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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD
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W e Eh

Hetuween :-

1. N.Vidya Sagar Raju
2. B.Shiva Shanker

3, S.Yadagiri

4.
5. 5.Charles

6, B.Dharma Reddy

G.Usdavyasa Chary

7. S.Narsimlu

8. J.Mallesham
9. K.Laxminarayana
10.V.Xotsswara Rao
11.N.Bhoopal Reddy
12 .V.Ramesh Habu
13.P.Madhushaker
14,5.Balaiah
15.A.5rinivas
Tﬁ.S.Nar@imha Reddy
17.P.Rajendram
18,Vagantha Venu
13.G.Arsvind Kumar
20 . Ashok
21.Ch.Janardhan
And

1. Tha Government of India

rep. by the Secrstary, M/o Defence,
Central Secretariat, New 0elhi=-110 001.

2. The Ordnance Factory Board,

rep, by the Director Ge

Ordnance Factories, 10~A, Auckland

Road, Calcutta,

3. The General Manager,

Ordnance Factory Project,
M/ao Defence, Govt, of India,
Eddukailaram, Medak Dist., AP.
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22.Syed Salauddin
23.K.Maheshwara Lingam
24 ,K.Laxmi Narayana
25.G.Chandra Shaker
26.T.Manikya Reddy
27.G.Veny Gopal
28.5.V.Ramana
29,7.V.Narasa Raju
3g.7.Srinivas Reddy
371 ..M, Ar jun
32,id.Ravinder
33.0.8atish Kumar
'34.,9.5athi Reddy
i5.B.Prabhaker Reddy
J6.¥.5rinivas
37.7.Jayadeshuar
38.1.Narsimulu
35.0.Narender Reddy
4D .U.Sambasiva Rao
41.M.Laxmaiah-

sssApplLlicants

neral of

+++« Rggpondent

L 1-

in 0A 573/86

5 in 0OA 573/96
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gatween -
1.
2.
J.
4,
5e
6o
7.

N.Prabhakar
P.Ashok

D.Ramana Rao
P.Mohan Reddy
G.Venkatesh
G.Sanjeeva
K.Prabhakar

8. M.Veeranjanayulu
9, D.Shankar
10.T.Ravi
11.B.5rinivas
12.V.8heemaiah Chetty
13.0.Esuf
14.5.5e2etharama Raju
15.Y.Parma Reddy
16.G.Frabhakar
17.M.5amya
18.T.Raghava Rao
19.Karan Raj

20..Md Abduliah Faheem
21.G.Rsjendram

And

The Govt. of India,

rep. by the Secretary,
M/o Defence, Central Sec
New Delhi=110 001,

1.

2. The Ordnance Factory Boa

rep, by the Oirector General of

Crdnance Factories, 10-A,
Road, Calcutta.

The Gensral Manager,

Ordnance Factory Project
Mfa-Defence, Govt. of In
Eddumaialaram, Medak Dis

3.

Counszel for the Applicants

Counsel for the Respondents

CORAM ¢

THE HON'GLE SHRI R.RANGARAJ

THE HON'BLE SHRI B,
E}/’ (Urder per Hon'ble

T~
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22.P.Mailikar juna Thary
23.N.Ramanappa
24,1.Y.5.5.Narayana Raju
?25.N.R.K.Babu Rao
26.V.Prabhakar

27 «Sudhakar
28.T.Vaeraiah
29.A.Yadagiri Reddy
30.8.Yellasvamy
31.V.Narsimlu
32.0.A.Prathap Kumar
33.B.G.5hankar

34 .,K.5iva Kumar
35.Anjaiah

J6.J.Eswara Rao
37.,0.Laxmaiah
38.B.Upparaiah
39,J.V.V.A.Pathi
40.G.5rinivas Rao

41,7 .Narsimha Reddy

ve .Rpplicanf

retarlat,

rd,

s in OA 575/9¢

Ruckland
dia,
te, AP,
«++ Respondents

Shri P.Naveen. Raoc (in{both OAs)
Shri V.Rajeshuar Rao,fGSC
(in both OAs)

AN :  MEMBER (A)

5.JA1 PARAMESHUAR :  REMBER (J)
sri R.Rangarajan, Member (&) ).
o - ceedBe



(Order per Hon'bles Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A) ).
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Heard 5ri P.Naveen Rao, counsal for ths applicang

Sri V.Rajeshuar Rao, standing counsel for the respondentg

both the (OAs.

2 The cantentions raised in both the 0As as well a

reliefs askad for are same., Hence both the (As are dispo

a common order.

3. In GA 573/96 there are 41 applicants., It is ste

passed the Bpard of Secondary Schosl education amd I.7.1

cate and did one year apprenticeship leading to awarding

certificate., They uwere recruited as Fittaers in Responde
nisation. At present £ha applicants 1 to 10, 31, 38 an
working in highly skilled Gr.lI and other applicants are
detailed service particulars of the

skilled grade. The

are shown in (Annexure=-17 pags=39 to the OA).

