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CEWWPQL.ADMINISTRATIUé TRIZUNAL HYDTRIREAD 37KCH @ HYDER

E o
CPRIGINAL ASPLICATION we. . Y2NT)  oF 1997, ’
I L Rognadeaitanim & 2o oS, |
- o ' (Rpplicants (s’
\ . VERSUS, |
Union of India, Repd. by. )
PR Teditom ik ows Mmoo il

*Respondent(s).

Thé apslication has been submitisd to the Tribunal by
Sﬁriu-fdta;alg;h—— ----—-;Jffi;-f%fgjszﬂduocéta/R§;£y=Tﬁ“
persSh Under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunal

Act. 1985 and the same has been 3crutinisad uith raference

to the points mentioned in tha check list in the light of

the provisions in the administratiue‘Tribunal»Cpracedure)

Rules 1987,

The applicetion is in ord.r and may be listed far

AdMiSSi0N 0N —mmmmmmmm e e e oo
K’\c\\’\q o | o ﬁ'\ﬂﬂff
Scrfitiny Asst., o DEPUTY REZISTRAR(JUDL)
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11  Haus le giinle tocies of the zmnaxur duly attested \f -
 bian Piled, ‘ ; | Y)
. ! -
12, Has the applicant axhaugtec 211 availabls remidizs, N
o ] Y
|
13. Hzas the Index cr doguments hoepn filerl :nﬁ‘ﬂda ation \ﬁ7'
done proparily, ' '
; SR k
14, Has the de:larrtipm 35 @ regulaned by itam ﬂo. 7 of ?
N efaymﬂ"I'bsen made, ' ‘ '%7
15, Have required numbe r of envelops (fiie 5138) bearing 7ﬂ
Full adresses Cf ths ros pundeﬁ 's be=2n filed, : V '
: -
15 0  (8 )

Whether thp

Ta
single ga sz

's8 67 action,
-(b)

dhotner any 1nt rlm rg

gistrar,

Registrar,

lis€ sought far,

.arise gut af

Lot Ny,

licP is pra/ﬂd Pot, Yﬁ? )
'T?b Zc) . In £ase an MA faor conanutLan af delay in'Piled,
_ ,;¢¢¢t sJuppor ted by an affidavit of the ajpllcaﬂt. o~
18. uWhsther this causs b neared by SlﬂFlP Jench, : ﬁ“ﬂ
19+ Any other points, | S t
. i i !
20, Result-ar tHH“Scf Einy with imitigl o the SCEULlny
clarks ' {
@l”*ﬂQﬁ\ F\ﬁjﬁ~btnfwdﬂvve”““* ¢
Scrutiny q“clatanb-
\ ¢
'Séétijh'iﬁﬁicer. |
Deputy Regist
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applicant(s) (L. quyzéﬁﬁaﬁﬁaz§444_;ﬁ;lzgﬂjggym_m - ;)- :

_ ﬁ.esp‘gn&;crst(S)’ TLU\‘T\L\G'WI B ﬂ\mﬂ%ﬁw‘a«l i_m‘llt

8aturz of grisncance . P*NMW!*{-E . Mw {L'GV‘MJ , ,

ey

[

N

{\&D. QF F\’E‘S:’JDﬂdentS.-......-- !

No. of Applicants ﬁ%:L

 .CL3SSIFTCATICH,

. , ( : |
| .
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1. Is the applicaticn id the propsr form,
{three coplste sets in papcr Soocks form o ) ?‘9 !
in two compliations), '

2. YWniether Name description and addressd of 5ll'the_ tru7
partied been furnished in the pausa title, !

3. (a) Has tre application bren Fully signed and varified,
(b)Has tne copies heen duly sigred. . o ‘f>
= _ _
(c) Have SuUPficicnt numdzr of copies of the application
bezn filed, |

4. Uhether all the necessary parties srs implaaded. Pu?

J. UWnsther £ngl sh translation of dogumnerts in g languagz wuj
other than Znglish or Hindi been filad, . o

v | .
6. Is the application onm tine, {See_SeCtiuﬂ 21). 1)
| !

7. Has the Vakalatnama/Memao af Ap:‘rahce/ﬁu hofisat ion g
been filed, | ] (;fﬁr 7b?

8. It the appligjiion maintainability. L !
(u/s 2, 14, 18, or U/R..8 Etc.,) : hf57

7. Is the application accompained 1P7/00, for ?s.50/=

13, Has the impugned ordc s ariginai, duly attested legitable

copy been filed, ) - . |
- ' Kb bv)é%”%v¢”§.
' ~ o : .o, '
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL$ADDL.BENCH ¢AT HYDERARAD

IN Tﬂf

gwﬂ% o.a.80. 132} of 1997
* “ * '? Q L,(éavvJAZS .
Between
L.Raj aShekharan & 22 Others.. ooAppliCants
And Rt (Sx) '
Telecom District Banager,Warangal ' '
and another.. . .Respondents
| iy werre TELECON
INDEX '
Mordedehhkhhr
S .NOo Description | PNO.
I ! 1. applicetion e .o .. 1l to8
. : 2. &ndexure , . L . . 9
3. Judgement in O.A, 611/97 dated 31.5.199%4 .. .. 10 & 11
4, Judgement in O.A4. 312/1995 dt.15.3.1995 .. ee 12 to 14
. -
5. Judgement in 0.3, 643/19%5 dated 10,5,1995 ee 15
6. letter dated 17.4.1996 .o a e .a 16
| 17

7. Procedding dsted 26,7.1983 .o ve

£ % P>
_ o {547 meceivem A
ERIT ET mmee rmaT e T e e T T g T T, T e T ] e L S p ::‘—;-—z..:—:..-:_:..-_-—:._.’—_,_r_‘
| . b . )
Hyderabad W,
\ “ . L

