engineer 
Postal Civil Division 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Dr N.S. Nagaraja 
Advocate 
35 (Above Hotel Swagath) 
1st Main, Gandhinagar 
Bangalore - 560 009 

The Director General 
TelecoiTgminicatjons 
Sanchar Bhavan 
New Delhi - 110 001 

The Director' General (Posts) 
Dak Tar Bhavan 
New Delhi - 110 001 



The General Manager 
Telcorraiunicatione 
Karataka Circle 
Bangalore 560 009 

The, Supèrii tending Engineer 
Telcom Civil Circle 
Madiras 600 105 

ç 
The1  Superintending Engineer 
Post.al Civil Circle 
Bangalore 560 020 

:• 	15 1 The Executive Engineer 
•• 	Postal Civil Division 

Bangalore - 560 001 

16. Shri M. Vasudeva Rao 
Central Govt. Stng Counsel 
High Court Building 
Bangalore - 560 002. 

Su j ect * SENDING COPIES OP ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

ase find enclosed herewith. a copy of ORDER passed by this 

Triknai inthe above said applications on 31-3-89. 

I

Q

UTYITRAR : 

End above 
	 (JuDIcIAL) • 



BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
:BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE. 

DATED THIS THE THIRTYFIRST DAY or MARCH 1989 

Present $ Hen'bl. Shri X.Soputteswany 	.. Vic. Chairean 

t Han'ble Shri P.  Srjñjvaean 	a. M.mb.r(A) 

APPLICATION NO.1123 Ip 1130/198(r) 

C.Shan,eugaeundra,, 
]unior Engineer(Civil) 
Office of the General Manager, 
Iel*conmunicatiens, 
Kernataka Circle, 
Bangalore-560 009. 

D.R.Noarthy, 
3unior Erigineer(Cjvjl) 
Office of the Supdtg. Engineer, 
Potel Civil Circle, 
Bangalore-560 020, 

H.V.Nagarajau, 
Draughteman(Civil)Cr. I, 

(Voluntarily retired), 
Office of the Supdtdg. Engineer, 
Pastel Civil Circle, 
Bangalore-560 020. 

PLVedanthachar, 
Dreughtsman(Civil) Gr,I, 
Office of the Supdtdg. Engineer, 
Pøtal Civil Circle, 
Bangalore-560 020. 

5• 0.M,Srjkantejah, 
3uhior Enginuar(Clvil), 
Office of the Aast. Executive Engineer, 
Postal Civil SubOiviaion.I, 
Bangalore-560 010, 

6. T.V.Rejmohan, 
iunior Engjnear(Ciujl), 

Of the Supdbd.nEngineer, 

	

( , 	$as€1. Civil Circle, 
_)g, ' ( 	Banarore-560 020. 

7T. Be)  vaja, 
Drauhtan Grade-Il, 
Offièe 61f the Executive Engineer, 
T.lco!Civii Division, 

	

, 	átialrr56O 001. 



-2— 

e..A.Vijayakumari, 
D 	 Grade—Il, F 

??ice of the Executive Engineer, 
I . 6talCivilDtvieion, 	 ... to . 

anga]or.-560 001. 	 .. Applicant 

( Dr.M.S.Nagaraja 	,., Advocate) 

Vs. 

- 	1. The Director General, 	. 	 . 

Telecom, .. 	. 

• . 	 . New D.jhj, 

2. The OirctOx.Caneral, Poet5, 	 . e 
Now Delhi—hO .001, 

• 
. 	 .3, The General Manager, ., 

• lelecom, I 	 . 	 . 

• Bangalore-560 009. 
I 

TheSuperintending Engtn9er, 	 . 

• TlecomCivil'Circle, 	 . . 

Madras-600 105. 	. 	 . 	 . 	. 

5 TheSuperintending Engineer, 	 . • 

. PoetalCivilCircle, 	. . 

• . 	
. Bangaloxe-560 020.  

6 The Executive Engineers  
• . Postal CjjlDjjsjoa 	. ... 	. 	 . 	. 

• . .Sangalori560 001. 	 . 	•• Respondents 	. 	. 

(Shri M.V.Rac 	•,, Advocate) 

These applicetions hev 	come up today before th±s Tribunal 

• f r Orderè.: 	Hon'bla Member, Shri P.Srinivaean,rnáde the followings 

: 003/ 



S  

All the eight applicants before us have a common 

grievanc, which was heard together and is conveniently 

disposed of by this common erder. 

2. To understand the case of the applicants, it is 

necessary to set out the background to the controversy. 

