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Please find enclosed hdrwith a copy of the Order! 

Stay Order/Intorim Order, passeá by this Tribunal in the abo-v4 

mentioned application(s) n 20.ull.i1995. 
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42 £U.1J.199b 
ORDERS ON PI,A. No.481/1995 

Having heard the Stand1g 
COUnsSli we think it inapfropriate 
to furthir extend the ti.e already 
allóttsd for compliancà with the 
directiene or t his Tribune1 in O.A. 

of on 
31.3.1995, 3 months time as 

granted at that time for climplianc, 
with the dictj05 Theriarter, 
there were 2 more eztsneiope, on. 

for 3 months and another rhr on.' 
month.. Even today, the .deI,artment 

ii in a stand still positfrn. 

2. 	The Standing Couns,1!tjll. us 
that the Department is yetjto rile 
n SIP, challenging our ordr 

S?err.d to supra and that 1. why 
urther extension of t lee a Pece-
earyo  We do not thInk th to be 
i sufficient ground for sxtene1on of 
lee.. Me do not know whether the 
apartment has already rIidd an SLP-
nd if that Is in the or?j, at 
what stag. it -is. Eveneo,t it is not 
a proper ground for e xtendtng the 



Datel 	
J1) 'Ôrdsof Tribunal 

f , )1iJ.j j 

OMf:fl the time turther. How.v.r, as 

direct that in caaean SIP is 
filed and the depart.ent,éete with 
any 	+hi4,i Ck - - 

	I 

( - 

s.wswalu, 
. 	r' 	- 

directions given in the O.A. eupra 
L:• 	T3J! viii certainly otand modified or 

t_•' 	
- -•- --- regulated-to the extentofhe 

sucdi'i ir 	the SLP. 	I 
---4-..---- -•. 	__• 

3. 	Withthhendirection, 
this M.A.ror e,ttension i?t&aio 
is rejected 	We direct 
department to itplement thu. 	4A 

•. -. 	• 	-:- directions rohwith. 	
1 

Sa'tion Off kr 
Central Administrativi  Tribwin$ 

Bangalore BerI,. 
Bangaloto 
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Mi 	App 	45of 1995 in 	Dated 	OCT 1995 

APPLICATIcN NO.!337 and 1364 to 1375 of 1994.. 

APPLICANTS Sri.B.N.Kadapatti and twelve others., 

v/S. 	 - 

(RESPQDEiTS: 

The Secretary,Ministry of Defence, 
New Delhi andanother. 

To 	.. 

	

1. 	Sri.N.G.Phadke,Advocate, 
. No.502/40,' KAUSALYPP 
Fiftyfourth Cross,III—Block, 
Rajajnagar,Banga1ore10. 

	

2.. 	Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao,Additional 
Central Govt.Standing Counsel, 
High Court Bldg,Bangalore-1. 

It 

Subject:— F.rwarding copies of the Orders passd by the 
Central Administrative Tribunal, Bangalore-38. 

---xxx--- 1. - 
Please find enclosed hdrwith a copy of the Order! 

Stay Order/.Intorim Order, pass.eá bj this Tribunal in the abo-v-

mentioned application(s) ,n20—j0-1995. 

DEPJI REGISTRPL 
JUD IC IAL BRPNCHES. 
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Date 	 Office Notes 	 - 	Orders of Tribunal 

V 	 20..iO4995 . 

(4'
CAs 134L94 

Heard Shri.M.V.Rao} on 
-M,A.435/95 for extensio& of time by 
6 months. The leained otmsel for 
the applicant Shri.phadke opposes - 	
grant of any more extens.on statin 
sufficent.timehasa1redy been 

-. 	 - 	given tp the Department to comple 
- 	 -withthe.djrectjons ofteTrjbunaL 

- 	
Apart frona statement, he - 

-- : 	 - 	eparmnt is Gonsu1tingthe Winis. 
- 	•- - - 	••. 	- 	- 	try ofFihance for takinil' 	- 
- '' 	 - 	• 	• 	steps, tháre isno indication as 

- 	 : 	- - 	 - 	towhatdrEd actioi has - been 
- 	- 	 - taken by the Department sofar, I - 

- -S 	 - 	 - 	 - 	 seeno5ustificatjon forigrant of 6 
- 	

S 

 - 	months time. The Departnient is - 
- 	 - 	•• 	 - directed to comply with the - - 	- 

directions of 'the Tribudál within 
.one month from today. -Mis 
disposed of on the above i liñè., -. - _, 	 •_\__S_ 	 - 	. 5 	 - 1/ £, 	• 	 - 	- 	 / 

'q 

40  

ALOSE _ - 

0 	 - - 	- • 	- 	Central AdminiStrative TribVi 	- 	-- 

BanGalore Bench 
8angelore 



I 
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) 	Second Floor 1  
Commercial Complox, 
Indiranagar, 
BPNGALORE - 560 03. 