Dateds APPLIC ANTS

" DLK/ Qusitelion 15 Ehs




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:ADDL,BENCH:$AT HYDERABAD
.~

. 0.A,N0., 9\ of 1597

Be tween
L.Rajashekharan & 22 others.. .+ Applicants
and
Telecom District Manacer,
Warangal.
and gnother.. +« Resbondents
STATEMENT OF CHRONCLOGICAL EVENTS

18.9.1982 .+ Paper notification for post of Telephone
Bperator (Spl.Recrultment for 1983) and oo
Applicants cpplied for the same

1983 s Training imparted and kept under (Reserved
Trained Pool and their services utilised
as SDTO from Sept.l1983 to Sept.1987 .o
- .« Applicants services are regularised and they
are working even as on today , L ee
- .. Applicants afe selected én merits and qualifi-

ca@tion basis as per rules and regulations but
Were not fixed in Pagy-scaleon par with other

recgular Oper&tors but were pald only on Hourly
basis till theilr regularisation. -

- -« Respondent didnot paid the allowances such as-
" Productiwvity ILinked Bonus, as was pald to other
regular Telerhone Operators. .-

27.9.1996 .. Representa@tion was submitted by the applicant
but no renly. Ceee

T - e e e we —_ e

Hyderabad

Dateds COUNSEL FOR APPLICANTS




IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: :ADDI., BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

(FIIED UNDER SECTION 19 OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ArT, 1985)

0.5, NoJd2\7 /1997

Between:

1. I. RAJASEKHARAN, S/c. Mallailgh, sged gbout
40 yrs, T,0.A,, In O/0..SDOT, Mulugu, wWarangal Dt.

2. v. VIJAYAKUMAR, S/0. late Venkateshwarlu, aged
about 33 yrs, TOA, Telecom Dept., Wardngal.

3. AM.SRINIVASA CHARYULU, S/o. Late. M.Venkata
Ramanujas Charyulu, aged about 32 yrs, TOA, Tele-
com Dept., Warangal.

4. p;PRAVEENKUMAR; S/o. Venkateshwar Rao, aged
dbout 34 yrs, TOA, Telecom Dept., Warangal

5. ch. UPPAIATIAH, S/o. Rajaiash, aged about 35 yrs,
708, Telecom Deptp, Warangal Dt. -

6. T, DAYAKAR, S/o0. Kotaiah, aged about 36 yrs,
708, Telecom Dept., Warangal

Te A .PRABHAKAR REDDY, S/0. Linga Reddy, aged about
35 yrs, Telephone Operator, O/c. SDOT, Narsanpet,
Warangal dt.

8. K. RAVIPRASAD, S/0. K.Satyanarayana, aged zabout
34 yrs, Telephone Operator, Telecom Dept..
Warangal. |

9. &, RAMULU, S/0. Rajamallu, aged about 33 yrs,
Telephone Operstor, Telecom Dept., Warangal.

10. G.YELLAIAH, s/o. Venkataiah, aged about 33 yrs,
TOA, Telecom Dept., ‘arangal.

11. K.RAVINDER, S/o. Neeresham, aged about 35 yrs,
7,0, Telecom Dept., Warangsal.

12. X. RAM MCHAN, S/0o. Somaish, aged sbout 32 yrs,
working as Telephone Operater at Warangal, TDM,
Warangal Dt.

13. .P. SREEDHAR, S/0. Chandraish, aged about 34 yrs,
working as Telephone Operator at Warangsl, TDM
Warangal Dt-.

14. A, SAMBA MURTHY, S/o0. Late Venkat Ramulu, aged
"about 34 yrs, working a@s Telephone Operator, in
0/o. Telecom Dept., Warangdl,TDM, Warangal Dt.

15, E. ASHOK, S/0. Soma Narsaiah, aged 3bout 32 yrs,
working &8s Telephone Office Asst., Telecom Dept.,
DM, Warangal Dt.

16. M. PRAKASH, S/o. Mallesham, asged about 33 yrs,
T0A, Telecom Dept., TDM, Warangal. .

17. U. GURUMURTHY, 8/0. Mallaikh, aged about 32 yrs,
Telephone Operator, Telecom Dept., TDM, Warangal

18. €.RAVINDER, S/0.-Venkatalsh, aged about 34 yrs,
TOA, Telecom Dept., Warangal.

{eee2/=)




. 19,
20.
21,

l 22,

23.

Y

2.

1.

(b) ADIRESS FOR SERVICE : M/s. K,VASUDEVA REDDY &
S+ VS URYANARAYANA

A 20

3. ORDER AGAINST WHICH THIS So far n<_>' impugned order
APPLICATION IS MADE - : 18 passed by the Respon-

4, JURISDICTION t It is to submit that ke all4
imn

ADDRESS E PAR'{‘Z'ICUIARS OF; As shown above in the
RESPONDENTS ¢ guse=title.

L1
"
n
L]
-

M. RAMESH BARU, S/o. Rajamouli, aged sbout
37 yrs, Telephone Operator, O/o. SDOT,
Mulugu, Warangal Dt.

V.V.BRAHMA CHARY, S/0. Ramanachary, aged
about 34 yrs, Telephone Operadtor, Telecom
Dept., Warangal.

S ,KOMURATIAH, S/0. Yakalah, aged about 38 yrs,
Telephone Operator, 0/o. SDOF, Mulugu,
Warangal Dt,

. LAXMINARAYANA, S/o0. Venkatanarasigsh,
aged about 36 yrs, Telephone Operator, 0/0.
SDOT, Mulugu, ‘Warangal Dt.