Prior to October 1977, there were three grades of Draught.—

men, in the Post and Iel.graphe Civil. Wing (P&i CIVIL WING) 

to which all the applicants belong, viz., Grade I in the 
scal, of Rs.425-700, Grade II in the Scal, of .330-560 
and Grade II in the scale of ,260-430. These scales 

were in force from 1.1.1973. In the Central Public Work8 

Department (CPWD) also, there were 3 grades of Dzaughtsman 

dignat.d Grade I, II and III with the same scales of pay 

as given above. It appears that a similar structure of 

posts of Drauhtsm,n Grade I, II and Iliwith the same scales 

of pay exieted in other d.partmente as well, The Third Pay 

Commission had recommended higher pay 4calee of Rs.550-750, 

Rs,425-700 and .330-560 for the three grades of Draughtsmer, 

(I, II and III respectively) but this recommendation was not 

accepted by the Government. Draughtsmsn in CP.IO  pleaded that 

they should be given the scales of pay recommended by the 

Third Pay Commission and when this was not agreed to by the 

Government, they went in for arbitration. Th, arbitration 

award went in their favour and is a result, they were given 

the benefit of the higher pay scales recommended by the Third 

Pay Commission notianaily from 1.1.1973 with actual monetary 

benefit from 16,11.1978. 

3, Thereupon Oraughtemen in the P & I Civil Wing agitated 

for being given the same benefit as their counterparts in CPJD 

i.e. fixation of their pay in the pay icles recommended by the 

Third Pay Commission for Grade I, II and III notionally from 

1 01,1973 and actually from 16.11.1978. On this being rejected 

by the Government three Draughtemen of the P & T Civjl Wing 

01 

..4 



filed • Writ Petition before The Delhi High Court which was 

decided by $ Single 3udge in their favour (Civil Writ 

Petition No.911 of 1981 Dhar.m Vir Sehdsr vs. Union of India, 

decided on 22.2.1988). We are told that this decision has 

been challanged by the Government in a Writ Appeal which is 

still to be heard and decided by a Division Oench of the 

some High Courts meanwhile, the judgameat of the •ingle 

Judge has been implemented in respect or the three Draughtemen 

of the P & I Civil Wing who filed the Writ Petition and not 

in regard to others. The applicants before us say that they 

should also be extended the same benefits as the three Writ 

Petitionere before The Delhi High Court, and not doing so 

would be hostile discrimination against them, 

The respondents have resisted these applications and 

have filed their reply accordingly. Or, fi.5.Nagareja for the 

applicants and Shri l.Vasudeva Rao for the respondents have 

been heard. 

The first objection of the respondents is that these 

applications are badly delayed. The cause of action for them 

roee in 1980 when revised scales of pay were allowed to 

Draughtamert in CPID as a result of arbitration and the same 

benefit was not extended to Draughtemen working in the P & I 

Civil Wing. In a letter dated 12.9.1984 issued by the Director 

General Poet and Telegraphs (DGP&T) pay scales of Drauohtsmen 

Grade I and Grade II in the P & I Wing were revised to f.550-750 

and s.425-760 nationally from 13.5.1982 with actual monetary 

benefit from 1.11.1983. Even at that time the applicants had 

failed to go to Court seeking notional application of the 

revised scales from 1.1.1973 and actual benefit from 16,11,1978 

as in the case of Draughtsmen in CPWD. On the other hand, 

the three petitioners in Oharem Vir Sahdev'e case approached 

the Delhi High Court as early as in 1981 and the decision of 

the learned Single nudge granted them relief. These applications 

should the.beeither as relating to a caussI ct on which 



erase prior to 1.11o1982 and ther.fors inscompatant or e*a4e 

as having been filed well beyond the limitation prescribed for 

the purpose in Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act. 

6. Dr. Negaraja submitted that the grievance of the 

applicants is e continuing one as they continue to draw pay 

every month. Noreover, the pay of the three petitioners before 

the Delhi High Court was fixed by the ministry of Communications 

in accordance with the judgement in that case only on 17.6.1986 

(Annexure A-3)$ and 22.9.1985 (Annaxure A4) and in a letter 

dated 10.9.1986, the Assistant Director General of the said 

ministry had stated that decision in respect of admissibility 

of pay scales to the Draughteman in general is under consideration. 

