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W.P. No. of 2025

Between:

...Petitioners
AND

1.

2.

3.

...Respondents

For the reasons stated in the accompanying affidavit filed in the 
support of the above writ petition. Hence In view of the facts and 
circumstances as stated above It is therefore prayed that this Hon’ble 
Court may be pleased to issue a writ order or direction more particularly.

MEMORANDUM OF WRIT PETITION 
(UNDER ARTICLE 226 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA) 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT AMARAVATHI

The Commissioner, 
Endowments Department. 
Gollapudi, Vijayawada. 
Krishna District.

Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam 
Dwaraka Tirumala. Eluru District 
Rep. by its Executive Officer

address for service of notices, process etc., on the above-named 
petitioner is that of his Counsel Sri D.V.Sasidhar (10944), Advocate, 
H.No.71-4-6, Patamata, Vijayawada, Krishna District.

B.Radha Krishnamacharyulu, S/o. Pardasaradhi, 
Aged about 35 years, Occ : Archaka (outsourcing basis) In 
In Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam, 
Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District.
R/o. Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District.

The State of Andhra Pradesh, 
Rep. by the Principal Secretary, 
Revenue (Endowments) Department, 
VelgapudI, Amaravathi, 
Guntur District.



Amaravati
Date: 21.01.2025

’DV-I______ _
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER

one in the nature of writ of Mandamus, declaring the action of the 
respondent in issuing proceedings in L. Dis No. A2/11025(42)/1/2023 
dated 02.11.2024 thereby rejecting the claim of the petitioner for 
payment of salary on par with similarly situated archakas working on 
outsourcing basis in the 3^*^ respondent institution as was done in 
proceedings in C. No. A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023 as bad, 
illegal, arbitrary and violative of articles 14, 16 & 21 of Constitution of 
India and consequently direct the respondents to extend salary of 
Rs.25,220/- per month on par with similarly situated archakas as per the 
sanction proceedings of the 2™* respondent vide C. No. 
A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023 and pass such order or orders 
as this Hon’ble Court deems fit and proper in the facts and 
circumstances of the case.
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AND

...Respondents
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The State of Andhra Pradesh & others

CHRONOLOGICAL EVENTS

IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT AMARAVATHI 

of 2025

ANNEXURE-I

Description of Document

It is submitted that the present writ petition 
is filed challenging the action of the 2«’ 
respondent in issuing proceedings in 
LDis No. A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 
02.11.2024 thereby rejecting the claim 
of the petitioner for payment of fixed 

. salary on par with similarly situated 
archakas working on outsourcing basis 
in the 3"* respondent institution as bad, 
illegal, arbitrary and violative of articles 
14, 16 & 21 of Constitution of India.

I submit that, thereafter my services are 
being utilized by the respondent 
devasthanam on outsourcing basis from 
the past 10 years and my pay was 
enhanced from time to time and at present 
I am being paid Rs.16,500/- per month. It 
is not out of place to submit that, I have 
completed Pravesa examination on 
24.01.2020 conducted by the Endowments 
Department in First Class.____________

1 submit that, thereafter on 03.09.2023 
& 23 01.2024, I have submitted
representations to the 2'*’ & 3^^ respondent 
authorities to fix my salary @ Rs.25,220/- 
per month on par with the above said 
similarly situated archakas, as was done 
by the 2^*^ respondent vide C. No.



Nil
04. 87

05. 04.07.2023 107

06. 01.09.2023 12I 0

07. Nil 14

!

Amaravati,
Date: 21.01.2025

•* '

A2/11O25(42)/1/2O23 dated 01.09.2023.

. I submit that, the 2’'^ & 3'^'^ respondent 
authorities have fixed the salary @ 
Rs..25,220/- per month to the archakas 
who were similarly situated and who 
were appointed after me on out 
sourcing basis, but coming to my case 
similar treatment was not shown and I 
was discriminated for the reasons best 
known to the respondent authorities as 
such prejudice is caused to me.

I submit that, recently this Hon’ble Court 
while dealing with similar issue in WP 
3377/2022 dated 04.07.2023 has 
passed orders to consider the cases of 
the employees therein basing on the 
judgment of Jagjit Singh vs. State of 
Punjab reported in 2017(1) SCC 148, 
the relevant para is extracted for kind 
perusal:_____

I submit that, unless my pay is fixed @ 
Rs.25,220/- per month as was done by 
the 2"^^ respondent vide C. No. 
A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023 
for the similarly situated archakas who 
are also working on outsourcing basis, I 
will be put to irreparable loss and injury.

I submit that, I am performing the similar 
duties on par with regular Archakas, 
performing similar religious activities, 
poojas etc., as such I have to be 
extended minimum time scale._____

ANNEXURE - II
Under Article 226 of Constitution of India

---------------- 5

COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER



IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT AMARAVATHI

of 2025W.P. No.

Between:

...Petitioners
AND

1.

2.

3.