P.NAGA PRASAD, S5/0. Venkata Rangaiah, aged
about 36 yrs, Telephone Operator, 0/0.SDOT
Rkhahoobabad. Warangal Dt.

« « JAPPLICARNTS
AND
'Ilae Telecom District Manager, Warangal.

Ihe General Manager, Telecom, Warangal Area,
Warangale.

+ + « RESPONDENTS ,

DETAIISMGF APPLICATION

(a) PARTICULARS OF s As Shown in the cauée-‘
~ APPLICANTS , title.

OF ALL NOTICES & 2 i ’
PROCESSES . Advocates, 4-5~592, Near
' Badichowdi, Vegetable Market,
Kutblguda, Hyderabad.

dents,

(b) SUBJECT MATTER IN ¢ Applicants are gquestioning
BRIEF: : the action of the Respon-
‘dents in not paying the
Productivity Linked Bonus for
the period they worked as RTP/
SDTO on par with other similler-
ly situated Employees.

the applicants are working
the Warangal District, as such
this Hon'ble Tribunal is hav-
ing Jurisdiction to entertain
this 0.A, filed u/s. 14 of
Administrative Tribunal Act
1985,

(ese3/-)
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Applicants further submits
that this Application's matter
is filed well within the Limi-
tation prescribed under Sec.2l
'of Administrative Tribunsl's
Act, as cause of action is in
continnuous.

5. LIMITATIONS

L]

6. PFACPS OF THE CASE:~

a) It is to humbly submit that in pursuance of
Paper Notification dt. 10-9-1982 for the posts of

Telephone Operator (Special Recruitment for 1983),

. applicants have applied for the posts of Telephone

Operators ‘in Karimnagdr District. Accordingly,
applicants were selected for the posts 0f Telephone
Opérator and they were given training. Though suffi-
cient number of posts were available, they were de=
nied of regular appointment, instead @k all the appli-~
cants were kept in "“Reserved Trained Pool" , and their
services were utillised as 'Short-duty“Telephone Ope-
rators' f£rom September, 1983 to Septembef, 1987. There-
after, services of all the‘applicéﬁts were -reqularised,
Since then, all xk of them have been wofking even as

on today. Exact dates of their service particulars

are furnished in Annexure-I filed zlong w%th this 0.A.
which may also be treatd as part and parcel of this

0.A. for proper appreciation of the facts.

b) It ‘is to submit that all the applicants were
selected &8s per the ruiés and regulations pro§ided for
the selection and were selected on the basis of merits
and gualifications. But, subsequent to their selection,
applicants were not fixed in pay-scale on par with
dther Telephone Operators. But, they wege paid on

hourly b&sis till the date of thelr regularisation.

(eead/=)
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Further, the respondents also did not paid any other
allowances, such &s Productivity Link€d Bonus, 3as

was paid to other regular Telephone Operators.

(c) It is to submit that applicants had worked

mére than 8 hours per day during the period from

1983 to 1987 and worked more than 240 days in each

and every vear from the date of their recruitment

as RTP / @B®x SDTO till the date of their regulari-
sation of.their services; The Respondents have not

paid the Productivity Linked Bonus to the applicants,
as was paid to reguiar Telephone Operator, though

they are entitled for the same for the period of their
work as RTP/SDTO applicable to the regulgr Telephone
Operators. ‘It is further submitted that, some of the
similarly placed RTE/SDICs have filed 0.A.No.612/89 &
O.A.No.171/89 before Ernakulam Bench of this Hon'ble
Tribunal:; and this Honlble Tribunai directed the res- -
bondents to pay Produc;ivity Linked Bonus to the appli-
cants therein & spplicable to the regular employees.

In the light of the asbove Judgement, this Hon'ble Tri-
bunal also disposed of the C.A., Nos. 1493/94 Dt.25-11-94,
312/95 Dt.15-3=1995, 458 & 484/94 Dt.28-4-1994, 1423/94
and 643/95 Dt.10-5-1995, 611/94 dt. 31-5-94 & 1103/97
dt. 22-8=97; directing the respondents to pay the PBroduc-
tivity Linked Bonus to the a@pplicants therein. Apart
from the above, this Hon'ble Tribunal also disposed of
many other QOAs with similar direction. Applicants here-
in also working as Telephone Operators and in the light

of the =zbove judgement rendered by this Hon'ble Tribunal

(eee5/=)
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and also the Ernakulam Bench of this Hon'ble TriF
bunal, applicants herein also entitled_for the

same benefits. Unfortunately, the resbondeﬁt autho-
rities are not willing to pay the Productivity Linked
Bonus to the applicants, 3s they did not obtain aﬁy
order from this Hon'ble Tribunal. '5

a) It is‘io submit that previouslyiapplicants
approached the Respondents for paymentgof Producti-
vity Linked Bonus, but the IInd responéent used to
assure-the applicénts ﬁhaf they will be paid thé

same along with the applicénts in OAs No643/95. The
applicants in 0.A, 643/95 were paid thelProductivity
Linked Bonus oﬁ 13-6=1997 vide letter No.TA/LC/5-340-
95 dt. .~5-97 issued by the Ist respondent, but
the applicants were not paid the same'on the pretext
that as the applicants did not obtainéd aﬁf order
froﬁ this Hon;ble Tribunal. It is to %ubmit that
applicants inrall other OAs are simila?ly situated
like the applicants. Especially, appl;icants in 0.A.
No.643/95, who are also appointed against the same
Notification and worked as RTP/SDTO for the same period
{.e. from 1983 to 1987, are working in the same Dept.,
under the Ist respondent, along with ﬁhe apblicants

herein in the similar circumst@nces tﬁough all of

them were paid the productivity Linked Bonus, the

applicants herein are denied of the same, only on
the ground that they have not obtained any order

from this Hon'ble Tribunal on this regard.