Thus, even though the revised scales recommended by the Third 

Pay Commission were extended to the applicants and other Draughts-

men in the P & I Wing nationally from 13.5.1982 and actually 

from 1.11.1983 by Director General P & l's letter dated 12.9.19849  

the question of backdating the national and actual bunif it to 

1.1.1973 and 16.11.1978 respectivelyhich is the prayer here 

was still under the active consideration of the authorities even 

in September 1986. In fact some information in this regard was 

sought by the ministry of Communications in, a letter dated 2.121987. 

Or, Nagaroja therefore submitted that the application is in time, 

7. We have considered the matter carefully. So for as 

cxtending to the applicants the same benefit as that given to 

CPD Draughtemen is concerned viz., fixation of pay in the scales 

of pay recommended by the Third Pay Commission notionally from 

1.1.1973 and actually from 16.11.1978 we must agree with learned 

counsel for the respondents that this grievance dates back to 

1980 when the arbitration award in the case of CPJ!D Draughteman 

was announced. And so it carnot be entertained by us, (V.K.mehra 

/ I 	 Vs. The Secretary,Miniietry of Information and Broad Casting, 

NaJ Delhi. AIR 1986 CAT 203 Dr.Smt.Kshama Kepur Vs.Union of India 

198(4)ATC 329). However, to the extent that the pay new being 

,Iran by the applicant is less than what it would have been if 

06 revised pay scales had been nationally implemented w.e.f. 

1.1973 as in the case of CPWD Draughtamen or the three p.tttioners 

before the Delhi High Court, the grievance can certainly be agitated 



before us, in ether words, the applicant's claim for actual 

benefit of revised pay scales from 16.11.1978 is too late in 
the day for us to adjudicate but not their claim for actual 

benefit from a subsequent date to be determined by us bsløw. 

8. Coming to the merits of the case, Shri Rae contended 

that the case of Draughtsmen in the P & T Civil Wing is not the 

some as that of their ceunterparts in CPJD and that this difference 

was overlooked by the Delhi High Court in Dhsram Vir Setdev's 

case which was therefore wrongly decided. After October 1977 

there were only two grades of Draughtsmen in the P & I Civil 

Wing namely Grade I and Grade I!, Grade III having been abolished 

on the recommendation of the Staff Inspection Unit (SILt) of the 

Finance Ministry. AU Draughtsmen in Grade III it the time were 

inducted in Grade II and Grade II became thereafter the initial 

recruitment grads instead of the erstwhile Grade III. Th•reafter 

the same qualifications prescribed for recruitment to the erst-

while Grade III were adopted to recruitment to Grade 11. There- 

fore the poet of Draughtemen Grade II in the P & I Civil Wing 
frt 	erus o4. 

j.enJ,end to Grade III in CPWD which continues to have thrsa 

grad.. of Draughtsmen. Consqu.ntly Grade I Draughtemen in the 

P & I Civil Wing corresponds to Grade II Draughtsmen in CD. 

There was no case therefore to r.visw the pay scales of Rs,330-560 

and Rs.425-700 applicable to Grade II and Grade I Draughtemen in 

the P & I Civil Wing to Rs.550-750 and Rs.425-700 respectively as in 

CPWD. 

9, Dr.Na;araje submitted that the whole question had been 

examined in depth by the single 3udge in Oharam Vir S.hdrv'e 

ease-who held that there was no justification for different scales 

of pay for Draughtsmen Grade I and II in the P & T Civil Wing - 

from those mode applicable to their coupterparte (in designation) 
Ui (4& 

in CPWDØ  The respondents had themselves 00M.ded this, in effect, 

by revising the pay scales of Grade I and II Draughtemen in the 

P & I Civil Wing nationally from 13.5.1 982 and •ff.ctively from 

... 7 .... 



1.11.1983 in the OjrsctorG,neralP & l's letter datad 

12.9.198* They cannot now be heard to say iw that It 
bi _____ 

was awrong decision as _ietantt,d in their reply and reiterated 

by Shri Rae. 

10, We have given anxious thought to the whole isaus. 

It is common ground that upto October 1977 thete were three 	M 
grades of Dreuohtsmen in the P & I Clvi]. Wing and in CPiD OYA 

the qualifications forretUitment for those paste were the 

same in both the departments.Applicants No. I to 5, 7 & 8 joined 

the P & T Civil Wing as Dreughtamen Grade III on different dates 

before October 1971. Applicant .No6 also joined as Draughteman 

Grade III on 1.10.1977 presumably because that grade had not 

yet been abolished by then. All of them were promoted to 

Grade II between 7.4.1965 and 1.3.1978 indicating that till 

the lest mentioned late the three grade structure was still 

actually functioning. Therefore so far as all the applicants 

are concerned, the three grade structure was operative. It 

is clear therefore that so for as they are concerned, the corres-

pondence of qualifications and other eligibility requirements 

between the three grades in P & I Civil Wing and CP1D-which 

was uphld by the Single judge in Dharám Vir S.hdev's case 

from whose views 	dJrison differ - had to be reflected 

by the same scales of pay, The abolieibn of Grade III in the 

P & I Civil Wing - it is not aleor when this took effect-cannot 

affect the applicants who started in Grade III and worked in that 

grade for some time. 