...Respondents

affidavit

The State of Andhra Pradesh, 
Rep. by the Principal Secretary, 
Revenue (Endowments) Department, 
Velgapudi, Amaravathi, 
Guntur District.

The Commissioner, 
Endowments Department, 
Gollapudi, Vijayawada, 
Krishna District.

Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam 
Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District 
Rep. by its Executive Officer

I, B.Radha Krishnamacharyulu, S/o. Pardasaradhi. Aged about 35 
years, Occ : Archaka (outsourcing basis) in In Sri Venkateswara Swamy 
Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District, R/o. Dwaraka Tirumala, 
Eluru District, having temporarily come down .to Vijayawada, do hereby 

solemnly affirm and sincerely state on oath as follows:
1 I submit that, I am the petitioner and deponent herein, as such I am well 

acquainted with the facts of the case.

B.Radha Krishnamacharyulu, S/o. Pardasaradhi, 
Aged about 35 years, Occ: Archaka (outsourcing basis) in 
In Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam, 
Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District. 
R/o. Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District.



2. It is submitted that the present writ petition is filed challenging the action 
of the 2"'^ respondent In issuing proceedings in L.Dis No. 
A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 02.11.2024 thereby rejecting the claim of the 

petitioner for payment of fixed salary on par with similarly situated 
archakas working on outsourcing basis in the 3"'^ respondent institution 
as bad, illegal, arbitrary and violative of articles 14, 16 & 21 of 
Constitution of India.

3. I humbly submit that, I was appointed on 17.01.2014 on consolidated 
pay basis I.e. @ Rs.5,000/- per month as per the proceedings of the 3^‘^ 
respondent dated 17.01.2014, which was issued pursuant to the 
resolution passed by the Trust Board on 06.01.2014.

4. I submit that, thereafter my services are being utilized by the 3^^* 
respondent devasthanam on outsourcing basis from the past 10 years 
and my pay was enhanced from time to time and at present I am being 
paid Rs. 16,500/- per month. It is not out of place to submit that, I have 
completed Pravesa examination on 24.01.2020 conducted by the 
Endowments Department in First Class.

5. I submit that, while the matter stood thus the 2'** respondent has issued 
proceedings vide C. No. A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023 
according permission to the 3*^ respondent Executive Officer for 
payment of salary of Rs.25,220/- per month to 11 archakas, who were 
engaged on out sourcing basis and who were appointed after me.

6. I submit that, thereafter on 03.09.2023 & 23.01.2024, I have submitted 
representations to the 2«‘ & 3^^^ respondent authorities to fix my salary @ 
Rs.25,220/- per month on par with the above said similarly situated 
archakas, as was done by the 2"'’ respondent vide C. No. 
A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023.

7. I submit that, thereafter my proposal was forwarded by the 3*^ respondent 
to the 2"'* respondent authority. To my utter surprise and dismay the 2"'*



respondent has issued impugned proceedings dated 02.11.2024 

rejecting my claim.
8.1 submit that, the 2'** & 3*^ respondent authorities have fixed the salary @ 

Rs.25,220/- per month to the archakas who were similarly situated and 
who were appointed after me on out sourcing basis, but coming to my 
case similar treatment was not shown and I was discriminated for the 
reasons best known to the respondent authorities as such prejudice is 

caused to me.
9. I submit that, till date I have completed more than 10 years of service in 

the 3^*^ respondent devasthanam, without any blemish and to utmost 
satisfaction of my superior authorities. However my pay scale is being 
discriminated, when compared with similarly situated archakas. As such 
it is crystal clear that the impugned proceedings of the 2*** respondent 
are liable to be set aside since they are arbitrary and illegal. Further no 
reasons what so ever for rejecting my claim were mentioned in the 
impugned order treating differently.

10.1 submit that, recently this Hon’ble Court while dealing with similar issue 
in WP 3377/2022 dated 04.07.2023 has passed orders to consider the 
cases of the employees therein basing on the judgment of Jagjit Singh 
vs. State of Punjab reported in 2017(1) SCC 148, the relevant para is 

extracted for kind perusal:
‘’Considering the submissions made by both the counsels and 

also on perusal of the of the directions issued by the Hon’ble Apex 
Court in the above said case the present Writ Petition is disposed 
of directing the respondents to consider the case of the petitioner 
for minimum time scale as per the observations made by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in para 57 and 58, by following the instructions 
issued in para 42 and pass appropriate orders within a period of 
four week (04) from the date of receipt of the order”.



QoJ
11.1 submit that, that as per the above Judgments and more particularly the 

Judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court of Jagjit Singh vs. State of Punjab 
reported in 2017(1) SCC 148 squarely apply to my case and I am 
entitled to get minimum time scale of Rs.25,220/- per month on par with 
similarly situated archakas working on outsourcing basis in 3"^ 
respondent temple and proceeding dated 01.09.2023.

12. I submit that, unless my pay is fixed @ Rs.25,220/- per month as was 
done by the 2"<* respondent vide C. No. A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 

01.09.2023 for the similarly situated archakas who are also working on 
outsourcing basis, I will be put to irreparable loss and injury.

