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Cen_tral Admlnistratlve Trlbunal,_ ?flnclpal &ench
orlglnal.Appllpatlon No.3029 of ZQO|

lrlew Delhi, this the 3rd day of October, Z00S

Hon - ble lrlr. Justl.ce V. S. Aggarwal, ChalrmanHon'ble Mr. V. K. Majo[il:ilember(A)
All India Naval CivilianTechnical Officers nsiociation,through its Generaf secrJiar.yNaval Headquarters,
New Delhi- I 1

,

Z. Ashok Kumar SharmaS/o Shri Roorrlal Sharnra
I/o B*4/ 35C, Lalrrance Road,New Delhi.*31

( 8Y Advocate: Dr. D. C. Vohra )

Versus

l. t.Jnion of India
through the Secretarv.Ministry of Defence,
South Block, New Delhi*l I

7. Naval Heaclquar tersthrough 0ir(Civ. pers),
Sener Bhawan.
New Delhi*t I

(By Advocate; Shrl A.K. Bhardwaj)

o-R p E_B(sAk)
-B-y*_H_en- _..b-_t_€_ it: ._y-, &"@

Appl lcan ts

Respondents

e Appricants have assailed Annexure A*1 dated
l9'12'2001 whereby respondents have rejected thelr craim
regarding upgradation of pay scale on the ground that such
upgradation will have repercussions in their organisatiorr
by way of similar demands by cer tairr categories of
employees which is not clesir.ahle. Earller orr the

had f iIerJ 0 , A. ?t 1t /96 which was disposed of by
12.1.?001 with the following directions:

\

respGnderrts .to take final decision in ther with regard to tfre cfaims of th*-appilcantsparity in pay scale wirh or[;; -Iiritarly
ted persons in the Oefence Organisation likeDROO and DGAA. If not aiieaOv takerr, within
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three months from the date of reqeipt of copy ofthe order. They shall also lntirnate the appricantsof thei r decisiorr immecjiatel y thereaf ter. If theclaims of the applicants are rejected they shall doso by a reasoned and speaking order.,,

pursuarrce of these directions, respondents considered

claim of the applicants and issued the impugned order.

t

2, It has been contenderJ on behalf of the applicants
that while the chief Draftsnran in the Naval Headquarters

has same rank, qual if ications, tJu ties arrcJ responsibi r i ties
as the chief Draftsman working in other organisations of
the Ministry of Defence, he has not been placed in the pay

scale of Rs. Z3?S-SZS0 (pre-revised). Learned counsel
contended that hostile discrimination has been me/ted out
to chief Draftsmen of the Naval Headquarters. Accor.ding to
him, rrot only that the Chief Oraftsman of the Nava1

Heaclguarter's has the same qualifications, duties and

responsibifities as Chief 0raftsman of other organisatiorrs
in the Defence but he is also subjected to departmental
examinatiorr at every stage for promotiorr in the Navy.

Therefore. he has a better claim for the higher pay scale
which has been denied to him by the responderrts. He has

also drawn our attention to Annexure A*7 ( page z3),

reLevant portion of which reads as under:

"c) elU*Ef*--0.BjUqHLSMAX It is also seen thar theChief D'man of Navy has not been given equat statusas compared to other Deferrce organisations such as
DRDC), DGQA, DOA ( N) and DAA (h,p ), etc. hthile pay
scale of Rs.2s75-3750 has boen recommended torChief D'man of all these Organisations a lorr,rerscale ol' Rs.2000.*3500 orrly has been suggested forthe Chlef D-man of the Navy by the Vth CpC,although Naval Headquarters had profrosed higher pay
scare for chief D'nren of rndian Navy trran theircourrterparts in other Defence organisations which
has been notified under para OS.t00 page 961 of VthCPC vo1 . I I . Consi der i ng the depar tmen.tal
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examination conducted at every stage for pronrotion,
!h* pay scale of Chief 0'man of r;dia; Navy shouldb9 . brought at least at par rerith others by '.uirinq
their pay scale to Rs. Z3?5-37S0. Comparativestatement place at EncI. 4A is relevant. ,,

(

J

3. rt is eviden t from the aforesard that the
respondents have recommended consideration of equal status
for the chief Draftsman of the Navy with those of the other
Defence organisations. Learrred counsel stated that the
respondents have denied grant of pay scale of Rs. ?375*S7S0
(pre revised) tcl the post of chief Draf tsmarr in the Navy

not on the basis of an y rationa r. L. but orrly on account
of f inancial constralnts arrd lmaginary cascadi ng,tkfu.t in
the other departments.

4. On the other hand, learned counsel of the
respondents staced that the appticants have not set uFl a

case regarding equalitv of qualificatiorrs, avenues of
promotion, duties and responsibilities and as such, they
could not have been granted the pay scale claimed by them.
He also stated that the Tribunal has rro Jurlsdiction to
consider justiflcation of grant of higher pay scales as

such a consideration has to be accorded by an experl body

like the Pay Commission.

5. tr,hire we are conscious of the limitation that
consideratiorr of pay scales is within the jurisdiction of
expert body and the G.vernment, in the facts and

circumstances of the present case and from a careful
perusal of the impugned orderr w€ are of the view that
respondents have not considered the case of the applicants
on comr,aratlve mer i t and have basical l y denied their claim
on the basis <lf f inarrcial strinqenc! " In our vieur,(
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have considered the

basls of methods of
hS, duties and responsibilities,
relatlvities rrrith similar jobs by

claim of the

recrui tment,

vertical and

taking into

I

consideratio, these factors relating to the chlef Dra.ftsmarr
workirrg in the Defence Organisations, other tharr Navy and
ln t-his view of the matter, it is imperative that the claim
of the applicants should h-ave been considered by takinq
into consideration these factors.

6 ' Keepirrg in view the aforesaid and also the
interest of justice, h,e dlrect as follows:

(i)

(ii)

(iii )

the appl ican ts shal t make a detai led
representatlon to respondent no. l;
respondent no. i will consider the said
representation and, if necessary, take
assistance from a Committee comprising Joint
Secretaries of the DOP&T, Expendlture and
Ministry of Defence; and

tlre respondents sha}I take a decislon on the
representatlon of the applicants
expeditiously and pr.eferaLrly withln four
months from the date such a representation is
made.
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0. A. is di sposed of .o-c aL.n,e ,

Har? ,.. -*t,( V. K. itaJotra )
Member (A) .

ggarua I)

/ dkn/

( v.s. A
Chairman.