11. The J ,%lves revised the scales of pay .-j' 

of Gradd Cr 	 1984 to bring them efl 

par with their coun(111411HPIS in CRJD. W. cannot accept their 

b,ontention after 5 years that this was a mistake. But the 

vissd scelee of pay were applied nationally from 13,5.1982 

is 	effectively from 1.11.1983. We see no reason for notional 

/Jxetion only from 13.5,1982 as the disparity "is-a-vie their 

(ountarperts in CPO dates beck (notionelly) to 1.1.1913. We 



will not interfere with the eecond date i.. 1.11.1983 from 

which they were given actual monetary benefit as the appli—

cants did not p.reue their rights in this regard in good time. 

12, In the result we pace the following order * 

The respondents will fix the pay of each of 

the applicants in the revised pay scale as adopted 

in CPWD— 	ärade in which he was working 

from time to time nationally with effsct from 

1.1.1973 or the date from which he was appointed 

to that grade, which ever was later. But actual 

monetary benefits arising from such fixation will 

accrue to the applicants from 1.11.1983cvJJ. 

13. All the applications are disposed of on the above 

terms leaving the parties to bear their own costs. 

sAt 
- 	.- 	

--  
( SHRI K.SPUTTASWRMl) 	 (SHRI P.SRINIVASAN) 

VICE—CHAXRMAN 	 MENBR (A) 

?JE CO7 

CEffflA1 	
I1M1VE 1IJ4!t, 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

/ 	 Commercial Complex (BOA) 
Indiranagar 

- 	Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated $ 2 JUN1989 

I4EVIEW APPLICATION NOB, 21 to'28/89  
IN APPLICATION NOS. 1123 to 1130/!8(f) 

Applicants 	 Respondents 

The Director General, 	 V/s 	Shri C. Shanmugaetmdaram & 7 Ore 
Talecomwnicàtions, 
New Delhi &5Ors 

To 

B. Shri C. Shanmugaeundaram 
Ziunior Engineer (Civil) 
Office of the General P%aneger 
Te lacommunicaticna 
Meruthi Complex 	 * 
Bangalore - 560 009. 

9,  Shri D.R. Moorthy 
)unior Engineer (Civil) 
Office of the Sterintinding Engineer,  

• Postal Civil Circló 
Bangalore -560 020 

10, Shri H.V. Nageraju 
C/c 0? LS. Nagaraja 
Advocate 

' 35 (Above Hotel Swagath) 
let P%aii, Gandhinagar 
Bangalore -560 009 

11.. Shri M. Vedanthachar 
Dreughtaman (Civil) Gr-I 
Office of the Suparintending Engineer 
Postal Civil Circle 
Bangalore - 560 020 

12,. Shri D.M. Srikenteieh 
)uniot Engineer (Civil) 
Office of the Assistant Executive 
Engineer 
Postal Civil Sub-Division I 
Bangalore- 560 010 

1, The Director General 
Telecorenunications 
Sanohar Bhaván 
New Delhi - 110 001 

The Director General (Posts) 
Oak Tar Ohavan 
Now Delhi - 110 001 

The General Panager 
Telecommunications 
Karnataks Circle 
Bangalore - 560 009 

The Supetintending Engineer 
Telecom Civil Circle 
t'adras - 600 105 

S. The Superintending Engineer 
Postal Civil Circle 
Bángalore - 560 020 

The (cutive Engineer 
Postal Civil Division 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Shri f. Vasudeva Rae 
Central Govt. Stng Counsel 
High Court Building 
Bangalore - 560 001 



13 	Shri T.V. Rejmohan 	
IL Sffit M.A. Vijayakumati 

3unl.or Engineer (Civil) 	
Draughteman Grade - II 

Office of the $upexintendir%g * 	 Office of the E,ecutive Engineer 

Engineer 	
Petal Civil Division 

Postal Civil Circle 	 Bangalore 560 001 

Bangalore 560 020 1 4.Dr M.S. Nagaraje 

Ii • Shri T. $aeavareje 	 Advocate 

Draughtaman 'Grade - II 	 35 (Above Hotel Swagath) 

Office of the Ecutive 	 let Plain, Gendhinagar 

Engineer 	 0 	 Bangalore - 560 009 

Telecom Civil, Division 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Subjfbt $ SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE 8ENC 

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of ORDER peesed by this Tribunal 

the above said Review applications on 30-5-89. 