13. I submit that, in the similar circumstances the Division Bench of This 
Hon’ble Court in WP.No.3129 of 2021 dated 04-07-2023 while dealing 
with the extension of minimum time scale has observed as follows:-
“58. In our considered view, it is fallacious to determine artificial 
parameters to deny fruits of labour. An employee engaged for the same 
work, cannot be paid less than another, who performs the same duties 
and responsibilities. Certainly not, in a welfare state. Such an action 
besides being demeaning, strikes at the very foundation of human 
dignity. Any one, who is compelled to work at a lesser wage, does not do 
so voluntarily. He does so, to provide food and shelter to his family, at 
the cost of his self-respect and dignity, at the cost of his self-worth, and 
at the cost of his integrity. For he knows, that his dependents would 
suffer immensely, if he does not accept the lesser wage. Any act, of 
paying less wages, as compared to others similarly situate, constitutes 
an act of exploitative enslavement, emerging out of a domineering 
position. Undoubtedly, the action is oppressive, suppressive and 
coercive, as it compels involuntary subjugation”.

The above precedent squarely applies to my case and I have to be paid 
an amount of Rs.25.220/- per month on par with similarly situated 
archakas who are also rendering services on out sourcing basis.



fl

14.1 submit that, I am performing the similar duties on par with regular 
Archakas, performing similar religious activities, poojas etc., as such I 
have to be extended minimum time scale.

15. I submit that, in the circumstances stated above, the petitioner has no 
efficacious alternative remedy except to approach this Hon’ble Court 
under Article 226 of constitution of India.

16. I submit that, the petitioner has not filed any writ petition, suit or other 
proceedings for the relief or relieves sought herein.

Pending disposal of the writ petition, it is therefore prayed that this 
Hon’ble Court may be pleased to direct the respondents to pay fixed 
salary of Rs.25,220/- per month on par with similarly situated archakas 
as per the sanction proceedings of the 2"^^ respondent vide C. No. 
A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023 by suspending the impugned

In the above mentioned circumstances. It is therefore prayed that 
the Hon’ble Court may be pleased to issue a writ order or direction more 
particularly, one in the nature of writ of Mandamus, declaring the action 
of the 2"*^ respondent in issuing proceedings in L. Dis No. 
A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 02.11.2024 thereby rejecting the claim of the 
petitioner for payment of salary on par with similarly situated archakas 
working on outsourcing basis in the 3"* respondent institution as was 
done in proceedings in C. No. A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023 as 
bad, illegal, arbitrary and violative of articles 14, 16 & 21 of Constitution 
of India and consequently direct the respondents to extend salary of 
Rs.25,220/- per month on par with similarly situated archakas as per the 
sanction proceedings of the 2*^ respondent vide C. No. 
A2/11025(42)/1/2023 dated 01.09.2023 and pass such order or orders 
as this Hon’ble Court deems fit and proper in the facts and 
circumstances of the case.



I

Solemnly affirmed and signed 
before me on this the 21 day of 
January, 2025 at Amaravathi

proceedings dated 02.11.2024-and pass such order or orders as this 
Hon'ble Court deems fit and proper in the facts and circumstances of the 
case.

Advo^t^yaravati

VERIFICATION

DEPONENT

I, B.Radha Krishnamacharyulu, S/o. Pardasaradhi, Aged about 
35 years, Occ : Archaka (outsourcing basis) in In Sri Venkateswara 
Swamy Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District, R/o. 
Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru Distr ct. having temporarily come down to 
Vijayawada, do hereby verify that the contents of above paras are 
true to the best of my knowledge and belief. Hence Verified at 
Amaravathi on this the 2V‘ Day of January, 2025 at Vijayawada.

Counsel for the Petitioners Deponent



File No.COE-11025(42)/1/2023-A SEC-ENDOWMENTS

PI 12

f ..Dis.No.A2/11025(42)/l/2023. Dt: 02/11/2024

Office of the Commissioner, 
Endowments Department, 

A.P., Vijayawada.

Digitally Signed by K Rama
Chandra Mohan
Date: 02-11-202405:22:18
Reason: Approved

Ref: Rc.No.Bl/1163/2022, DL17.05.2024 & 12.08.2024 from the Executive 
Officer, Sri Venkateswara Swamyvari Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala.

***

Hie proposal of the Executive Officer, Sri Venkateswara Swamyvari 
Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala in the reference cited for payment of fixed 
salary to the three (3) Afchakas who are working in the devasthanam on 
outsourcing basis, is hereby rejected. The Executive Officer, Sri Venkateswara 
Swamyvari Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala is instructed to not to send such 
proposals hence forth.

//By order of the Commissioner//
K Rama Chandra Mohan 
Additional Commissioner

Sub: Endowments Department - Sri Venkateswara Swamyvari Devasthanam, 
Dwaraka Tirumala - Proposal for payment of fixed salaiy to the Archakas, 
who is working in the devasthanam on outsourcing basis - Examined - 
Rejected - Orders - Issued.