(. 006/-)
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e) In these circumstances, applicants submitted
representations dated %}#1996 ge-&uesting for pay-
ment of 'Productivity Linked Bonus* , but so far no

orders are passed compelling the applicants to approach

this Hon'ble Tribunal.

£) It is to submit that applicants herein have
discharged the duties of regular employees for more
than 8 hours per day as RTF/SDTO for more than 3 years
i.e. from 1983 Septgmber‘onwards. When all other simi-
larly situated persons are being p2id the Productivity
Linked Bonus till recently, there is no justification
in denying the same to the appiicants herein. As such,
applicants are entitled for the Productivity Linked

Bonus for the period they worked as RTP/SDTO.

7. REILIEF SOUGHT FOR:-

In view of the facts mentioned in Para-6 sf
abqve, the.applicants pray that this Hon'ble Tribunal
may be pleased to:-

1) Declare the applicants are entitled for the
benéfit of Productivity Linked Bonus for the
period of RTP/sﬁfé already they had worked
@ applicable to the Regular Telephone Opefators
during the period of RTP/SDTO i.e from the
date of Recruitment as 'RTP/SDTO' to the date
of regularisation;

ii) Direct the respondent herein to grant the

Productivity Linked Bonus for RTPF/SDTO period'

as the applicants had worked already at the

rate applicablé to the regular Telephone Opera-

tors and pay the same to the gpplicants imme-

diately; (eoe?/=)
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(1ii) And pass any such other order or orders
as this Hon'ble Tribunal may deem fit and

proper in the circumstances of the case.

8) INTERIM RELIEF:-

Pending disposal Qf the 0,A. it is g further
prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased
to direct the respohdénts herein to grant the Produc-
tivity Linked Bonus for RTF/SDTO period as the appli-
cants had worked already at the rate applicable to the
regular Telephone Operators and payAthe same to the
applicants immediately; and pass any such other order
or orders as this Hon'ble Tribunal may deem-fit and

proper in the circumstances of the case.

9, DETAILS OF THE REMEDIES EXHAUSTED:-

The applicants declares that they have no

other alternative effective remedy except to approach

-

)
this Hon ble Tribunal for redressal of thelr grievance.

10, MATTERS NOT PREVIQUSLY FIIED OR FENDING WITH ANY
COURT 2=

Tt is to submit that applicants have obtained
neither any order nor pem#itm the same is pending either
from this Zxk Hon'ble Tribunal or any other Court on

same subject matter on which the present 0.A, id filed.

11. PARTICULARS OF I.P.O. IN RESPECT OF APPLICATION FEE:-

(o

i) IPO No. | %’l(mlg‘qgc‘)'ﬂf bty 52‘/(,__

ii) Name of Issuing Post Office;
iii) Date of Issue of Postal Order:

iv)'g-post office at which payable: (Hfhflhyp i

d @35"\” 3 M('"B/_j
GoRen
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=" 12, LIST OF ENCLOSURES:-

i) Vakalat (ii) Indian Fostal Yrder
iii) Material papers & (iv) Covers, Pads &

Acknowledgements

VERIFICATION

HWe, the applicants herein ébéve, working @s
'TOA' in the Office of %BR, K Telecom;Dept., Warangal
Dist., do hereby verify that the contents-of the
paras-1 to 6 3re true to our personal knowledge and .
belief and paras 7 to 12 zre believed to be tfue on
legal advise and that we have not suppressed any

material facts before this Hon'ble Tribunal. Hence verified.

APPLICANTS

@aa/«&dﬁkﬁ
®L bz,—@w

I/




S.No. NAME OF APPLICANT NOTIFI- TRAINING PERIOD REGULARI~
CATION SATION

YEAR FROM TO o

S/shri ‘
« L.R2jasekharan 1981 reb,83 Aprl.s3 Sept,1987
o V.VIJAYAKUMAR 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
. A.,M.,Srinivasa charyuly 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
. PYRRRSHXKENRE

P,Praveen Kumar 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
5., Ch. Uppalaish 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
. 6. T.Dayakar 1982 Feb,83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
R 7. A.Prathakar Reddy 1982 Aug.83 Oct.83 Sept.1987
ad 8. K.Ravi Prasad 1982 Aug.83 Oct.83 Sept.1987
9. A.Ramulu 1982 Aug.83 0ct.83 Sept.1987
' 10. G.Yellaiah 1982 Aug.83 Oct.83 Sept.1987
11. K.Ravinder 1982 Aug.83 Oct.83 Sept.1987
12, K.Rammohan 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
13. P.Sreedhar 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
14. A.Sambamurthy 1982 Feb.,83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
15. E.Ashok 1982 Feb.83 Aprl,.83 Sept.1987
16. M,Prakash 1982 Feb.83 Aaprl.83 Sept.1987
17. U.Gurumurthy 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
18. C.Ravinder 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
. 19. M,Ramesh Babu 1981 March-1983
ha 20. V.V.Brahmachary 1981 March-1983
21. S.Komuraiah 1982 Feb.83 Aprl.83 Sept.1987
22, T.laxminarayan 1981 Feb.83 Sprl.83 Sept.1987
23. P,Naga Prasad 1982 Aug.83 O0Oct,.83 Sept.1987
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T N aw  wem mie mm

i

(v
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~ Krishan Dev, ILearned Counsel for the applicant has drawn