Encl i As above 

	

• 	

, 

	

LY'REG*1STrfRAR
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/ 	BEF3RE THE CENTRAL AD'UNISTRATIVC TRIBUNAL 
BANCALORE BENCH, BANGAL(C. 

Presents 

DATED THIS THE THIRTIETH DAY or MAY 1989. 

Hontbl• Shri 3uatics k.6.Puttaswatny 

Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivseen 

RCCW .AJCAT ION $05 21 TO 2Jgc1 
To.A .N0$. 1123 to 

Vice Chairman 

fjembex(A) 

/ 

1.Ths Director General, 
Telecomtnunicetiens, 
Sanchar Bhavan, 
New Delhi 1. 

TM Director Gensral(Poete) 
Dek Tar Bhavan, 
New Delhi I. 

3. TM General flanayer, 
Telscoeunicat ions, 
karnataka Circle, 
Bangalors 9. 

4, TM Supdtg. Engineer, 
Telecom Civil Circle, 
I'Jadras 15. 

TM Supdtg. Engineer, 
Postal Civil Circle, 
Rangalore 20. 

TM Executive Engineer, 
Postal Civil Division, 
Bangalors 1, 

(Shri P.Ve,wdsva Rao 

fq 	 . C.SMnmugasun&iaraa, 
7 	 3r.Engineer (Civil) 

\o/o General Panager, 
IX ielcomrnunic8tjofl$, 

r IF 

. . J$ariithi Complox, Z B#Iore 9. 

O/oSupdtg Engineer, 
Postal Civil Circle, 
B'2ore 20. 

Pl.U.danthachaz, 
Draughteman (Civil) 
0/0 Aest. Exac. Engineer, 
Postal Civil Sub-Division-I, 
B'lore l0 

5. TV.Rajaohen, 
3r.Cngr.(Civil) 
O/oSãpdtg Engineer, 
Postal Civil Circls 
Bangalore 20. 	-. - 

%- 	I... 

Review applicants 

. Advocate) 

LI 



2. 

T.Baeavaraja, 
Draughtst*en Grads II, 
0/a Exec. Engineer, 
Telecom Civil ()i., 
Bangelors 1. 

Set, M.Vijeyaktaaeri, 
Draughtman Grade II, 
0/a Exeç. Engier, 
ptal Civil ., 
Bangelare 1. 

Be MV.Nageraja, 
Oraughtaean(Civil) Cr.!. 
(yoiünt.rily Retired) 
Office of the Supdtg. Engineer, 
Postal Civil Circle, 
B'lota 20. 

4. DJ'.Srikantaiah, 
3r.Cngineer(Civil) 
O/oAeb*SoEnginaer, 
Postal Civil Sub..Division I, 
Bangalore 10. 

Review Respondents. 
(Dr. .5.Idagaraja 	.. Advocate) 

This application has come up today before this Tribunal 

for Orders. Hon'b].s Ismb.r(A) made the following; 

0 C R - 

By these applications the respondents in Original 

Application nos.1123 to 1130 of 1988 seek a review of our,  common 

Order dated 31.3.1989 disposing of the said original applications. 

In that order vs, had directed the respondents * to fix the pay of 

each of the applicants in the revised pay scale as adopted in CPWD 

in each grade in which he was working from time to time notionally 

with effect from 1.1.1973 or the date from which he was appointed 

to that grads whichever is j.ater5. In doing so, we relied on a 

judgement of the Delhi High Court in Oharamvir Sachdev Vs. Union 

of India (Civil Writ petition no.911/1981 decided on 22.2.1988). 

The respondents state in the present application that in DhsIsm viz 

Sachd.v'a case refixation of the pay of the petitioners therein was 

ordered with effect from 22.8.1973 and not from 1.1.1973 and prey 

that the direction In our aforementioned order be modified suitably 

in the interest of consistency. 



The application came up for admission on 29.5.1989, 

when Shrj M.Vasudeva Rae appeared for the review applicants. 

At our direction 0r..S.Nagareja took notice far the original 

applicants and the matter was posted for being heard today. 

We have heard both Shri M.Vaudava Rao and Dr.Nagaraja. 