Dated: 18JULft 
APPLE AT ICN NO.1337' 1364 to 1375 of 1 99. 

APPLICANTS: Sri.LN.Kadapatti and 12 Others., 

v/s. 

RESPQ'4DENTS: The Secretary,Ministry of Defence, 
New Delhi and another., 

To 

Sri.N.G.Phadke,Advocate, 
I 

	

	No.5c/ 40, KAUSAL.YA, 	- 
54th Cross,Third Block, 
Rajajinagar,Bangalore-10. 

SrI.M.Vasudeva Rao,AddlC.G.SC. 
High Court Bldg,Bangalore-1. 

w 	•- 	II 	 * 

H 

Subject:- Fowarding copiesof the Orders passed by the 
Ceitral Administrative Tribunal,Bangalore-38. 

I- 	 ---xxx--- 
Plese find enclosed herwith a copy of the Ordr/ 

Stay rrder/Ifitcrim Order, passed by this Tribunal in the above 

mentioned application(s) on 12-07-4995. 	S 

. 	 - 

	

/ 	

REGISTRAR  
JUDICIAL BRJCHES 

- 	 - 



3. 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
BANGALORE BENCH 

R.A. No.30 to 42/95 

FRIDAY..THIS THE TWENTY FIFTH DAY OF AUGUST 1995 

Shri Justice P.K. Shyamsundar ... Vice-Chairman 

Shri V. Ramakrishnan ... Member (A] 

Union of India repre-
sented by ità Secretary, 
Ministry of Defence, 
New Delhi. 

The Engineer-in-chief, 
Kashmira House, 
Army Hqrs, DHQ Post. Office, 	 ...Review 
New Delhi-hO 011. 	 Applicants 

[By Advocate Shri M. Vasudeva Rao... 
Addl. Standing Counsel for Central Govt.] 

V. 

L 

2. 

Shri B.N. Kadapatti, 
Sf0 Ningayya Kadapatti, 
Aged about 54 years, 
C/o AGE (I] AF,Sambra, 
Belgaum. 

Shri P.R. Malkari, 
5/0 Ramachandra Malkari, 
Aged about 54 years, 
C/o AGE (I) AF,Sambra, 
Belgaum. 

Shri M.M. Shirur, 
S/o Mahadevappa Shirur, 
Aged about 48 years, 
C/o GE, Camp, 
Belgaum. 

Shri V.I. Chavan, 
S/o Laxman Chavan, 

- Aged. 41 years, 
C/o GE, Camp, 
Belgaum. 

Shri S.I. Dubbanmardi, 
S/o Lingaraj Y Dubbanmardj, 
Aged about 35. years, 
C/o AGE (I) AF,Sarnbra, 
Belgaum. 



7 -2- 	
• 

Shri S.N. Muchanmdi, 
Sf0 S/o Narayana Muchandi, 
Aged about 32 years, 
C/o GE, Camp, 
Belgaum. 

Narayan Tarihalkar, 
WIo Raw Tarihalkar, 
Aged about 32 years, 
C/o GE, Camp, 
Belgaum. 

A.J. Jolly, 
S/o Joseph, 
Aged about 30 years, 
.C/o GE, Panaji, Goa. 

Shri Anilkumar, P.R., 
S/o P.V.Krishnan, 
Aged about 29 years, 

• C/o GE, Camp, 
Belgaum. 

s.B. Iaad, 
S/o Babu Rao'I Iaad, 
Aged about 33 years, 
C/o GE, Camp, 
Belgaum. 

Shri S.R. Hosurkar, 
S/a R.K. Hosurkar, 
Aged about 32 years, 
C/o AGE (I]AF,Sambra, 
Belgaum. 

Shri V.B. Padmanabhan, 
S/o Shri V. Krishnan Gurukkas, 
Aged about 33 years, 
C/o AGE (I] AF,Sambra, 
Belgaum. 