To:
1. The Executive Officer, Sri Venkateswara Swamyvari Devasthanam, 

Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District.
2. Copy to the individuals (through Sl.No.l).



Hie lto.COE-1i02S(42V1/2023nA SEC-EMDO*

C.No.A2/1102S<42Bl

from the Executive

smvr

Signed by Chandra Kumar T 
□ate: 01-09-202313:17:54 
Reason: Approved

Oflke of the Commissioner, 
Endowments Department, 

A.Pm Vijayawada.

To:
1. The Executive Officer, Sri Venkateswara Swamy Vari Devasthanam, 

DwarakaTirumala.
2. S.F/Extra.

rs 
Pi

»■ a * "if

the Executive Officer of the subject devasthanam shall take necessary 
action accordingly, as per Rules.

(BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSIONER)
Chandra Kumar T

AiidHinnal Commissioner

Sub: Endowments Depatment - Sri Venkateswara Swamy Vari Devasthanam, 
Dwaraka Tirumala - Request for payment of fixed salary to the (11) 
Anhakas working in the temple on outsourcing basis - Permission 
accorded - Orders - hnoed.

Ref; RcNoaV1163/2a22, dL1410.2022 & 28.08; 
Officer of the subject devasdianam.

'••in

npotlEdlqr*e ExECTlive OEBcer, Sil VenkatesMia 
Swamy Vail n»»iiahaiMm, DwBiaka Unmala in die reference above dted.and 
inview of flfe lltuSt Boaid reason, pennisslon is hereby accorded to him for 
payment of fixed salary to (11) Atdiakas of Rs.25.220/- per mondi for each 
Archakas, without any allowances.
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//TRANSLATION -P3//

R.C. No. H/1539/2013, Dt. 17.1.2014

These orders shall come into immediate effect.

!
Approved by

The Accounts Department has been instructed to cancel their 
vehicle puja licenses.

Sd/- Veendra Srinadharao, 
' Executive Officer

Sd/-xx 
Assistant Executive Officer

Office of the Executive Officer
Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam, 
Dwaraka Tirumala

References:
1. Application by Sri T. Radhakrishna, Dwaraka Tirumala, dated 02-12- 
2013.
2. Resolution No. 381 of the Board of Trustees, dated 06-01-2014.

To:
1. Clerk, Outsourcing Department, for prompt action.
2. Assistant Executive Officer and Assistant Engineer (Goshala) for 
information.
3. Supervisors, Accounts Department, for necessary action.
4. Supervisors, Temple Department, for information.
5. Extra.

Subject: Regardmg the engagement of Sri Bommakanti Radhakrishna 
and Sri K.S.A.V. Prasad as priests on outsourcing basis at Sri 
Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala, Sapta 
Gokulam.

Hence, instructions have been issued to the Outsourcing 
Department to paj’ Rs. 5000/- per month to each of the above individuals 
from January 2014 onwards based on their attendance.

As per the second reference mentioned above, in the meeting of the 
Board of Trustees held on 06-01-2014, through Resolution No. 381, it 
was resolved to appoint Sri Bommakanti Radhakrishna as a priest in 
Sapta Gokulam on an outsourcing basis and to pay Rs. 5000/- per 
month each to the current priest, Sri K.S.A.V. Prasad, and the newly 
appointed priest, Sri Bommakanti Radhakrishna, based on their 
attendance. It was also resolved to cancel their vehicle puja licenses.
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//TRANSLATION - P4//

x>;

r

To,
The Executive Officer,
Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam, 
Dwaraka Tirumala.

3

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- XXX

B. Radhakrishnamachaiyulu 
(Priest. Outsourcing)

. Respected Sir,

I, Bommakanti Radhakrishnamacharyulu, S/o Parthasarathi, am 
working as a priest (archaka) in the Sapta Gokulam of your esteemed 
Devasthanam since the year 2014. Prior to that, I also served in 
conducting vehicle pujas. For the past ten years, I have been dutifully 
performing my responsibilities with utmost dedication in .the service of 
Lord Venkateswara at the Gokulam. Recently, out of your benevolence, 
orders were issued to provide a fixed salary of Rs. 25,000/- to the priests 
serving in the main temple and sub-temples. I humbly request that I too 
may be included under these orders, as I have been serving with equal 
dedication and tenure as those priests. I earnestly pray that you kindly 
consider my case and extend the said fixed salary orders to me as well.
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//TRANSLATION//

Respected Sir,

We are also contributing to the smooth functioning of rituals like 
death and birth ceremonies in the temple, ensuring no inconvenience 
to the devotees. Additionally, we are participating in collective temple

To,
The Honorable Commissioner, 
Department of Endowments, 
Gollapudi, Vijayawada.

