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IN THE CENTRAL 	 TPI'JNAL 	TRAPft P:'CH 

AT FIYDERAP 

O.A. NO. 509/90 	 Dt. •oI: Decision 24.9i 

T.A. No. 

Petitioner 

Advocate for 
the petitioner 
(5) 

Versus 

RespOfldeflt. 

Advocate for 
the Respondent 
(5) 

CORAM - 

THE HONtBLE MR. Justice V.Neeladri Rao, Vice Chairman 

THE HON'BLE MR. 

I. Whether Reporters of loci papers may 
be all9wed to see the judcrement? 

/ 
 To be referred to the Reporters or not? 

 Whether their Lordships wish to see (. 
the fair,  copy of theJudgement? 

 Whether it neeis to be circuisted tc. 
other Benches of the Tribunal? 

S. Remarks of Vice-Chairman on Columns - 
1,2,4 	(to be submitted to Hon'be 
Vice-Chairman where he- is not on the 
Bench.) 

ns 
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E CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH: 
AT HYDERABAD 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.509 of 1990 

DATE OP JUDGMENT: 2nd April, 1993 

BETWEEN: 

S/Sb rj/Sttft. /Kurn. 

D.Prabha}çar 
N.P.Venkatadrj rasad 
P.Narayana Reddy 
T.Sreedhara Swarny 
Sivaraju Dadi 
Ramarao Rayani 
B.Subhadra 
K.S.Ramani 
S.K.Agarwal 
B.Srjnjvasa Rao 
J.Siva Kumar 
P.Surendranath 
B,Ramulu 
L.M.Srivatsa 
N.Sankaran 
S.Jayaraman 
Prakash Chand 
M.M.Ahrnad 

Anand Krishna 
M.V.B.A.S.Sastry 
K.V.Narayana Murthy 
N.S.Harjstichandra Rao 
G.C.Suhba Raju 
D.V.Ramanajah 
U.K.Acharyulu 
R.Srjkantajah 
G.Poshettj 
K.Prahlada Rao 	 .. 	.. 	Applicants 

(Applicants 29 to 43 were deleted as per orders 
of the Tribunal dated 7.12.1990.) 

AND 
contd.,.,. 
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The Union of India, represented by 
the Secretary, 
Ministry of Finance, 
Dept. of Expenditure, 
New Delhj-110001. 

The Union of India represented by 
the Secretary, 
Ministry of Defence (DHQ P0), 
New Delhi-il. 

The Director General, 
Defence Research Development 
Organisation, 
Ministry of Defence (DHQPO), 
New Delhi-il. 

The Director, 
Defence Electronics Research Laboratory, 
Hyderabad-500005. 	 .. Respondents 

(Respondents 5 and 6 were-deleted as per 
the orders of the Tribunal dated 7.12.90). 

APPEARANCE: 

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANTS: Mr. P.R.Prasad, Advocate 

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: Mr. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC 

GD RAM 

Hon'ble Shri Justice V.Neeladri Rao, Vice Chainnan 

JUMENT OF THE SINGLE MEMBER BENCH DELIVERED BY THE HON'BLE 
SHRI JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO, VICE CHAIRMAN 

Heard Mr. P.R.Prasad, learned counsel for the 

/ 	
applicants and Mr. N.R.Devaraj, learned Senior Standing 

Counsel for the Respondents. 

2. 	he applicants herein are Scientists 'C' in 

Defence Electronics Research Laboratory and they were 

promoted after 1.1.1986. This OA was filed praying for 

/ 

contd.... 



To 

-4.- 

1. The Secretary 
M 	

Union of Inaj8, 	 Niq inistry of Finance;.Jpt.Qf Expendj ture New lhj-1. 

2 • The Secretary, Union of mdi 	M4 - 	., -c '- - 
New Delhiii. e  Jzence (DHQ PC 

The Director General, Defence Research Developqte 
nt Organisatj 	

Nin.of Defence(DHQ P0), New Delhi-i 

Hyderabad-5. 
4. The Director, Defence Electronics Research 'Laboratory 

5.One copy to Mr.P.R.prasad Advocate, Flat No.104 
1-1-648/2A, Gandhi 

One copy to r4r.N;n.rraj, Sr CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 
One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. 	- 
Onespare copy, 

pvrn 
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Respondent-4  
a declaration that the orders passed by the  

13.7.1989 
on 9.8.1989 purSunt to the, 

0ceeding5 dated  

of ResOndent3t in dscoflti 	
the 	ncordanCe Tables 

n or after 
for those who, are promoted as S

cientiStS o  

1.1.1986 4holely illegal. 
8 jtray and to direct the 

revised pay scale 

respondents to contipue the same in the 

of 1986 and pay all the consequenti,81 benefits and, arrears. 

falls for consideration in this 
3. 	The point which  

o 
1 

A is 

 covered by the common Judgment in QAs 673 and 674/90. 

For the reasons stated therein, the respondents are dire-

cted to consider about the factors which had given rise 

for the recommendationt0f the Pay Cornmissionjfor intro-

duction of the Concordance Tables and whether they still 

existed and if so whether it is not desirable to continue 

tttableseven for those who were promoted,as Scientists'C' 

on or after 1.1.1986 especially in view of the various 

other circumstances referred to for the applicants. 

4. 	The OA is ordered accordingly. No order as to 

costs. Enclose a. copy of the Judgment in OAs 673 and ,74/9 

(Dictated in the open Court). 

(v.NEELADRI RAo) 
Vice Chairman 

Dated; 2nd April, 1993. 

vsn IL 