Shri Mathew Baby, 
S/o Shri P. Mathi, 
Aged about 52 years, 
C/o GE, Camp, 
Belgaum. 	• 	 • ... Respondents 

ORDER 

Shri Justice P.R. Shyamsundar,  Vice-Chairman: 

1. We have heard Shri M. Vasudeva Rao, Standing 



I 
3 

Counsel in this Review Application. We do not see 

any reason to take a second look at the judgment ren-

dered by this Tribunal while disposing of Original 

Applications out of which this RA arise. The question 

herein is all about equal pay for equal work and we 

have held that the applicants are entitled to pay 

apropos others similarly situate. Whether A is equal 

to:  B is a pure question of factum and this court having 

held in favour of the officers, the department's remedy 

is'. to prefer an appeal, if aggrieved, and not take 

recourse to Review. Shri Rao cites a number of deci-

sions wherein the Supreme Court had emphasised that 

in the matter of pay, pay structure, reorganization 

of the department, etc. the courts should not interfere 

with and those considerations should be left to the 

specialised entities like Pay Commission, etc. This 

very argument has been dealt with and found to be 

not relevant in the factual context of the case as 

notIced in para 16 of the order passed while dealing 

and disposing of the OAS as follows: 

I 
"16. Having regard to our earlier discussion, 
the respondents cannot get much support from 
the decision in STATE OF UTTAR PRADESH V. 
CHOURASi.(1989J1 SCC 121 which deals with the 

- case having factors justifying differenciation 
depending on the evaluation of duties and respon-
sibilities. In the case on hand the posts of• 

/ 	 Supdt. and JE5 in CPWD have always been 
c 	reated bn par and there is no question of evalua- 

V 	) 	- tidn of duties that is required to be gone into 
by expert body. The difference between Gr. II 

	

) 	Supdts. and JEs in CPWD sought to be made out 
by the respondents is without any distinction 

N4  in view of the parity in pay scales maintained 
since prior to 3rd PC as also the observations 
in the report of 4th PC." 



The above is the hew of the Tribunal based on the 

judgment, of the Supreme Court in CHOURASI,A's case 

and the Court has noted that the case of Chourasia 

can be distinguished. Shri Rao has now relied on 
4 

a few other decisions of the Supreme Court but if). 

Chourasia can be distinguished and has been distin- 

4,  guished in the O.A. it needs ljttle to conprehend 

that the later  decisions of the Supreme court can 

also be distinguished on the same lines and, therefore, 

hld to be not attracted .n the facts of this case. 

Thus the learned Standing Counsel does not,,  improve 

his position by relying on the decisions of the Supreme 

Court. This being the only point for consideration 

this RA therefore fails and the same is rejected. ' 

I 

T7j). I 	MEMBER (A] ' ' • VICE-CHAIRMAN 

I MPY  - 
eCto' 	

1ve Trtbut 
centvel Admiflis trat

Ban9a0re ench 
nçaIOf 

I 
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Cont 	 ID at ed2 M Al iD 

A(PL- ATIQ NO. 1337 and 1364 to 1375 of 1994. 

• 	
APT(S) : 	Si.B.N.Kadapatti nd others4, 

RESPQ'DBNTS 	:Sri.Nalnbiar,$ecretary,Minjstry of Defence, 
New Delhi and another. . 	.. • 	5 

To. 	
• 	• 	 • 	'5 	 • 	 • • 	

: 	• 

	

5 5 • 	 .••.•. • 	

. 5. 

Sri.N.G.Phadke,Advocate,, 
- 	 S 	 S  • 	Kausaiya',No..5O2/4O, . 

54th Cross,Third Block, 	• • S  

5 ... 	• 	. 	Rajajinagar,Bangalore...jo. 	• . 	/ 

	

2. 	• 	• ••' Sri.M.Vasudeva Rao,Add1.GSC, 
High Gourt'Bldg,Bangalore...j. 

5 : 	.'- - 	 • 	 •• 	., 

Forwarding 

 • 	 I. 	 • 	 . 	 • 	' S ...................
S  

5' 

of copies of the Or'lers passed by 
•/.,, c t<l \*ent ra1  Administrat.tTribuna1,Baflga.jo.re.. ,. 	• 

41 

ii 	 copy of the Order/Stay Order/Interim OEder, 
L . pased y, is Tribunal in tho above stated' applicatió(s) 

is enc66 .for inforthati,n and furthernecssary actioD. • •• 
\ 4 1rdwas •pronounceó on. 	Oth.Apri1.1996. 	 5 

-- 	._ ' I • 	 • 	.• 	 . 	 S . 	
. 5 	 . 	

5 .'. 

• S 	

5 	• -• 	

•' r , 	Dputjar 	- 	S  
'-, 	 Judicial. Br.anChS. 
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DPEVC/VRMA 

30th April .1996 

- 	 ORDER 
'1 	

•-'''• 	 .. 	. 

