
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBIflAL:FERABAD BCH 
'AT : HYDERABAD 

O.A.No.30 of 1990 	 Date of Order: 13-3-1990 

Between: 

1.V.Ganga Raju 
2.Smt.Ch.Uma Kumarj 
3.Ch.Chiranjeevulu 
4.K.Rama RaoSo4Af' 
5.G.Rangayyappa Rao 
6.W.srjnjvasa Rao 
7.V.Narayana Swarny 
8.K.V.V.S.Narayana Raju 
9 .Md.Azjmuddjn 

10.S.Ganeswara Rao 
11.J.Chandrasekhara Rao 
12.V.S.V.S.Sada Siva Rao 
13 .P,Suclhakar 
14.V.S.N.Raju 
15.Ch.V..Venkata Rao 
16.D.Venkatap'athi Raju 
17.T.Srinivasa Rao 
18.D.Chandrase}char Rao 
19.Srnt.P.Girija Nalini Kumarj 
20.T.Sjvasankara Rao 
21 .Ch.Anjaneyulu 
22.R.Madaria Gopal 

4 

and 

Applicants 

1.Tinion of India represented by The 
Secretary to Government, Ministry 
of Defence, New Delhi. 

2.The Engineer in Chief, Army Head 
Quarters, New Delhi. 

3.The Chief Engineer, Southern 
Command, Pune. 

4.The Director General, Naval 
Project, Visakhapatnarn. 

5.The Chief Engineer, Dry Docks & 
Visakhapanm Zone, Visakhapatnam. 

Respots 

Appearance: 

For the Applicants 	: 	Shri FC.S.R.Anjaneyulu, Advocate. 
For the ReWponoents : 	Shri Naram Bhaskara Rao, Additional 

Central Govt.Stanciing Counsel 
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THE HONOURABLE SHRI B.N.JAYASIMHA, VICE-CHAIRMAN. 
THE HONOURABLE SHRI D.SURYA RAO, MEMBER(JUDICIAL). 

(JUDGENENT OF THE BENCH DELIVERED BY HON'BLE SHRI D.SIJRYA 
RAO, MEMBER(JUDICIAL)) 

The applicants herein are Draughtsman Grade-Il in the 

grade of Rs.330--560 working in the M.E.S. (Director-General. 

Naval Project and Chief Engineer, Dry Dock, Visakhapatnam). 

They have filed this application seeking a direction to the 

±espondents to grant them the scale of pay of Rs.425--700 

w.e.f. 1.11.1983 with all consequential benefits. 

The applicants state that on 20.6.1980 there was an 

award of Board of Arbitration with respect to the revision 

of pay scales of Draughtsman Gr.I, Gr.II and Gr.III of the 

C.P.W.D. 	The pay scales enjoyed by the Grades I & II 

Draughtsman in the C.P.W.D. were identical to the grades of 

Draughtsman in the M.E.S. The revised pay scale on thn bgig 
' 	o-f- 	 e R'L 2DMS 4 k.ã 

of Award_0f the Gr.II Draughtsman wasLraised to Rs.425--700. 

The President of India decided that the pay scales awarded 

to the C.P.W.D. Draughtsman would he extended to all Draughts-

man in similar grades working in other offices and Departments 

of the Government of India provided their recruitment qualifi-

cations are similar to those prescribed in the case of CPWD. 

The applicants state that similarly placed GrII 

Draughtsman working in M.E.S., at Chandigarh, filed O.A. 

1001-PB of 1988 in the Chandigarh Bench of this Tribunal, 

claiming the scale of pay of Rs.425--700 w.e.f. 1.11.1983. 

The Chandigarh Bench relied on the Judgment of the Calcutta 

Bench in 0.A.No.8 of 1987 and allowed the said O.A. The 

SLP filed by the respondent against the decision of the 

Sm 	 contd.. 
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Calcutta Bench has been dismissed by the Supreme Court on 

20-4-1989. The applicants contend that they are also entitled 

to the same scale of pay as was given to the M.E.S. employees, 

who had filed applications in the Chandigarh and Calcutta 

Benches of this Tribunal. 