I, P.V.N.R.K. Chaitanya, S/o P.V.G. Krishna, serving as a priest 
at die sub-temple of Sri Anjaneya Swamy and also in other temples of 
the Dwaraka Tirumala Devasthanam, along with the following 
priests—B, Radhakrishna Achaiyulu, S/o B. Parthasarathi, and B. 
Gautam Manganadh, S/o B. Sai Ramachaiyulu—^request your kind 
consideration regarding the grant of either honorarium or fixed salary. 
We have been performing priestly duties at the sub-temples and the 
Sapta Gokulam in Dwaraka Tirumala with great devotion for some 
time. After requesting the concerned officers, we were granted the 
opportunity to serve as priests and conduct the rituals with the same 
level of dedication as our fathers did.

We are carrying out our assigned duties with devotion, 
discipline, and sincerity, and we are also participating as assistants in 
the monthly festivals, Kalyanotsavams, and special rituals at the sub­
temples.

I, P.V.N.R.K. Chaitanya, have completed the entrance 
qualification in Vaikanasa Agama. B. Radhakrishna Acharyulu has 
completed the entrance qualification in Pancharatra Agama and 
received the worship certificate from Jeeyar Education Trust. B. 
Gautam Manganadh has completed the entrance qualification in 
Vaibhavasa Agama.

Subject: Request for grant of fixed or honorarium salary for priests, 
who are serving on an outsourcing basis at Sri Venkateswara 
Swamy Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala, Sapta Gokulam.



i

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/-xxx

B. Radhakrishna Acharj^ulu

Copy to:
Executive Officer,
Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam, Dwaraka Timmfllg

In light of the above, I kindly request that the officers review our 
qualifications and grant us a fixed or honorarium salary as priests 
working in the temple, similar to the other priests and employees, as . 
we are performing our duties with dedication and ensuring that no 
inconvenience is caused to the devotees. I sincerely request that you 
grant us the same benefits and salary’.

activities such as Gopuja, Varalakshmi Vratams, arid Saraswati Pujas. 
Currently, we are . receiving Rs. 16,500/- per month under the 
outsourcing system, similar to other secular employees. ‘

In recent times, priests and Vedic readers working on an 
outsourcing basis in the temple have been granted a fixed salary of Rs. 
25,220/- per month, as a part of efforts to support poor Brahmin 
famines.
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THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE D.RAMESH

WRIT PETITION No.3377 of 2022

ORDER;

Constitution of India is filed for the following relief:-

ft 

Heard the learned counsel for the petitioner .and2.

learned Government Pleader appearing for the respondent

Nos.l & 2 and Sri K.Madhava Reddy, learned counsel for

respondent No.3.

t

03.

load in the respondent No.3 temple, the petitioner was

The petitioner is initially appointed in the year 2016 

as Technical Work Inspector. Thereafter, due to the work

...to declare the action of the respondents in not 
. extending the minimum timescale to the petitioner in the 

cadre of Technical Work Inspector (Civil) in the 
establishment of Sri Venkatesvzara Swamy Vari ( 
Devasthanam, Dwaraka Tirumala, West Godavari District 
as bad, illegal, arbitrary and violative of articles 14, 15 & 
21 of constitution of India and consequently direct the 
respondents to extend the minimum time scale to the 
petitioner and to extend all- consequential service and 
monetary benefits by regularizing his services and pass 
such order or orders.. ”

This Writ Petition under Article 226 of the
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directed to be paid from PS (Provisional sums or Prime

cost) charges as per the Trust Board resolution in

Rc.No.El/1897/2013 dated 21-11-2018 and as per the

Resolution No.315 dated 21-11-2018.

04.

works in the cadre of Technical Work Inspector.

Thereafter, the Executive Officer has allotted another

civil works vide proceedings dated 27.12.2019,

14.02.2020, 27.12.2020 and 14.02.2021.

05.

is no difference between the duties performed between

scale as per the law laid down by the Hontle Apex Court

in Jagjit Singh vs. State of Punjab b

' 2017(1) see 148

the petitioner and the regular Technical Work Inspector.

Hence, the petitioner is entitled for the minimum time

Accordingly, the petitioner is performing his duties 

assigned to a regular Technical Work Inspector and there

per the Trust Board vide resolution dated 10.11.2019.

Accordingly, the executive officer has issued proceedings 

on 22.12.2019 wherein the petitioner was allotted civil

Accordingly, the petitioner was allowed to maintain 

the M-Book and permitted to record measurements as
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06. After notice the respondent have filed their counter.