- Counsel for the respondents has drawn our attention to the

0 (W

..2 ‘
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNASHYDERABAD BENCH
' AT HYDERABAD

g 0.A, No.611 of 1997 DATE ; 31-5-1994

Betweens

T.Divakar Babu .. Applicant
and

1. Superintendent of Post Offices,
Anantapur Division, Anantapur
2. Post Master General,

A,p.Southern Region, Kurnool-5 .» Respondents
COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT : Sri Krishna Devan
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS ¢ Sri Devraj Sr. CGSC

CORAM : THE HON'BIE A.B.GORTHI, MEMBER (A)

ORDER PASSED BY : HON'BLE A.B. GORTHI, MEMBER(A)

In this application the relief claimed by the 8ppli-
cént is for declaration for his entitled to productivity
linked Bonus at the rate applicable to the regular RTP
PAs from 19-3~1983 to 8-3~1989 and to direct the respon-

dents to pay that sum to him,

Applicant was selected for appointment as Postsl Asst.
But, initially offered appointment as Reserved Trained Fool
Postal Assistant (RTP PA). He worked in that assignment
from 19-3-1983 to 23-5-1989 after having undergone the re-
guired job orientation Training. OCn 8~6-1989 he was given re-
gular Postal Appolntment. The applicant claims that he have
been worked for more than 240 days in each year during the
period from 1983 to 1989 he is entitled to Productivity Lin-
ked Ponus at the rate of as ls applicable to regular Postal
Assistants.

Heard the lLea@rned Counsel for both the parties. Shri

our attention to a Judgement of the Ernakulam Bench of the
Tribundl in a similar matter. In that case it was held that
the R.T.P. Postal Assistants 240 days of service in each year
ending 31st March would be entitled to Productivity Linked
Bonus. It was further, held that the Arrears of Froductivity
Linked Bonus would be based on the average monthly emoluments
determined by dividing the total emoluments for each account-
ing yesr of eligibility by 12 and subject to the condition of .
the scheme prepdred from time to tdéme. Shri W.R.Devraj learned

Counter Affidevit filed by the Respondents in the 0.A, various
averments méde in the Counter are similar to those which come
up for khke consideration before the Ernékulam Bench of the
Tribunal in 0.A,N0.171/89. As the applicant herein is similar-
ly situated as the applicants in the Caése 0.A.N0.171/89 decided
by the Ernakulam Bench of the Tribunal., We see no reason why
the agpplicant should not be given the similar relief.

..3




$:3352
|

Consequently we allow this C.A, at "the admission:
stage itself with direction to the Respondents to grant to
the applicant same benefit granted by the Erndkulam Bench

of the tribunal in the aforesaid case. The respondents shall

comply with this Order within a period of 3 months f£from
the date of communicating this Ordfer. [

No Order is to costs. -

i

sa/-
REG ISTRAR

1

TO

S 1. The Superintendent of Post Of fices
Anantapur Division, Bnantapur.

2. T™e Post Master Generasal,
A,.P.Southern Region, Kurnool-5

copy tog--
XX XX XX
|

// ¥k¥x true copy // .]
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THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD
0.A, No. 312/95

Date of Order 15-3-8 95

A,Kushal Rao

N.Veena Devi

M,Saraswathi

v.sandhyasri

V.S.Prabhgkar

K.Annapurfnad

Mhd. Farcoqg dhmed

M.Kishan ' «++ Applicants
Vs.

Sr. Superintendent Telegraph Traffic

Hyderabad Pivision, Hyderabad

The chief Superintendent-of Central Telegraph
Off ice, Hyderabad

The Supdt., Telegraph Traffic, Guntur Divmsion,
Guntur

The Supdt. of Telegraph Traffic, Warangal Division, -

Warangal.
The Chief General Menager, Telecommunications,
A,P, Byderabad.
The Director General, Telecommunications,
Dept. of Telecommunications, rep. by Govt. of
India, New Delhi.
The Director, Telegraph Traffic, A,P. Circle,
HYderabado

«s s Respondents

Counsel for the Applicants : Mr. K,Venkateswara Rgzo

Counsel for the Respondents

CORAM: /iy HON'BIE SRI JUSTICE V., NEELADRI RAO: VICE CHAIRMAN

and Sri N.R. Devraj,

Ze

THE HOM'BLE SRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMRBRER (ADMN,)}
JUDGE MENT

(As per Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan : Member {(Admn.)

Head Sri K.V. Rac, lLearned Counsel for the applicants

In this application dt. 23-2-95 filed U/s 19 of the

A.,T.Act, 1985, the applicants at Sl.No.l to 7 who were

working as Short

at

Superintendent, Telegraph Traffic, Warangal Division, Hanma-
konds,
the grant of PL Bonus at the ra8tes applicable to the regular
postal / sorting assistants between the period from 198l to

1990,

Mr. N,K. Devraj, Sr. CGSC

learned Councsel for the respondents.

L

uty / RTPs Telegraph Assistants under the
Chief Superintendent of CTO, Hyderabad and the applicant
'8,No.8 was working a@s SD/RTPT under the control of

prayed for a declaration that they are entitled for

and for further direction to pay the arresars of bonus

o which th 1 ‘
e appl icants are el igible The det 11
| . a S such a
t ]
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-\MJoining duty @s SD/RTPS Telegraph Assistants and their
regularisation as Telegraph Assistants are shown in
Apnedure-1 filed along with this OC.A.

