IN THE CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

R.A.15 af 1995 in 0.A.22 of 1993,

Betwean Deted: 8.3,.1985,

Mo PeKenduli . P Applicant
And
1e The Tolecom Oistrict Manager, Kurnool.
2. The General Hanager(Telecom), C.T.C.Compound,  Sec'bad.
3. The Chief General Waﬁagmr (Telecom), Hyderabad.

4, Thae Dirmctor General, Telecommunicetions, Hew Delhi.

vee Respondents
Counsel Por the Applicant t Sri. KrishnaDeavan
Counsel fer theRespondents : Sri. N,R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC,

CORAN:

Hen'ble Mr. A.B.Gorthi, Administrabive Mamber
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R.A. No. 15/95
in
0.A. No. 22/93, ) Dt. of Decision : 0B-03-1995,

ORDER

 As psr Hon'bls Shri A.8. Gorthi, Member (Adgn.) |

Heard learned cuﬁnsel for both the parties,

Shri Krishna Devan, learnsd counsel for the Revisu
Petitioner has statad that although he placed reliance
on the judgement of the Ernakulam Bench of the Tribunal
in Joseph Thomas and others VYs, Union of India (0A.No.
1334/91), ths same a8 not found examined in the Jjudgement,
The Ernakulam Bench was dedling with the case qf promotion
of Assistant Telsgraph Mastgrs to Telegraph Masters in the
higher scale of Rs, 425-640 and the question of pay Pixation
on such promotion., The Tribunal categnricallf held that
as tbe pay scale of the Telegraph Masters was higher than
that of the Assistant Telegraph Masters it has to be
presumey that Telegraph Mastgrs performad dutiss carrying
higher responsibilities. This judgement ulll not be of
any help to the Review Petitioner bacause thaﬂsitzgg»uas
introduced mainly Paor the purponss of glVlng the benefit of
higher scale of pay to a cartain percentage of the Transmission
Assistants.®n being granted gelsction grade, uﬁgyuould continue
to perform the very same dutiss which they were performing
o lRon -

{ higher to-before. In vieu of this thers is hardly any scope
fo; me presume or come to the conclusion that the Transmission

Assistants on‘baing granted selection grade would actually be

performing duties carrying higher responsibility.

2. Shri Krishna Devan, learnesd counsel for ths Petitionar
has drawn my attention to the observation made in para 7 of my
judgement uhsraﬁélit Was obSepyad that there was nothing on rscord
to indicate whether promotions wgme ordered under one time bound
promotion scheme, involved assignment of higher responsibilities

In this context Shri Krishna Devan, learned counssl

%/\//,/ or not. .3




-GBS 0T ey - N
l R
L
Copy toi-
T« The Telecom District Manager, Kurneol.
2. The Ganaral Whnagnr(Talacam), C.T.0,Compound, Sec 'bad.
3. The Chief General ilanager(Telscom), Hyderabad.,
4, Tne Director General, Telacommunications, Nsw Delhi.
5, 0One copy to Sri.Krishna Oevan, advecats, CAT, Hyd,
6. One copy to Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.
. . R Y
8. One spare copy.
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for the petitioner has drawn my attention to the aygrments

made in the OA to the eepact that on agquiring one time bound
promotion, thes employss continues to perform the sams dutiaes

@s were being performed by him prior to such promotion. In fact
the contant;op of the applicant's counsel is that similar is tha
situation in respect of promotion under ths bisnnial cadre raview
also. Notwithstanding the Pact that the departments chose to
allouw pay fixation under FR 22 € in respsct of promotion under
CTBP and BCR, 1 cannot é;g;ﬁéggéffrom the view that I had already
taken that under FR 22 CU tEE quastion of paQ fixation under the

L—LL—L/-’\
said rule uould apﬁ%y only in case ubsthﬁr the employee is postaed

4 o
aps promoted to a post carrying a higher degree of responsibility.
By means of thes judgement of the Tribunal ths respondents cannot

be directed to act contrary to what has basen laid down statutoﬁ%.

T T ——=—— T+ ia avident that the respcndant§%hasa to allow pay
Pixation to employess promoted under UfBP/BLT Uy gsversg —w—

benefit of pay fixation under FR 22 C,fit uillf?gﬁﬁggﬁ to them

to examine whether in the cass of promoticns under tha selection
grade system also the amployees given sslesction grade should be
given the benefit of pay fixation under FR 22 C. This would maet

the principls of equity and squal dispensation of justice.

4. This Review Petition is disposed of with the above

. il
observations., No order as%}o costs,

Member (Admn . )
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Dated : The 08th March 1935. chm (3!
] Dictated in Open Court Y /zﬁﬁ
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