	

...'.•• - .. 	 We are not satisfied with 
. . 	. 	- 	. 	- 	 the grounds made out in the 

• '.: 	 ... 	. 	affidavit filed by the 2nd 
— . •..:. 	.. 	i:.. 	 . respondent. . We find that 

. 	:.;: ;. -.... 	. 	. 	 the 	time 	granted by 	this 

Tribunal to obey, and comply 
- 	 with the, directions . ma4L 

.... 	 1. 	 is,'as far back 'as in the 
i 	 • 	month of March 1995 in the 

i 	 ,O.A.s disposed of. As rightly 
.. 	 . 	. 	 . 

	

. 	pointed out by the petitioners 

I 	. counsel after this TribunAl 

\•: :: 	; L. - -' 	 ' grante? time to the respo- 
. 	•. . 	r;.;. 	 - dents in the month of July 

. &. 	... 	c. 	 1995 no progress has - been 

made . and the respondents 

were ,concerned only in filiüg 

eview 	Application, ' SLP, 

	

' NrS • . 	. ... as the case may be but at 

if 	 the same time no order df 

3tay having' been grantd 

)y the Supreme Court at any 

' 	 ) 	. oint of time though only 

iF 
-' 	

• 	': 	 •.—:-- 	- " 	 • 	;. :. 	-", 
' 	. 	. 	 . 	,' 	.H 	• 	.. 	'' 	- 



'.... - 

Date 	Ii1IJ4joJNOóPiii.JJdf(1jffIb/l. Iir) Oves 6tfrribunal 
- 	

. 	 fJ')Jit 31011 't;i 
C-.  

OI1L were stayed by the Supreme 

Court for two months. These 

eventá. did not come in the 

. way:of **,-,- the respondents to 

work out the modalities to 

comply with the directions 

	

I 	 given :by.;,)this 	Tribunb:2 

sought 

for six months time on earlIer 

occasions, in the affid'it 

filed by the 2nd respon nt 

- 	 they have prayed for 10 mon4s 

.•. :.; 	•.. 	 now to comply with the diret- 

.• 	 tions of this Tribunal. 

- 	This only ref lectsdthe  manner 

. .. 	. 	and attitude of the respon- 

dents towards the order pass!ed 

.. - ........ . 	 by this Tribunal and we 	e 4. 
reluctant to grant.any further 

& - 	 I 	 time7  Ihe respondent'j coun+l 
.L 	 assures that if further rea- 

- .. 	-•, 	••• 	 sonable. time is granted, tie 

	

., 	.. . . J 	respondents without seek g. 
further time or 	 alt  

of this Tribunal, will comhy 

with the directions. Wi1th 

this assurance he1d 
0+, 

as the respondents counl 

.' .i 	. ......; 	 states, in view of the nuier 

of • fficers involved, 

least 6 months time wold 
be reasonable, we. grant Eix 

months time finally with 

: 	 :..il •: 
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a specific understanding 
that in the event of the 

order not being complied 

with the concerned respondents 

will have to face the conseu-

ences. 

If they do not coaply 

with as directed, the question 

of saddling interest may 

be considered. along with 

the 'penal consequences that 

may follow for conteiapL 

The petition is disposed 

r.7 	tj J 

MEMBE  

+1 

IT 
• 
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VR(MA)/GRR(MJ) 

Dt. 15-11-1996 

M. A. NO . 4/1996 

The case has come up before 

us today for dealing with 

M.A.No.429/.1996 	which 	seeks 

extenstion of time by three months 

to comply with the direction of the 

Tribunal in O.A. 	Nos. 1337/94 & 

1364 to 1375/94. This MA is dated 

29th October, 1996. 	Subsequently 

an affidavit has been filed dated 

A c' .s 	 6-11-1996 which affirms that the 

/ 	, 	
depart.ment had fully complied with 

subsequent affidavit, the MA 

No.429/96 has become infructuous 

and is dismissed accordingly. 

2/- 
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Office NOW 	 . 	Orders oflhibunát . 

- 2 - 

2. Smt.Meera Bai, Counsel for 

the applicant submits that. the 

respondents have not fully and 

effectively complied with the 

directions of t:he Tribunal and the 

. 0 	 original applicants are aggrieved 

• 	
with 	•• the • 	manner 	of 	the 

implementatjcjn of the directis of H. 
1 

the Tribunal. 	If • 'it is so the 

.' c 	+\ original applicants are at liberty 

apprOpriate action as 

__ 	 S -- 

L_  
M(J) 	 . M(A) 

- 	 TRUE COPY 

b. 
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