3. The applicants statedk thsat thef were selected
after_Qualifying in the examination prescribed for it
and performed qualitatively and quantitatively the same
work as that of reqular Telegraph Assistants whenever

® they were engaged intermittently against the regular
Sorting Assistants. By denying them the benefit of
P.L. Bonus during the periods mentioned in annexure A.l
filed with this 0.3, When they worked as S0/ RTPs Tele-
graph Assistants, a@llowed by the D.G. Dept. of Posts
letter dt. 5-10-88, they have been subjected to hostile
discrimination in violation of Art. 14 &nd 16 of the
Constitution. Hence, this 0Oa has been filed with the
above prayer. ’

4. This 0.2. No.171/89, dt. 18-6-20 on the file

of Ernakulam Bench wés decided on the basis of the-
decision in C.A. 612/89 on the file of the same Bench.
The ratio in that judgement was that no distinction can
be made between an RTP worker and-a cdsual Labourer |
in granting Pl Bonus. It was further held in that

64 that RTP candidates like casual labourers are enti~
tled to'PB Bonus if they have put in 240 days of ser-
vice each year ending 3lst March for 3 ye@rs or more.
It is further held in that OA that amount of P.L. Bonus
would be ® based on their average monthly emoluments
determined by dividing the total emoluments for such
accounting year of eligibility by 12 and subject to

other conditions prescribed from time to time,

5. similar orders were also passed by this Tribunal
in 0.A. no.455/84 3dt, 28-4-94 where the applicdnts are
similarly situated to that of the applicants in 0.2
171/89 of the Ernekulam Bench, Similar orders were

also passed by this Tribunal in OA No.484/94, dt.28-4-94
and O.A, 611/94 dt. 31-5-94 and in OA 1423/94 dt.5-11-94
of this Bench where the applicants are similariy to
that of the applicants in O0A 171/89. As the applicants

{(eee3/ )
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.-\ﬂérein are in the s@me situation 8t the spplicants
in OA 171/89 decided by the Ernakulam Bench, and in
04 Nos. 458/94, 611/94 and 1423/94 of this Bench, we
seek no reason in not extending the same benefit to
the applicants in this OA also. Learned Counsel for
the respondents also fairly submitted that this case
is covered by Judgements guoted Shove.

In the result, this application is allowed with
8 direction to the respondents to grant t¢ the appli-
cénts the same benefit as granted by Ernakulém bench
and this Bench of the Tribunal in the aforesald cases
quoted in par@ 5 above. The direction should be com=-
plied within a period of 3 months from the date of
commun ication of this order.

The OA is ordered accordingly. No costs.

CERTIFIED TO BE TRUE COPY
DATED sd/-

Court officer
Central Administrative Tribunal
Hyderabad Bench,

Hyderabad.

/ true copy /
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH:AT HYDERA

0.,A.NO, 643 of 1995

Between

-1- NaraSima RBO Me

2. Yogender

30 m.Da‘nOdar

4, M.Satyanarayana

5. Ch.Mundalah

6. V.Sharathchander rao
7. Ch.Kishan raju

8. D.Erinivasa Murthy '
9. N.Anandam 5
10, V.Sahadev

11, G.Pramila

12. Kaluvala Yellaiah coe e+ Applicants

And

1. Telecom District Engineer Karimmagar : <« Respondents

Counsel for the Applicants s Mr.K,VASUDEVA REDDY
Counsel for the Respondent : Mr.N.R, Devraj,Sr.CGSC

CORAM : HWHE HON'BELE SHRI A.B. GORTHI 3 MEMBER(A)
The. Tribunal made the following O R D E R:

(A5 PER HON'BLE SRI A,B., GORTHI : MEMBER(A) )

The applicants were initlislly appointed as RTP Fostal
Assistants in Mahaboobna@gar District some time during 1981-84,
They were subsegquently regularised on various dates betwesen 1983
1990, Their clalm in this 0,A, 1is for a direction to the
respondents to pay them Productivity Linked . Bonus for the
period that they worked as RTP/SD Postal Assistants,

2, Heard learned Counsel for both the parties. Mr. K.
Vasudeva Reddy, ILearned Counsel for the applicant has drawn
my attention to the judgement in O0.,A. 611/94 dated 31.5.199%4
wherein relief was granted to similarly situsted applicants.

3. In view of the above this 0.A. is also allowed at the
admission stage itself and the respondents are direct8d to
grant the applicants the same benefits as given to those
in 0.A, 611/94. The respondents shall comply with this order
within & period of three months from the date of communication
of the same. No Order as to costs.

Sd/- H .
- DEPUTY REGISTRAR (Q)

To
The Telecom Distrlct Engineer,Karimnagar
copy tos--xXx x%

// true copy //
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GOVT, COF INDIA Date Mins, of Commnss.

DEPARTMENT COF CELECOMMUNICAT IONS
OF§ECE OF THE CHIEF GENERAL MANAGER TELECOM:A,P, CIRCLE'HYDERABAD-%

- wn mm e BM WM N W am R ma a e ™ ey o me aw  me R omm TR e e s T m A ee e e e s

r. No.TA/1C/5=82/95 Dated st HD the 17-4-1996

To

1. The General Manager,
Hyderabad Telecom District
.Suryalok Complex,
_Gunfoundry, Hyderabad.

2. The General Manager Telecom,
- Warangal Area,
-Warangal. .
.+ - Subs0.A. N0.312/95 filed by Shri A.Kushal Rao % others -
B forwarding of Judgement and DOT-ND letter for
implementation - regq.

shri A.Kushal Rao & others, Telegraphists, filed 0.A.
No.312/95 against the Department before C A.T. Hyderabsd in
connection with payment of Productivity linked BPonus for the
RTP/sShort Duty Period rendered by them.

The Hon'ble CAT, Hydersbad disposed off the above OA in
favour of the Applicants. The claim of the applicants in the
above case pertains to policy matter.

n a reference, the DOT, New Delhi instructed this COffice
to implement the Judgment of CA™ . Hyderabdd in 0A No.312/95 to
the applicants only subject to the,outcome of the S,L.P. being
filed.

Tn this connection copies of the following documents /
letters are enclosed herewith. for taking immediate action and
report compliance.