In counter it is made that the petitioner was appointed in

the year 2016 as Technical Work Inspector and

thereafter due to work load it was directed to pay from

PS charges as per the trust board resolution and

presently he has been paid Rs. 1,170 per day in the cadre

and permitted to record measurements as per the trust

board resolution. Further the petitioner cannot be

considered basing on the judgment of the Hon hie Apex

Court in Jagjit Singh vs. State of Punjab (Refer supra

1), as there is a difference between the nature of the

work done by the regular employee, the contract

employee and the PS charges employees.

that the petitioner is working and discharging his duties

like regular employee and accordingly he is entitled for

the minimum time sale, as per the observations of the

Honhle Apex Court in Jagjit Singh vs. State of Punjab

(Refer supra 1). To support the contentions the learned

of Technical Work Inspector with effect from 01.12.2018 

and thereafter he was allowed to maintain the M-Book

07. Learned counsel for. the petitioner has contended
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counsel for the petitioner has relied on the Para 57 and

58 of the above judgment, which reads as under;-

holding

the instant aspect of the matter is concerned, it

is not difficult for us to record the factual

position. We say

acknowledged by the learned coimsel

representing the State of Punjab, that all the

temporary employees in the present bunch of

same/corresponding posts. This exercise would 

require the application of the parameters of the 

principle of equal pay for equal work summarized 

. by us in paragraph 42 above. However, insofar as

appeals, were appointed against posts which were 

also available in the regular cadre/establishment.

so, because it was fairly

“57. Having traversed the legal parameters with 

reference to the application of the principle of 

equal pay for equal work, in relation to 

temporary employees (daily-wage employees, ad- 

hoc appointees, employees appointed on casual 

basis, contractual employees and the like), the 

sole factor that requires our determination is, 

whether the concerned employees (before this 

Court), were rendering similar duties and 

responsibilities, as .were being discharged by 

regular employees, holding the
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It was also accepted, that during the course of

their employment, the concerned temporary

employees were being randomly deputed to

discharge duties and responsibilities, which at

some point in time, were assigned to regular

employees. Likewise, regular employees bolding

substantive posts, were also posted to discharge

the same work, which was assigned to temporary

therefore, no room for any doubt, that the duties

and responsibilities discharged by the temporary

same

employees. It is not the case of the appellants,

the State, that any of the temporary employees

would not be entitled to pay parity, on any of the

principles summarized by us in paragraph 42

hereinabove. There can be no doubt, that the

principle of equal pay for equal work would be

employees, so as to vest in them the right to

claim wages, at par with the minimum of the

that the respondent-employees did not possess 

the qualifications prescribed for appointment on 

regular basis. Furthermore, it is not the case of

employees in the present set of appeals, were the 

as were being discharged by regular

applicable to all the concerned temporary

employees, from time to time. There is.
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09. In reply to the said contentions the learned counsel

petitioner is not a regular employee. In the bunch of appeal

Jagjit Singh vs. State of Punjab (Refer supra 1) the 

petitioners were completed 10 years. But, in the present

and accordingly, requested to direct the respondents to pay 

the minimum time scale to the petitioner.

pay-scale of regularly engaged Government 

employees, holding the same post**.

appearing on behalf of the respondents submitted that the 

petitioner is not entitled for minimum time scale as the

“58. In view of the position , expressed by us in 

the foregoing paragraph, we have no hesitation in 

holding, that all the concerned temporary 

employees, in the present bunch of cases, would 

be entitled to draw wages at the minimum of the 

pay-scale (- at the lowest grade, in the regular 

pay-scale), extended to regular employees, 

holding the same post.*

08. Learned counsel for the petitioner has submitted that 

as per the above observations of the HonTole Apex Court in 

Jagjit Singh vs. State of Punjab (Refer supra 1) the 

petitioner is entitled to consider for minimum time scale



7

case the petitioner was appointed in the year 2016 and he

has not even completed 10 years, hence, he is not eligible

for consideration of minimum time scale. Further, she has

relied on the para 57 of the above mentioned judgment,

wherein it is stated that the respondents has to consider

. the case of the employees based on the observations and

instructions issued at para 42, where it is divided into

categories from (i) to (xvii) which reads as follows:-

“42. All the judgments noticed in paragraphs 7 to 24

hereinabove, pertain to employees engaged on regular

raised by such employees was premised on the .

Government departments. Or alternatively, their

duties and responsibilities were the same, as of other

posts with different designations, but they were

i

Court, wherein the principle of equal pay for equal

work was invoked and considered, it would be just

and appropriate, to delineate the parameters laid

ground, that the duties and responsibilities rendered
• I

by them, were against the same post for which a

basis, who were claiming higher wages, under the 

principle of equal pay for equal work. The claim

placed in a lower scale. Having been painstakingly
I

taken through the parameters laid down by this

higher pay-scale was being allowed, in other
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us

case16,

(ii) The mere

down by this Court. In recording the said parameters, 

we have also adverted to some other judgments 

pertaining to temporary employees (also dealt with, 

m the instant judgment), wherein also, this Court had 

the occasion to express the legal position with 

reference to the principle of equal pay for equal work. 

Our consideration, has led us to the following 

. deductions:-

(i) The onus of proof, of parity in the duties and 

responsibilities of the subject post with the reference 

post, under the principle of equal pay for equal work, 

lies on the person who claims it. He who approaches 

the Court has to estabUsh, that the subject post 

occupied by him, requires him to discharge equal 

work of equal value, as the reference post (see the 

Orissa University of Agriculture & Technology caselO, 

Union Territory Administration, Chandigarh v. Manju 

Mathurl 5, the Steel Authority of India Limited 

and the National Aluminum Company Limited 

caselS).

fact that the subject post occupied by 

the claimant, is in a different department vis-a-vis 

the reference post, does not have any bearing on the 

determination of a claim, under the principle of equal 

pay for equal work. Persons discharging identical
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duties, cannot be treated differently, in the matter of 

their pay, merely because they belong to different 

departments of Government (see the Randhir Singh 

casei, and the D.S. Nakara case2).