This is actually not eà much a case for review as for 

a clarification of our original order. Since we were following the 

decision of the Delhi High Court in Dharam Viz Sachdsv's case the 

relief to be given by us had to be the earns as in that case. We 

have perused the judgemant of the Delhi High Court. In terms of 

that judgernent,Gtljrevjsed pay scales had to be made'epplicable to 

the original applicants in Application NoB. 1123 to 1130 of 1988 

with effect from 22.8.1973 and not from 1.1.1973. We, therefore, 

modify the direction contained in pars 12 of our order dated 31 .3.1989 

to read as follows: 

* The respondents will fix the pay of each of the 

applicants in the revised pay scale as adopted in 

CPWD in each grade in which he was working from 

time to time nationally with effect from 22.8.1973 

or the date from which he was appointed to that 

grade, whichever was later. But actual monetary 

benefits arising from such fixation will accru, to 

the applicants from 1.11.1983 only . 

TRUE COPY 	5o 	fijja,i pp1jtation nov.21 to 28/89 are disposed of on the 

above terms, leaving the parties to bear their own costs. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI8t.tAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 
* * * * * * * * 

Commercial Complex (BOA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangaloro — 560 038 

• Oatell
1989 

REVIEW PPPLIC#TION NO (s) 	100 to  107 	 • 
IN APPLICATIOW5;NC. 1123 t. 1130/8e(F) 

W.P. NO (o) 	 _ 

pp1icant (a) 	 Respondents. 

The Director General 	 V/a 	Shri C. Shanmugaeundraa & 7 Or. 
Ts1.oemmunicatisne, New Delhi 
To 	 .&5 °Ors 

1. The Director General The Superintending Engineer 
Telscsmmunicatjons 

0 Psta]. Civil Circle 

Sanchar Shavan 	
• Bangaisra — 560 ó20 

New Delhi — 110 001 
The Executive Engineer 

2. The Director Genera]. (Pest.) Postal Civil Division 

Dak Tar aisuan Bangalsr. — 560 001 

New Delhi — 110'001 
7. 	Shri M. Vasudeva Rae 

3. me General Manager Central Govt. Stng Counsel 

T'l.commuriicti.ne High C.urt Building 

karnataka Circle Bangaisre 	560 001 

• Maruthi Complex 
Gandhinagar 

• Bangal.r. — 560 009 

4. The Superintonding Engineer 
• Telecom Civil Circle 

Madras — 600 015 
b 

Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSEb BY THE BENCH 

Please find oncicised herewith a copy of 
Review 

89 
passed by this Tribunal in the above saidLapplication(s) on 	30' 

05  

pJ 
VPtffY REGISTRAR 

Enal $ As above 
	 (3UDIcIAL) 	 •0* 



8EFE THE CENTRAL ADMIMISThATIVE TRIBUNAl. 
C) 	 BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE. 

DATED THIS THE THIRTIETH DAY OF AUGUST 1989, 

Presents Hon'ble Shri )ustica K.S.Puttaewaay 	•. VICE CHAIRMAN 

Hon'bIe Shri P.Sriniveaen 	 .. PFqBER(A) 

E1IEW APPLICATION NO.100 to 12UNg  
( in O.A.No. .1123 to 1130188) 

1.The Directet General, 
Telecommunications, 
Senchar Shavan, 
New Delhi to 

2.Th. Director Genarsl(Posts), 
Oak Tar Bhav.n, 
New Delhi 1. 

3.The General Managert  
Tslecommunic*tions, 
Karnatáka Circle, 
Bangelors 9. 

4.Ths Superintendirig Engineer, 
Telecom Civial Circle, 
Madras 15. 

5.The Superintending Engineer, 
.Poeta]. Civil Circle, 
Bengelore 20. 

6. The Executive Engineer, 
Postal Civiel Division, 	 ., Review 
Sangalore 1. 	 . 	 Applicants. 

(Shri M.Vasudeva Rao .. *dvocste) 

vs. 

I • C.Sharsmugheaundram, 
)r.Engr.(Civil), 
o/u General Manager, 
Telecommunications, 
Maruthi Complex, 
annaloro 9. 

2.13R Murthy, 
3r. £ngr.(Civil), 
o/oSuperintsnding Engineer, 
Postal Civil Circle, 
Bangelors 20. 

3.M Vedanthachar, 
Draughtsaan(Civil), 
0/0 Asat.Cxecutive Engr., 
Postal Civil Sub"i.I, 
Bengelors 10. 
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4.TV Pajmohafl, 
3r.Engr.(CiViI), 
0/0 Superintending En,, 
Peata]. Civil Circle, 
Bangalore 20. 