1, Judgement of CAT, byd, in 0.A. No.312/95
2. Order dated 27-12-95 in C.P. No0.115/95 in C.A.N0.312/95
3. DOT-ND Ir. YNo.6/21(13)/96~-FAT dated 10-4-1996. |

THE MATTER MAY BE GIVEN " TOP-PPRIORITY".

Encl:As above sd/~
' ASST. GENERAL MANAGER (Admn.)
for CHIEF GENERAL MAN2GER:TEIECOM:AP
Cale TO: ' . ’
1. The Chief Superintendent, Central Telegraph Office, Hyd

. for favour of information and immediate necessary action.

2. The Superintendent of Telegraph Traffic, Warangal Traffic
Div. Hanamakonda, for infor. & n/a
3. The Telecom District Manager, Nizamabad ~ for information
& necessary action.

/ true copy /




GO I ' MINS, OF COMMNS.

6. You will be paid a stipend of Rs.130/- (Rupees One hun-
'dred and thirty only) consolidated per month a@s training
allowance. :

of

-

. TEIECOMMUNICATIONS :: ANDHRA PRADESH
effice of the Director, Teleccmmunicetions, Warangal Area,
Warangal=506 012

No. TAW/RE/Trg.TOps/83-84 Dated at Warangal the
26-T7-1983

Sri K.Ravi Prasad
Sub:Training of Telephone Operators.

. me TN mm e s R mm s em R em  me  Wm e an e

You are hereby directed to report to the Divisional
Engineer , Telegommunicatilons, Warangal for Telerhone Ope-
rators Training which ie commencing from 1-8-1983 with the
following particulars. .

2(a) A& Fedility bond for Rg ,390/- (Rupees Three hundred &
Ninety only) issued by United India Insurance (Fire & Gene-
ral) Co., agreeing to serve the Department for a period of
five years

{OR)

(b} You have to furnish a Security for an amount of Rs.390/=

(Rupees Three hundred and Ninety only) in the Shape of Cash
Deposit or Deposit in the savings bank Account pledged to

the D.E. Telecom., Karimnagar.

3. Health Certificate and Declaration form obtained from
a Medical Officer not below the rank of a Civil Surgeon of
Govt., Hospital as per the proforma enclosed.

41 (a) Please note that this is not an offer of appointment.
You willl be considered for appointment as Telephone Operator
in the Department, after successful completion of Training
depending on vacanciles and also if you are found fit for
Government service in 2ll respects.

(b) You will be‘removed at any time from the training class,
if anything is found unsuitable due to any reasons.

5 If you do not qualify in the test or in the Training
Course, your training will be extended further and for
this period of extended g training no stipend will be paid
to you.

7. No Travelling Allowance will be pald for joining the
Training.

8. If you fail to join the training class as étipulated,
at wWarangal on 1-8-1983, you name will be deleted from the
list of select candidates. .

sa/ -
(NVPK PRASAD)
Agssistant Director (Personnel)
for Director, Telecom, Warang2ld

C.C. to the personai file of the candidates.

/ true copy /
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Dated: 27-9-1996

To.

The General Manager,

- Telecom,

Warangal.
Respected Sir,

We, the undersigned, beg to submit the following
few lines for your kind consideration. We have commen~—
ced our tré@ining in February 1983 &nd our training pe-
riod was ended in April,1983. Thereafter, thouch there
were clear vacancies, we were not appointed on regular
pasis, instead we were asked to work as 'Short-duty Te le-
phone Operators’, keeéing us in RTP. Rut we were regula-
rised in 1987.

Wwe submit that all of our colleagues were paid the
Productivity Linked Eonus upto 1987 , we were not paid'
the same, thouch we have worked more than 8 hours per day
and we p have put in atleast 260 days of work each yesr
upto 1987. We submit that, though we have approached
your benign authority for payment of Productivity Linked
Bonus, nothing resulted positively, whereas, other employees,
who approached the C.A,.T., has got the favourable orders
and we understand that such of those employees, B who got
the orders from Hon'ble C.A.T. were paid the Bonus. Recent-
1y, M/s.A,Kushal Roa & fiegm others , filed 0.3, No,.312/95
and obtained the favourable orders. A#ccordingly, we under-
stand , they were paid the Bonus &s per the directions of
the Hon ble C.A.T,

s we are also similarly situa@ted like Shri A.Kushal
Rac and others, we request you to pay the Productivity
Linked Bonus for the period from February,1983 to Septem=-
ber, 1987 , during the period of our service as "Short Duty

Operators".

Fhank ing you,
Yours Sincerely,
(as atteshed hersunder)

. K. RAM MOHAN -

<

P.SREEDHAR
E. ASHOK
M,PRAKASH

. A.SAMBA MURTHY _

I'd
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.

m
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6. U. GURUMURTHY ¢

7. V. VIJAYA KUMAR

8. L.RAJASEKHARAN

9. A.M., SRINIVASA CHARYULU
10. CH. UPPAIAIAH

11. P. PRAVEEN KUMAR -
12. T, DAYAKAR .

13. S. KOMURATAH

14, C. RAVINDER

15,  LAXMINARBYANA

16. P, NAGA PRASAD )
17. K. RAVI PRASAD ~

18. A, PRABHAKAR REDDY .
19. A, RAMULU ~

20, G, YELIAIAH <

21q K-RAVINDER/ . ~
22 m-Pamnest, Raloy
9. \JI,U.‘@.{W\I‘Q\C)'&JV“"')

/ true copy /




CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT TVE TRIBUNAL
. HYDERASAD BENCH, = -

0.A.REGD.NO _2:)*) Q’(OD
fo it W Vot Rl iy,

Date;

299,

Sir,

I am to request you ﬁo rectify the defects mentioned
bEIOW'ln your application w1th1n 14 days from the date of
issue of this letter, falllng whlch you appllcatlon will not

be reglstered and acticn under Rule 5 (4) will follow.
' o=
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CollTHALY ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL

HYDER ABAD B ACH ,
. Ch 12\ [q7
Uricinal Application .',. [OASR 2778/97]

10-9-97 |
JafZ_of Bedisl.a: o |
L. Rajashekharan & 22 Ors. = : B !
T T T T T T T e e e e e e e Fetitioner(s) |

Mr. K. vVasudeva Reddy _ .
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" —----~-idvocate for the r
' ' : Fetitiorer (g) ;

. . L
Versus - : . |
' GM Telecom Warangal & anr.