Excise Stenographers (Recognized) cased, the Mewa 

Ram Kanojia caseS, the Grih Kalyan Kendra Workers 

Union cased and the S.C. Chandra casel2).

(iii) The principle of equal pay for equal work, applies 

to cases of unequal scales of pay, based on no 

classification or irrational classification (see the 

Randhir Singh casei). For equal pay, the concerned 

employees with whom equation is sought, should be 

performing work, which besides being functionally 

equal, should be of the same quality and sensitivity 

(see the Federation of All India Customs and Central

(iv) Persons holding the same rank/designation (in 

different departments), but having dissimilar powers, 

duties and responsibilities, can be placed in different 

scales , of pay, and cannot claim the benefit of the 

principle of equal pay for equal work (see the Randhir 

Singh casei. State of Haryana v. Haryana Civil; 

Secretariat Personal Staff Association9, and the 

Hukum Chand Gupta casel7). Therefore, the principle 

would not be automatically invoked, merely because
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nomenclature.

of functions

post. Even the

V. J.P.

Workers

regular appointee. The claimant should 

have been selected, on the basis of a regular process

(vi) For placement in a regular pay-scale, the claimant 

has to be a

parameters are not 

met, parity cannot be claimed under the principle of 

equal pay for equal work (see - State of U.P. 

Chauras?a4, and the Grih Kalyan Kendra 

Union case6).

less onerous than the reference 

volume of work should be the same. And so also, the 

level of responsibility. If these

(v) In determining equality of functions and 

responsibiUties, under the principle of equal pay for 

equal work, it is necessary to keep in mind, that the 

duties of the two posts should be of equal sensitivity, 

and also, qualitatively similar. Differentiation of pay­

scales for posts with difference in degree of 

responsibility, reliability and confidentiality, would 

fall within the realm of valid classification, and 

therefore, pay differentiation would be legitimate and 

permissible (see the Federation of AU India Customs 

and Central Excise Stenographers (Recognized) caseS 

and the State Bank of India caseS). The nature of 

work of the subject post should be the same and not

the subject and reference posts have the same
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of recruitment. An

University of

similar

must

(vii) Persons performing the same or 

functions, duties and responsibUities, can also be 

placed in different pay-scales. Such as-selectibn 

grade, in the same post. But this difference 

emerge out of a legitimate foundation, such as merit, 

or seniority, or some other relevant criteria (see-State 

of U.P. V. J.P. Chaurasia4).

(vUi) If the qualifications for recruitment to the 

subject post vis-a-vis the reference post are different, 

it may be difficult to conclude, that the duties and 

responsibiUties of the posts are qualitatively similar 

or comparable (see the Mewa Ram Kanojia cases, and 

Government of W.B. v. Tarun K. Roy 11). in such a 

cause, the principle of equal pay for equal work, 

cannot be invoked.

employee appointed on a 

temporary basis, cannot claim to be placed in the 

regular pay-scale (see the Orissa 

Agriculture & Technology case 10).

(ix) The reference post, with which parity is claimed, 

under the principle of equal pay for equal work, has 

to be at the same hierarchy in the service, as the 

subject post. Pay-scales of posts may be different, if 

the hierarchy of the posts in question, and their 

channels of promotion, are different. Even if the
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are

*

in certain eventualities, 

even for posts clubbed together

(xi) Different pay-scales, 

would be pennissible

at the same hierarchy in the cadre. As for instance, if 

the duties and responsibilities of one of the posts are 

more onerous, or are exposed to higher nature of 

operational work/risk, the principle of equal pay for 

equal work would not be applicable And also when, 

the reference post includes the responsibility to take 

crucial decisions, and that is not so for the subject 

post (see the State Bank of India caseS).

duties and responsibilities are same, parity would not 

be permissible, as against a superior post, such as a 

promotional post (see Union of India v. Pradip Kumar 

Dey7, and the Hukum Chand Gupta case 17).

. (x) A comparison between the subject post and the 

reference post, under the principle of equal pay for 

equal work, cannot be made, where the subject post . 

and the reference post are in different 

estabUshments, having a different management. Or 

even, where the establishments are in different 

geographical locations, though owned by the same 

master (see the Harbans Lal case23). Persons engaged 

differently, and being paid out of different funds, 

would not be entitled to pay parity (see - Official 

Liquidator v. DayanandlS).
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of

(xiii) The parity in pay, under the principle of equal 

pay for equal work, cannot be claimed, merely on the 

ground, that at an earUer point of time, the subject 

post and the reference post, were placed in the same 

pay-scale. The . principle of equal pay for equal work is 

applicable only when it is shown, that the incumbents 

of the subject post and the reference post, discharge 

similar duties and responsibilities (see - State of West 

Bengal V. West Bengal Minimum Wages Inspectors 

Association 14).