5, 001 STikanateiah, 
3r.Engr.(Civil) 
0/a A.st.ExacUtiVS Cngr., 
Postal Civil Sub On Is 
Bangalore 10. 

6.T.Besavaraj*, 
Draughtea8fl Giada Its, 
0/0 £xec.EngiflRST, 
Telecom Dlvii On., 
Bangalore 1, 

7. S.t.MA Vijayskuriseri, 
Draughts, an Grade II, 
o/o Exec. (ngin9er, 
Postal Civil Oivri, 

8.1W saaareje, 
0rsughtsmafl (Civil) tr.I, 
VSluntsriiY retired), 
o/o Superintending (ngineer 
Postal Civil Circle, 
Bangalore 20. 	 .. ReepodfltS. 

This application has come up today befors 

this Tribunal for Orders. Hon'blR 01.mber (A) made the foilvoings 

In these Review Petitions, the respondents 

in original applications No.1123 to 1130/88 seek a. review of 

our common order dated 30.5.1989 disposing of eariierevieW 

petitionS No.21 to 28/89 filed by them. 

2. 	 We have hoard Shri PLV.R8O for the review 

applicants. Under Rule 17 of the Central AdminiBtIatiVs 

Tribunal (proceduTe) Rules, 1987, as amended, no second 

review petition can be mado when one review petition has 

already been hoard and disposed of. Further, in this review 

petition it is contended that we want wrong in relying on a 

..3/ii. 



judgment of Delhi High Court in disposing of the esther review 

petitions since that judgment is under appeal before the 

Supreme Court. We see no merit in this contention, since 

the judgment of the Delhi High Court holds the field till it is 

reversed in appeal. 

3. 	 For the reasons stated above the review petitions 

are rejected .t the threshold itself. 

CL 

VICE CHAIN 	 ,qEMBER(A) 

,TRU,F COPY 

Pi P  
GMTRAL ADM1NISTIATVE TRIBUMA 9 

A1ALQtiE 
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CCNTRL ADNINI5TRTIVE TRIBUNAL 
- 	8ANGL0RE BENCH 

Commercial Complex (BDA) 
Indjrsnaoar 
BangFlore - 560 038 

Date :1 8 J A N 1993 

REVIEW 	APPLICTION NO 19 	 J92 

W.P. 	NO (s) INAPlCATlONN0S.112 13B8 

Review 	.PJ2Ucn.t (sJ. idet(j 

Shri T.V. Rajamohan & 7 ore 	 V/s •- The Director General, Telecom, New Delhi 
• &5Ora 

To 

Shri T.V. Rajamohan 5. 	Set. M.A. Vijayaktrari 
Oraughtemen Grade-I! 

Shri D.R. NOorthy Office of the Executive Engineer 
Postal Civil Division 

(Si NoB. 1 & 2 - 5th Floor, CP.Oo Building 
Bangalore - 560 001 

junior Engineere (Civil) 
Office of thi Executive Engineer 7. 	Shri H.V. Nagareju 

C/o Shri M.R. Rajagopal PO8tai Civil Division 
5th Floor, G.P.O. Building AdWocate 

Bangalore - 560 001) o. 294, 7th Nain 
Nagendra Block 

3. 	Shri C.S. Shenmugesundaram Baneahankari III Stage 

Assistant Engineer Bangalore - 560 050 

Office of. the Chief General Manager 
Telecommunications 8. 	Shri T. Basevsraja 

kernatsks Circle Drsughtsman Grade-li 

Maruthi Complex Office of the Executive Engineer 
Gandhinagar Telecom Civil Division 

Bangalore - 550 009 Bangalore - 560 001 

4. 	Shri O.M. Srikentaieh 9. 	Shri M.R. Rajagopal 
Assistant Engineer AdVocate 
Office of the Assistant Executive Engineer No. 294, 7th Main 
poetal Civil Sub-Division-I Negendra Block 
Bangalore - 560 010 Baneshankal?i II! Stage 

Bangalore - 560 050 
5. 	Shri M. Vedanthachar 

Oraughtsman Grads-I 
Office of the Superintending Engineer 
postal Civil Circle 
Bangalore 	560 020 

Subject 	: 	FORW'ARDING COPIES OF THE OROER PASSED ByrHEBcNc 

Plemse find enclosed herewith a copy of the ORDER'SWY' 
iI*T&Wkxi&l* passed by this Tribunal in the above Said Review 

epp1ictjon (x) on 	11-1-9.3 

YDEPUTy REGISTRAR 
(JunICIAL) 

/ 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADIIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
8ANGALORE BENCHiBANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE ELEVENTH DAY OF 3ANUARY, 1993 

Presents Hon'bls Shri Syed Faziulla Rezvi, Nember (3) 

Hon'ble Shri S. Gurusenkeran, Nember(A) 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO.19/1992 

I. Shri.T.V. Rajamohan 
3unior Engineer Civil 
Rsjor, Office of the 
Executive Engineer 
Postal Civil Division 
5th Floor, General Poet 	 S  
Office Btjildthgs, Bangalore. 

