1. The Secretary to the Govt. of

CORAM:

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYQERABAD BENCH

AT. HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL_APPLICATION NO.513/96

DATE OF ORDER__: 27-09-1996,

detueen .i-

1. Tha Bharatiya Teiecom Admn, Ufficers,
Employess Union, Group C & O, AP Circle,
Hyder abad-500 001, represented by its
Bircle Secretary 5.V.5.S5ubrashmanyam,
Working as Welafare Inspector, Cffice
of the Chief General Manager , Telecom,
AP Circle, Hyderabad.

24 B.D.Lingamurthy

3. T.Nagasena

eees Applicants

And

India, Ministry of Communication,
Oept. of Telecom, Sanchar Bhavan,
New Delhi,

2.‘The Chief General Manager, Telecom,
AP Circle, Hyderabad.

. | eese REspondents

Counsel for the Applicants . : Shri KeAenkateshwar Ra

Coungel for ths Respondents Shri U.Bhimanna, Add1,

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (A)

LR N J 2.

CGSC
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(Oral Orders per Hoa'ble Shri R.Rangerajan, Mamber (A)

Heard Shri K .Venkateshuar Rao, for the applicant.

V.Bhimanna, learned standing coungsel for the Raspondent s,

24

applicant is the Bharatiya Telecom Administrative Officer

Employees Union, Group C & D, AP Circle represented by its

Circle Secretary 5.V.5.5ubrahmanysm.. The other t wo appl

are members of the Union and are the concerned parties i

Original Applicat ion, Though the applicationis Pilad by

There ars three applicants in this O.A. Thae firét

)e

Shri

icant s

n this

ths

Union, the direction in this O.A. is restricted only te

cants 2 and 3, The epplicents in tnis 0.A. while worki
. T e
which is equivellent to the post of Jr .Accountaiit 4 promg

lappli—
g as UOCs,

ted as

TOA-11 in the scale of pay of fs.1400-2300 on 9,9,92, Uhils work«

ing as UDCs, t hey were given a special pay of Rs.70/- per

Whils fixing their ﬁay in the Grade of TOA-II under f.R

month.

.22(C) ,

the special psy draun by them was not taken intoaaccounh. They

represented their cases throughtheir Unieon for. fixing t
as TOA taking into account t he special pay drawn by tth

they wers working as UOCs.

3. But the representation for counting the apecia

heir pay

when

L pay

while Pixing the pay inthe higher grede was not agreed to by

order dt.5.2.96 (Annexure=1}. It is statad that the s
grantad to t hem will not be counted for fixing their pay

the higher grade in view of the para-@ (q) of the letter

bacial pay

in

No.

27-4/87=-TE.11 dt.9.5.92, This 0.A. ig filed impugning the rejec-

N

seede



@

tion letter dt.5-2-96 issusd by the Dapartméntof Telecopmuni-

L

cation by holding the seme as illegal, arbitrary, discrjimina-
tory and for a consequential direction to fix their paJ in the

higher grade taking into account the special pay drawn|by tham,

@L The main contention of the aﬁplicant is that the spe-
cial pay drawn by some othars'has been taken into account for
fixation of pey in the higher grade of pay a; TOA and hence

they are slso entitled-fﬁr‘similar'?ixation.. They alén:re@y

~on the judgsment of thia'fribunai in GA 95/51 decided fon 22,1191
to substantiate their cass., It is further contended by the
learned counsei fdr the applicant that the special pay drawn by
them in an idert ified post éhohid be taken into cénsicaration
Po; fixation of péy when prumoteﬁ to highar grade irrgspective

of the Pect that.ths LOC/UDC pattern had been abolishéd and

new pattern of TOA=I & II has been introduced.

Sl

&y The respondents have filed areply. In m} opinion
the reply does not touch any of the points mentioned in the

affidevit, The reply only indicates that the LOC/UDC| system

has been replaced by TOA pattern and hence the apeciat bay

cannot be taken into consideration., They further submit that

the conuefaion from UDC to TOA cannot be treated as promotﬁgh

and the conversions have been given on the basis of option

respondents submit that the :
axercised by the applicants. Hance the/fixaticn of pay without -

taking into consideration ths special pay is in order. Reasons

to come to such a conclusion has not been indicated.

6o In @ similar 0.A. filed on the Ernakulam Bepch of

the Tribunal, uwhich is enclosed to the reply, that Bgnch had

B/‘ | ..“74..




disposed of that O.A. directing the Oirector General, Telecommuni-

cations to dispose of their (Applicants therain) representations

pending with t he Uirsctor General, Telecommunications. The above

Funed

diraction by the Ernskulam Bench is not a;decision X

this case., Similar direction in this .case also is considered

aphropriéte.

in

Te . 1na vieu of the above, I am of the opinion that Jhis case

should also be examinad in the light of the contentions made by

thecspplicants herein by Respondent No.%! within a period|of 4 months

frum the date of receipt of a copy of this order.. Datailled speak-

-~ . s

ing order should be issued to.the applicant aPter a decijgion is

e,
‘taken by the Respondent No.1
* B With the above direction, the 0.A. is disposed-of. No
Order as to costs. : d\fﬁs;ji:f i
| (R .RANGARA JAN)
Member (A)

Dated: 27th_September, 1996,
Dictated in Open Court,

FrimmAT

C

avl/
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Copy toi=-
1. The Secretary to the Govt. of India, wlaietry of
communication, Dept. of Telecom, Sanchar Bhavan,

New Delhi.
Telecom, A.P.Circle, HYd-
= I

The chief General Manager,

2.
K.Venkateswara R3O, advocate, CAT,Hyd.

3, One copy to Sri.
I
v.Bhimanna, addl., CGSC, CAf, Hyd.

I
!
i

4, One copy to Sri.

5, One copy to Library, CAT. Hyd.

6. One spare CODYe.

Rsm/=
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Typed 8y Chesked By
Compared by Apprcued by

THE -CENTRAL ADMINISTAATIvE TRISUNAL
HYDERYBAD BENCH HYDERAB4D-
THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARSBAN: mM(4)
DATED: - AT /9/4
‘ - . . . ~ - B

DRD¢R¥JUDGEMgNT ' .-

:lEL£L4ﬂ¢4¥rNDT;
U.A.ﬁo. | | gh;éa/éaé

A0MITTED AND INT”R;N QIRECTIONS ISSUED

ALtadto

DISPOSED OF WITH DIRZCTIaNS
DISMISSED

DISMISSZD A3 WITHD2auwN
CUDZREL/REIZCTZD

NO OROER AS T3 CosTs,

YLKR ' | IT COURT






