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IN THE CENTR1L ADMINISTRATIVE TRJJ3 UNAL : LTIDERABAD BENCH 

AT MYDERaBAD 

O.A.NO.771/91 	 Date of Order: 15.2.1994 

BETi4EEN; 

M.Srinivasa Rao 
B.V,Panj. Kurnar 
SPEN.Swamy 
Smt. V..Padmavathi 

S. P.Kumari 
Ch.Appa KS 
k3.Kamana Babu 
B .Rama Rao 
M.-'udhakar Kao. 
P.Nageswara Rao 

U.Srjnjvasa Rao 
M.Bhaskar Rao 
P.Laxman 
R.Shanker Rao 
R.Samue]. Raju 
T.S.Srinj.vasa Rao 
A.V.E.Swamy 
K.Rama Rao 

Applicants. 

A N D 

Union of India, rep, by 
the Secretary, Ministry 
of Defence, New Delhi -1. 

Chief of Naval Staff, 
Naval Hea&quarters, 
New Delhi, 

Flag Officer, 
Commanaing- in-Chief, 
Headquarters, Eastern 
Naval Command, 
Visakuapatnam. 

Officer-in-Charge, 
Eastern Naval Command, 
Printing Press, Naval Base, 
Viaakhapatnam. Respondents. 

Counsel for the Applicants 	 .MrT.V,V.S .Murtny 

I 	
Counsel for the Respondents 	 .•. 

CORAM; 

HON'BLE SHE-tI A,B.GQRTHI ; MEMBER (ADjt4.) 

HON E3 LiE tHR 1. TCEHANDRASEIC-IARA RLDDY : MEMBER (JUDL..) 

- 	- 	 - 
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j As per the Hon'ble Sri A.B. Gorthi, flember (Admn.) I 

All the 18 applicants herein are the employees 

of the Eastern Naval Command (for short ENC) Printing 

Press, Uisakhapatnam. Their claim is for eqial wages 

as are being paid to similarly situated employees of 

the NSTL Printing Press and Naval Dockyard Printing 

Press. 

We have heard Sril%LU.S.Tlurthy, learned counsel 

for the applicants. The applicantssubrnitted a represen-

tation in November 1990 to the Officer-in-Charge and 

ENC Printing Press requesting for grant of Government 

pay scales. But their request was turned down. There-

after, the employees of the ENDGPress submitted several 

other representations to various higher dinibjries 

but without any success. 

The first question that come!up for consideration 

is that of the jurisdiction of the Tribuni in this matter. 

Payment of equal wages is indeed qservice matter, but 

the employees of tPiC must come within the category 

of persons/specified in Sec. 14(b) of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985 	the subject matter were to 

come uqdw 	jurisdiction. For easy reference, 9w 

Sec. 14(b) is reproduced below: 

All service matters concerning 

a member of any All India Service; or 

a person (not being a member of an All 
Indfa Service or aperson referred to in 
Cl.(c)J appointed to aay civil service 
of the Union or any civil post under the 
Union; or 
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C 
(iii) acxv4llan (not being a member of an All 

India Service or a pern referred to in 
C1.(c3appointed to any defence services 
or a post connected with defence. 

and pertaining to the service,-'of such member, person 
or civilian, in connection with the affairs of the 
qktion or any State or of any local other authority 
within the territory of India or under the control 
of the Government of India or of any corporation 
owned or controlled by the Government." 

4. 	In the instant case, we have to examine whether 

the employees are appointed to any civil service of 
4M)a' 

the ttnkt,(Jor to any Defence service. The ENC general 

order No.12/83 to which 16ur attention has been drawn 

by the learned counsel for the applicant clearly indi-

cates as stated in para.2 thereof that "the press is 

non-public private organisation, and not a Government 

press", One of the appointment) orders which is at 

Annexure-Al shows that the employees were appointed 

on a consolidated salary of Rs.150/- per month. Yet, 

another appointment order which is at Annexure-A2 

clarifies that the ENC Printing Press is a private - 
press and hence governiftq by rules framed by the 

press itself. There is nothing on record to indicate 

that the employees were being paid from the PubliQ..vba. 

DtnulJateund. On the other hand, the material 

before us clearly indicates that the ENC Printing Press 

is a private organisation and that the employees were 

being paid from the income derived by the printing 

press itself. Under these circumstances, it is apparent 

that there is no master and servant relationship between 

the employees 	the Central. Government.a-cucti. For 

the purpose of determining whether an employee is a 

government servant or not, we have to examine whether 

the employees are paid by the Central Government, 

whether they are holding any appointment under the 
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Central Government and whether there exists a relation-

ship of master and servant between the Central Govern-

ment and the employees. All these aspects when applied 

to the instant case wuld clearly indicate that the 

employees are not the servants of the Union of India. 

5. 	In this view of the matter, we are aipported 

by the decision of the Supreme Court in Union of India 

Vs. Tejram Parasharamji Bombhate 1991 (5Cc) L&S 809. 

In the result the a-pplication is dismissed - ths-q.r-aun 

of jurisdiction. No order as to costs. 

4(B.__Gort(r. Chandrasekhar ReJdy) 	 tVi ) 
Member (J) 	 Member (A) 

! 	 t 
Open Court dictation 

knv  Deputy Registrar(Judl.)t!C 

Copy to:- 

1.1 Secretary, Ministry of Defence, Union of India, New Oalhi-1. 

2 	Cfliaf of Naval Staff, Naval Head Quarters, New Delhi, 

3 	Flag Officer, Commanding-in-Chief, Headquarteri, Eastern 
Naval Command, Visakhàpatnam. 

43 Offic'er-in-chárge, Eastern NaUal Command, Printing Press, 
Naval Base, Uisakhapatnam. 

5*1  One copy to Sri. T.V.S.Murthy, advocate, advocates Associa-
tions, High Court Building, Hyd. 

b,j One copy to 	 kptQQsAddl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd 

7 1,  One copy to Library, CAT, Hyd, 

8. One spare copy. 

Rem!- 
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Dismissed as withdrawn. 	- 
Li%mssed for Default. 

RejeLed/erdered 	
• - 

as to costs. 	 ) 
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