E2 e Respondent (s) |

v Rao ] :
————— lh"l:"“""—R—aJ--?-?-‘:J-?—l-'\—a-.----El—---—---------—----..-.'.---...._._.........._.,_,.._....'_“jU ocate for the I

Respondsent (s}

e ’

THE HIR'BLI SHRI H. Rajendra Prasad, Member(a)

THE HLN'BLE SHRI

1. Uhether “eporters of lacsl T pers.may e allowed to sse |

r
“the judgement?
2. To be referred to tfhe Fecarter or mot 7
3. Whather their Lordshios wish to sce the fair copy of
“the Judgenent?

-

4. Wnether tne Judgewent is t5 be circilates to the other
Henches? o ’ |
av'l

. ' ' . |
Judgement’ dslivered by Hon'ole ShriH. Rajendra Prasad,M(a

G

I
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE:TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH

O.A, 1217/97

Date of decision: 10-9-1997

Between:

l. L.Rajasekharan

2. V. Vijayakumar

3. A.M.Srinivasa Charyulu
P. Praveenkumar

5. Ch. Uppalsiah

6. T. Dayakar

7. A. Prabhakar Reddy

8. K. Raviprasad

9. A. rRamulu

10. G. Yeliaiah

11

« K. Ravinder

12. X. Ram Mchan
13. P. Sreedhar

14. A. Samba Murthy
15. E. Ashok

l6. M. Prakash

17. U. Gurumurthy
18. E. Ravinder

19. M. Ramesh BRabu

20. V.V, Brahma Chary

21

« 3. Komuraiah

22, T. Laxminarayana

23. P. Naga Prasad

1.

=+« Applicants

=Varsus-

The Telecom District Manager

Warangal

veelf=

)
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2. The General Manager
Telecom,
Warangal Area '
Warangal .+ Respondents

Counsel for the applicant

counsel for the respondents- : Mr.Rajeswara Rao

coraing

Hon'ble Shri H. Rajendra Prasad, Member (A)

ORDER

(Per Hon'ble Shri H.Rajendra Prasad,M(A)

Heard Mr. K. Vasudeva Reddy
for the applicants and Mr. Rajeswara Rao-

for the respondents.

2. This OA has been filed seeking a
declaration fhat the applicants gre entitled

tq Productivity Linked Bonus for the periods

they worked as RTP/SDTO and accordingly to direct

the respondents to sanction the same at the rates

Oﬂ\u ' - eeed/=

¢t Mr.K. Vasudeva Reddy




applicable to other regular employees 0f the

departiment.

3. The facts of cases like the present one
have been examined and adjudicatgd in several OAs
and the main issues have to be taken as. finally
settled in the light of judgmepts already delivered

earlier.

-

4. Respondent No.l shall, therefore, have
the claims of these applicants scruﬁinised for
correctness of the basic dat; and dispo§e them of

in terms of the order contained in OA 611/94(decided
on 31-5-94) and OA 312/95(disposed on 15-3-95).

| buso of - | |
Copies ofﬁthese judgments can be found on page 10 and
12 respectively as annexures to the OA. A copy of
the OA together with its annexures will be sent to
respondent No.l1 to facilitate processing of the'
claims. The admissible benefits flowing out of the
facts of the éase shall be calculated, sanctioﬁed

and disbursed within 120 days from the date of receipt

of copy of this judgment.

5. Thus the OA is disposed of at the

admission stage.

MD
Dated 10th September,1997 J

Dictated in the open court

)—2&}
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f.1. The Telecom District Manager,
Warangal .

2. The General Manager, Telecom,
Warangal Area, Warangal.

3.0ne copy to Mr.K.Vasuddva Reddy, Advocate, CaT.hyq,
4. One copy to Mr,.V,Rajeswar Rao, Addl . G54 Car, Hyd,
5., One copy to HHRP.(Mgmber-Admn,) CAT.Hyd

6. One copy to ‘l.(A) CATQHYd. ;
1

7. One spare CopYe
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IN THe CLNTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
HYSERABAD BEWNCH AT HYDE RABAD

THE HCN'BBE MR.JUST CE.
VICE-CHAZRMAN

THi HON'BLE MR4H.RAJENDRA PRASAD 3 2(A)
i

mﬁm_' lo ]C‘ lan :

t

GEBER/JUIGHENT, - 4

I‘{.-‘T:L.,/Rf—\- ,/C““AoNooq ¢
' in ,

. ) |
S R P / Q7 -. -/

T.A.NO.‘ (W.‘P.' ) !

.} . B
Admitted and Interim directions. issued. -

Allowed ‘ j

Disposed of with Directions.

Dismisged. }
- Dismisged as withdrawn i

Dismisped for default ;-

Orderef/ke jedted )
‘ f,NQ.cir I as ‘to costs,. "
m‘mfﬁmw. :
Ganted) Adminis R vs, Tribynah

Swe RESRATCR:
74 <EP 997, é—‘}(

RYPARABAD BENCH