(xii) The priority given to different types of posts, 

under the prevailing poUcies of the Government, can 

also be a relevant factor for placing different posts 

under different pay-scales. Herein also, the principle 

of equal pay for equal work would not be applicable 

(see - State of Haryana v. Haryana CivU Secretariat 

Personal Staff Associations).

(xiv) For parity in pay-scales, under the principle 

equal pay for equal work, equation in the nature of 

duties, is of paramount imiwrtance. If the principal 

nature of duties of one post is teaching, whereas that 

of the other is non-teaching, the principle would not 

be applicable. If the dominant nature of duties of one
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and

(xvii) Where there is 

of employees of one
no comparison between one set 

organization, and another set of

M Thwe cm b. , clcartBcaUon to the matter 

of pay-scales, between employees even hojdtog posts 

with the same nomenclature i.e.. between those 

.Uochargtog dunes at the he.d,uarters, and other, 

working at the tostltuttonal/sub-omce level ,.ee tU. 

Huhum Chand Gupta casclT,. when the duties ar. 

qualitatively dissimilar.

post IS of control and management, whereas the 

subject post ha. n. meh duti.., the principle would 

hot h. ,ppUcn,le. Ukewtoe, if the centm nature of 

dutto. of one poet is af qunity control, whereas the 

subject post has minimal duties of quality control, 

the prtocipto would not be appBcable (see - Union 

Territory Adminimatton. Chmdlgarh 

MathnrlS).

(hvi) The principle of equal pay for equal work would 

not be applicable, where a differential higher pay- 

scale is extended to person, dischargiug the same 

duties md holding the same designation, with the 

Objective Of ameUorating stagnation, or on account of 

lack of promotional avenue, the Hukum Chand 

Gupta case 17).
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respondents to consider the 

minimum time scsde as

employees of a different organization, there can be no 

question of equation of pay-scales, under the 

principle of equal pay for equal work, even if two 

organizations have a common employer. Likewise, if 

the management and control of two organizations, is 

with different entities, which are independent of one 

another, the principle of equal pay for equal work 

would not apply (see the S.C. Chandra case 12, and 

the National Aluminum Company Limited caselS)”.

If the person concerned faUs in the above said category 

then only para 57 would applicable.

10. Considering the submissions made by both the 

counsels and also on perusal of the of the directions issued 

by the Honhle Apex Court in the above said case the. 

present Writ Petition is disposed of directing the 

case of the petitioner for 

per the observations made by the 

Honhle Apex Court in para 57 and 58, by following the 

instructions issued in para 42 and pass appropriate orders 

within a period of four week (04) from the date of receipt of 

the order.
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JUSTICE D.RAMESH

Date : 04.07.2023 
DNV

With the above said directions, the present Writ 

Petition is disposed of. There shall be no Order as to costs.

Miscellaneous petitions pending, if any, in this Writ 

Petition shall stand closed.
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THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE D.RAMESH

WRIT PETITION No. 3377 of 2022

Date: 04.07.2023

DNV

!



W.P. No. of 2025

...Petitioners
4

1.

2.

3.

... Respondents

MEMORANDUM OF WRIT PETITION 
(UNDER SEC. 151 C.P.C.) 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT AMARAVATHI

Amaravati
Date: 21.01.2025

AND
The State of Andhra Pradesh, 
Rep. by the Principal Secretary. 
Revenue (Endowments) Department, 
Velgapudi, Amaravathi, 
Guntur District.
The Commissioner,
Endowments Department, 
Gollapudi, Vijayawada, 
Krishna District.
Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam 
Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District 
Rep. by its Executive Officer

Between:
B.Radha Krishnamacharyulu, S/o. Pardasaradhi,
Aged about 35 years, Occ: Archaka (outsourcing basis) in 
In Sri Venkateswara Swamy Devasthanam, 
Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District.
R/o. Dwaraka Tirumala, Eluru District.

For the reasons stated in the accompanying affidavit filed in 
the support of the above writ petition Pending disposal of the writ 
petition, it is therefore prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be pleased 
to direct the respondents to pay fixed salary of Rs.25,220/- per month 
on par with similarly situated archakas as per the sanction 
proceedings of the 2"^^ respondent vide C. No. A2/11025(42)71/2023 
dated 01.09.2023 by suspending the impugned proceedings dated 
02.11.2024 and pass such order or orders as this Hon’ble Court 
deems fit and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case.

---------------
COUNSEL FOR THE PETITIONER
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district :: w^t godavari

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH
AT AMARAVATI

lA. No. of 2025
in

W.P. No. of 2025

Filed on:

SRI D.V.SASIDHAR(10944)
MVS NIKHIL KASHYAP (23588) 
COUNSEL FOR PETITIONERS
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