2. Shri D.R. Roorthy 	- 
]uniot Engineer (clvii) 
Office of the Executive Engineer 
Postal Civil Division 
5th 	kior, G.P.O. , Building 
Bangalore. 

Shri C.S. Shanie.asundara* 
Ast. Engineer 
Office of the General Nanager 
Telecoesunications, Reruthi Complex 
Gandhinagar, Bangalore. 

Shri O.M. Srikantaiah 
Aeatt. Engineer, Office of the 
Asstt. Executive Engineer 
Postal Civil Sub-Division-i 
Bangalore. 
Shri R. Vedanthachar 	 - 
Dreughteman, Office of the 

ADMIN, 	 Superintanding Engineer, 
¼' 	 ' 	Postal Civil Circle, Bangalore. 

 

Office of the Executive Engineer, 
-4 I 	Postal Civil Division, 5th Floor 

) G.P.O., Buildingi Bangalore. 
H.V. Nagereju )) 	
5taadhinngar 

Bangalore-9. 

'i.LOFE 	••,./' 	8. Shri T. Bas5veraja 
Draught sean, Grade-I I 
Office of the TelecoeCivil Division 
Bangalore-9. 	 •... Applicants. 

(Shri M.R. Rajagopal, vocate) 

- 	 Vs. 

1. The Director General 
S 	 Telecos, New Delhi. 	 / 

- 2. The Director General Poets 
New Delhi-hO 001. 

?t)- 	3. The General Nanger, Telecom 
Bangalore-560 009. 
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The Superintending Engineer 
Telecom Civil Circle 	 0 
Padras-600 015 

The Superintending Engineer 
Postal Civil Circle 
Bangalore-560 020. 

The Executive Engineer 
Postal Civil Division 
Bangelore-560 001. 	 ..... ReSpondentB 

This Review Application having come up for 

hearing before this Tribunal today, Hon'ble Shri Syad Fazlulla 

Razvi, 1ember(J), made the followings 

R_ 0 C R 

This is an application for review filed by the 

original applicants in Application nos. 1123 to 1130/1988 

which was disposed of by a Bench of this Tribunal by order dated 

31.3.1989. After the passing of the said order by a Bench of 

this Tribunal, 2 review applications Came to be filed on behalf 

of the respondents in review application nos. 21 to28/1989. and 

100 to 107/19899  which applications came to be rejected by this 

Tribunal. The applicants 	by way of the present review 

application have sought for reviewing the order dated 31.3.1989 

for the reasons mentioned in the review application. 

By orders of the Hon'ble Chairman, this review 

application has to be heard by a Bench consisting of both of 

us (Hon'ble Shri Syad Fazlulla Razvi, Member(J) and Hon'ble 

Shri S. Gurusankaran, Member(A)) and that is how the matter came 

to be placed before us. 

Today, when the review application was taken up for 

preliminary hearing, Shri M.R. Rajagopal, the learned counsel 

appearing for the review applicants has filed Memo to the effect 

that by virtue of the recent decision of the Principal Bench, 

'\fl 

. 
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JI- 
New Delhi, in 0.1k. No.1978/1988 disposed of on 31.7.192, it 

has been directed to' extend the revised pay scale benefit 

actually from 16.11.1978 at the instance of the application 

	

filed by the Union of 	non—gazetted employees of the 

Telecommunication and the Postal Department. It is further 

stated in the nmo that the applicants may be permitted to 

withdraw the review application and the review application 

may be dismissed as withdrawn in the ends of justice and equity. 

Z. 

In view of the memo filed by the review 

ants, we permit the applicants to withdraw this review 

The review application is disposed o4  as withdra. 

- 

] 	
1g 

	

(S. GLUSANIARAp4) 	 (SYED FAZLULLA RAZtII) 

	

MENBER(A) 	 MEpiSER(3) 

copr 
mr. 	

SECTION OFFICER 
itU AD 	STfTIVE Trn3At 