4, uhile*jéiﬁing“'"ﬁlthe department between 1986 an
they wsrs t aken as Semi-skilled Fitters in the scale of

The applicants submit that they are fully gualified and

()

and 7

in

8t he

ged of by

ted that they
, certifie-

of NCTVYT

ht No.J orga-
H 39 are
working as

applicants

d 1987
Rs» 800--1150.

possess

the reguired skilled for being posted in the skilled grade in the

scals of pay of B5.950--1500. Thay further susmit that 4
possessing similar qualification and‘expérience are indd
skilled Artisans in the dgher organisations’such as Rail
Nuclear Fuel Complex, Border Roads Organisstion and Qual
& MAssurance Department unded the Ministry of UDefence.

cants were discriminated inspite of having similar quali

for having bsen inducted in the skilled grade.

>

rtisans
cted as

WBY S,

ity Control
The appli=

Pication

They algo submit
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5.

that the Govt. of IndiaMinistry of Defence Circular No.1
D/(ECC/1C) dt.16-10-1981 (Annexure-A-1 page~16 to the UA
appliéégto them and if 193?3-2 in that circular is follo
they would have heen inducted in skilléd grade instead o
AT ada.
In CA 575/96 there are 41 applicant who were rec
Grinders in Semi Skiiled grade initially whose details a
at Annexure= XV page=-38 to the OA). Their contentions s

also similar to the applicante in 0A 573/96,

Be Both the GAs-ﬁ%%é filed praying for a declaratig
action aof the raspondent; in fixing the applicants in ti
pay of mueao-—115ﬁ on their induction inte gervice as aj
and unconstitutioﬁiénd for a conseguential daclaration
applicantgﬁare gntitled for fixation of their pay and a

their initial induction into service at Rs.950--1500 wit

sequential benefits.

7 A reply has been filed in this OA. From the st
both the 0As and the replies, a direction cannot be giv
The applicante compareg their work load and the duties

by them witn that of Railuways and other organisations.

submit that in other organisations for similar work the

(+

(2)/80/

) squarely
ued, then

f semi skilled
ruited as

re enclaosed

nd prayers

n that the
e scale of
‘bitrary
that the
Llowances an

h all con=-

udy of

en judiciously
pe formead

They further

y are paid

{_ higher scales. Hence they submit that the principles Tf "equal

pay for equal work"™ will have to be applied. But to cgme to that

o

conclusion, it is more sssential to see the type of wol

these applicants and the type of work done by tha;fgiﬁ

k done by

i Lar 1y; situater

e

employees in other organisations., Comparisof, merely o
| S

of pay is in.appropriate. The Principles of "ggual paly

D

n the scales

for equsl

4.




work" depends upuntégrlaus factors. Those factors cannot|be

adjudxcate{i To see whether they are similaékfequireg d%ep study

\ Goe

of duty list and work performed by the applicants and others
mentioned by them. Hence we feel it is for the department to

come to a decision gftercomparing the work load as stated above.
' \

It is stated thet the applicants in both the OAs have supmitted
[
thedir representations, 1
\
B In 0A 573/96 a representation submittzsd by one of the

applicant is enclosed at Annexure A-&I (Page-31 to the OA) for

granting them relief as prayed for in this OA. [t is sfated that

the representstion is yet to be disposed of. In 0A 575496 similar

representation has been filed by theiappiicanta (a repr$sentatiua
‘ -
petition is enclosed at Annexurs-XIV, page~37 to the GA)| is yet to

be disposed of. i

9. | In view of ths pending repre@emtatians, we feell that the
|

case has to be remitted back to ﬂesamndents 2 and 3 iRgSr-degingls
Aspismmbbens for disposing of the representations in agcordance
-yith tha law.While doing so, the a:blicants to assist fheir employer
shoulﬁbraduce the duty tist of the éther organisationsyghom
|
thay state are doing a similar duti%s and oranted the pay scale of
skil.ed castegory. The respondents %lso.shuuld approach the other
organisaticng for getting the necesgary detailg in thijs connaction,
}
Two or three representatives of the applicants heredin pay also b8
célled for by t he raspundenif concerned to hear their |visws in this
connection before disposiA§Ziia repressntations. The|discussions
should also be recordad for perusal at a later date if necessarly.
Jo |
- D
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10, With the avove direction both the UAs are dispocsgd of.

No order as to costs.

11 Time for compliance iz three months from the datd of receipt

of a copy of this order,

12, The guesticn of limitation if any, wey also be cpnsidered

by the respondents but the representations should ﬁhot beg dis@iéﬁéd
' e e e

on that count but the merit of the submissians of the applicants

will aFfes-bs considered.

| | L &
/ (R.RAHGAR AJAN)

(B . 8.-3AT FARAME SHWAR)

Member (ﬁ@' : : , Member {(A) gjf
1.9 a8 |
Bated: 1st_September, 1238, ﬁ‘ fln
Qictated in (Open Court. WX
| | oo/
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3. T Gzneral Joenonsr, Jedinsnce rastory Aroject,

Defonce, odivmeilaram, Sedak Ji

copy to Dkl (4),20T,liydarabad,

duplicate copy.

copy to Fon.V.Rafeswdra Moo, Agdl.C

shrichs

capy to e, P, Hayzpn a0, Aduscotes,lAT,Hydershud,
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IN THE CENTRLIL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABED SENCH HYDE ?f-ﬂD

THE HOH'ZLE SHRE R, ':\’l‘ll\.ll_:l“'ﬁ:\qu\l : M(A)
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THZ HOM'OLE SHRI B.5.JAI PAR-MESHYAR
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DATED : | ]!31/373
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