The applicants further state that their Association had 

submitted a representation dated 21-10-1989 to the Chief 

Engineer, Southern Command, Pune, for giving them the benefit 

which was given to the similarly placed employees covered by 

the decisions given by Calcutta Bench and also Chandigarh 

Bench of the Central Administrative Tribunal. However, there 

was no reply. They have, therefore, filed this application. 

We have heard the learned Counsel for the applicants, 

Shri K.S.R.Anjaneyulu, and the learned AdditIonal Central 

Govt.Standing Counsel, Shri Nararn Rhaskara Rao. 

Shri Nararn Bhaskara Rao, learné&SEanding  Counsel for 

Respondents, raised preliminary objections relating to limita-

tion as also on merits. The question of limitation was 

considered by the Chandigarh Bench in O..A.No.753/PB/88, 

wherein it was stated a&follows:-. 

° As regards the plea of limitation put forward by the 

respondents, it would be pertinent to mention that 

it is a case of recurring cause of action. The applicants 

have grievance at the end of every month when they are 

paid less than what they, claim on the basis of parity. 
It is, thus, evident that cause of actionarises to the 

applicants at the end of every month. That being so, 

the plea of limitation put forward by the respondents 
cannot be sustained. 	to 

on the same analogy the plea put. forward by the learned 

Counsel for the respondents in regard to limitation is rejected. 

contd... 
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7. In so far as the merit of the case is concerned, there 

r 
is no dispute that the applicants are holding the same posts 

in the M.E.S. in Visakhapatnam as those in the M.E.S. at 

Chandigarh. The decisions of the Chandiqarh and Calcutta 

Benches are therefore applicable to the facts of the present 

case. 

S. 	In the result the applicants are entitled to the reliefs 

claimed. The respondents are directed to grant the pay scale 

of Rs.425--700 to the applicants with effect from 1-11-1983 

with all consequential benefits. The respondents are directed 

to comply with this order within a period of 3 months from 

the date of receipt of this order. 

with the above direction, the application is allowed. 

No order as to costs. 

(Dictated in Open Court) 

(B.N.JIMHa) 
	

(n.5URYA LW) 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 	 MEMBER (JuDIcIa) 

Date: 13-3-1990 	DEPUTY EGISTRAR).\ 

To 	 CentralAdmlit .. 
At 

1. The Secreary.to  Government, Union of IndØUDdtry of Defence, 
New Delhj. 

NSR 
2.. The ngineer in hief, Army head Quarters, New Delhi. 

The his? EnginoBr, Southern ommand,Puna. 	- 
The 0irect8r General, aval Project,\Iisakhapatflarfl. 

S. The Chief Engineer, Dry Docks & •\Iisakhapatnarfl Zone,Uisakhapatnam. 
One copy to Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu,Aduocate,1_1_365/M,JaWajarfl393r, 
Bakaram, Hyderflad. 
One copy to 'lr.N.Bhaakara Rao, Addl.CGSC, CAT, Ryderabad. - 

B. One spare copy. 



braft by: Checked by: Approved by: 

Typed by: 
	 Compared, by: 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
hIYOERABAO BEI'ICH. 

HONtBLE MR.3.N.JRYMSIIIHh: (u.c.). 
A N D 

HDN'BLE MR.D.SURYM RAO:MEMBER :(JUOL.) 

A N D 

HDN'BLE 1I'.J.NARASIMHA ?1yRTHY:(M)(J) 

\AND 
HDN'BLE MR.R.JSUBPIAMANA:(M)(A) 

• 	DATED: 

ORDE/JUDGMENT: 

f1.A./R.A./C—rA-;fNb; C —'----4 

TA.No. 	_j(uP.No 	) 
g.A.No. 3c 

tmitsd and Interim 
directio?Thi-s,sued. 

Allowed. 

Djsmj.sgod for default. 

Djsmjss\d. 	 - 

Disposed \ with direction. 

rl.A, brdered">N 
£Io order as to' ate. .- 

Sent to Xerox on: 

F 

- 	•t1_ 




