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Represanted by Secretary,
Miniatry of Finance,

Dt. of Decision:21.12.93
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acom District,
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Counsel for the Applicant

Counsel for the Respondents
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THE HON*BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI

« « Respondents,

¢ Mr.l.,0akshina Murthy

——

: Mr. H.0. Remana,Addl.CGSC

+  MEmBER (ADMN.)

THE HON'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY : MEMBER (auoL.)
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0.A.601/90 Date of Decision: 2i-12-1a93

ORDER

IAs per Hon'ble Shri A.B. Gorthi, Member(A)}

By means of this application, the applicant

claims pay on par with his batch-mat%,’_]uniors in the

cadre of Telephone Operators.-\:‘ o ' L E
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2. The applicant joined service as a Telephone
Operator on 28.6.67. Having Eendered about 14 years
service, she qualified in a competitive examination and
was appointed as Transmission Assistant with effect

from 18.7.82. On that date, her pay, as Transmission
Assistant was fixed at Rs;agé}; in the scale of Rs.380-é}
560, With the introduction of One Time Bound Promotion,
. Telephone Operators who had completed 16 years of service
were eligible to the scale of pay of Rs5.425-640/-.
Consequently, in 1983, when the applicant was drawing
the salary with a basigyvg Rs,404/- p.m. as Transmission

e e

Ascistant, her erstwhile colleague, who was working,a‘h X
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as Telephone Operator was placed .at Rs.425/- 4in the

scale of Rs. 425-640/-. This anamoly persisted even with
o OF
the- 1mpiementatianénthe recommendation of the 4th Pay

T ——

-P Commission with effect from 1.1.1986. The applicant's

pay was fixed on that date at Rs.1410/~ in the scale of
- who

.RS8.1320-2040. The pay of her batch-mate/was working

as Telephone Operator was fixed at Rs.1440/- with effect

from 1.1.1986 in the écale of pay of Rs.1400-2300.

Aggrieved by the same, she represented to the authorities}
. concnerned who rejected her complaint on the ground thatif

che could not claim parity with that of Telephone (w

operators who were given one Time Bound Promoction.
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Copy td:=- )

i Dy. Genersl Menager, West Godavari Telecom District,

Eluru,

2. General Manager, Telescommunications, Andhra Circle, A,.P,l

3¢ Cecretary, Ministry of Finance, Government of India,
(Department of Expenditure), New Delhi,

4, One copy to Sri. I.Dakshina Murthy, advocats, 10-1-18/25
Shyamnagar, Hyd.

. One copy to Sri. N.V.Ramana, Addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd,

bs! One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd. |
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7« ©Cne spare copy. . e
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3. The féllowing facts in this case are not
uﬁder dispute. The applicant, having been promoted
as Transmission Assistant has been given the pay of
the post, The pay of her erstwhile colleague in the
post of Telephone Operator was also correctly fixed
éiving her;the b;nefit of One Time Bound Promotion.
Tge question of'any co;p;rison betéeen the pay of
Transmiésidn‘AssiStant‘and that of -a Telephone
Operator Qho was'giveérone time bound promotibn
cannot ariéé‘én éﬁe face of it, It does look
Lﬁqéﬁé%%@?g;aﬁd inequitable that a candidate having
abpeared for a competitive examination and having
secured promotion to the higher post should be
getting lesser emoluments than a candidate who

did not secure any such pfomotion. but was given
only a one time bound promotion-under the relevant

scheme. This however, is a matter which should be

taken care of by the concerned authorities.

4. From the material before us, we find that -
the pay of the applicant has been correctly fixed in

the appropriate scale. We do not find any violation

of any rule as regards the fixation of the pay of -

theé applicant. From this poiﬁt of view, the

application is liable to be dismissed and the same

is hereby dismissed. There shall be no orders as ,

to costs. _ . .
»
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(T, CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY (A.B.GORTHI)
MEMBER (J.) MEMBER ( ADMN. )

pDated : The 21st December 93.
{Dictated in Open Court)
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IN THE CEETPAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
DEFABAD BENCH s HYDERAEAD

“THE HOR'BLE MR,JUSTICE V.NEELADRT RAQ
\ VICE~CHAIRMAN .

AND,
THE HOW'BLL MR.AB.GORTHI s MEMBER (A )
AND

THE HON'BLE. MR.T ,CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY
‘ MEMBER(J)

. -

ANZ .
THE HON'®BLE MR.R.RANGARAJAN ¢tMEMBER(A)
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“—ORDER/JUBSMENTE

g
O.A.No, @a)}ff:?@
T.A.NO. (.W.P. )

PR .

Admi?ted and Interim directions
. issued.

Al lowed,

Disposed of with directions,
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Dismissed as withdrawn.
Dismiised for default,

Re jected/Crdered.






