CEMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

A NG, 1783/2001
M.A. No.1518/2001

Hew Dalhi, thié thea

Hon'Gle Shri Justice V.5. Aggarwal, Chairman
Hon'ble Shri V.K.Majotra, Member{(A);)

1. Mahendar Singh, &/0 5nh. Chandar Bhan
*x-348, Sarojini Magar, New Delhi.
2. Ram Kishan, &/0 5h.Ramphoo)

26§ Chiragh Dslhi, New Delhi
Jagdév Singh Dahiya, &/0 3h. Devi Singh
1004, Gali No.22, Swatantar Nagar
- Near Narela, Delhi-a0
4, R.C.Pokhrival, s/c Sh.5.R.Pokhirivyal
WZ-404, Raj Nagar Part I1I
Palam Colony-45
5., ved Pal, /0 5h. Zile
V&P Rangpuri, PO Mahi
New Delhi
§. K.K.5harma, s8/0 Sh. B
J-1/38A, Chanakya Plac
New Dsalhi
7. Ramchander, &/ 5h. mangal Ram
V&P0 Mokhira, Distt. Rohtak {(Haryana).. Applicants
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1, Secretary
Ministry of Energy, Deptt. ot Fower
Govt.o. India
Mew Delhi.

2. Chairman
Cantral Electricity Huthur1ty
Sewa Bhawan, RK Puram, New Delhi

3. Sescretary
Govt.of India
f Finance
K
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shri Justice V.5. Aggarwal

MA 1518/2001

MA  1518/2001 for joining togethear in OA NG.1783/7/2001
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The a&appilicants are aggrieved by denial toc them, the
benefit of the Jjudgemsnt of this Tribunal 1in OA
NG.Z2114/71888 (Dinesh Chandra Dabrul & Grs. v. Uniaon o

India and Gthers) rendered on 18.5.138394. By virtus of the

prazent application, thay ssek guashing ot the
notitication dated 13.4.1388 1in so Tar as it virtually

downgraded the post of Blue Printers in relation to the
post of Tracers and to declare that notification dated
13.4.1983 1in 80 Tar as it redesignate the post of Tracer
only as Draftsman Grade.III violates Articfea 14 andg 16 of
the Constitution of India and that the post of DrafTtsman
Grade—~II1 be dsclarsed as to includs the post of Fsarro

Printers along with Tracers.

2. It has been asssirted that as psr the recruitment
rulas published on &,12,1984, the post of Fervro

Printers/Blus Printers and also the post of Tracers in the
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ad as fTesdsar post for the post of
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Junior Draftaman. As pser the then recruitment rules, ths
post of Junior Draftsman was to bs filled by promotion 75%
and by direct recruitment 25%. The recruitment rules
proviged that for promotions to the post of Tracers/Ferro

Frinters/Blus FPrinters who have rendered not less than §
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diploma or NTC 1in DrafTtsmanship Tfrom a rs&cognise

institute or have passed the departmsntal trads tsst 1in
the Draftsmanship are sligible. By notificatian of
13.4.1888, the recruitment fu}es wairs amends regarding

Group ’'C’ staff of the Central Electricity Authority
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whereby three tisrs 1in the category of Drattsmen weve
introduced viz. Dra

Rs.1600-2660, Drattsman Grade-I1I 1in ths scals G

R=.1206G- LDJG. Tha grisvan of the applicants is that all
the Tracers were re-dssignated as Draftsman Grade—-III in
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Blua Printers were continuad to be placed in the sca

R=,875-1540 which 18 hignly unjustifisd. The Bluse

nierarchy and wser made a
Diraftsman Grade-III. A plsa has also been raised that the
f the employess in the Central Water
Commission and that of the Central Electricity Authority
ware verbatim the same. The =said injustice done to the
applicants was alsc made applicable in the cass of Fervro
Printers _aﬁd Blus Printers 1in ths Central Water
Commiasian, The Ferro FPrinters of the Csntral Water
Commission had approached this Tribunal by way of
NG.2114/1883% and this Tribunal had allowsd the appiication
g

holding and declaring that the ordsr dated 26.9.1%

3, in ths reply filed, the respondsents plead that
the mattar regarding the conversion of the poest of Blus

Printars into that of Draftsman Grade III in the Central
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actricity Authority was being considered in consultation

gl —<

rm



8

af  the Ministry of Finance. It was decided to await +ths
recommendations of the Group of Officials on review of the

the Central Electivicity Authority befors

the matier was Turther taken up by the Ministry of
Finances. In this view of the matter, i has Dbsen

the applicants because thay have not yst besn dsnied
promotian nor  promotion has bsen given to smployses who
were not eligible. Cartain submissicons hava

made on the merits of the matter.

4, As refer%e to above on behalf of the applicants,
reliance was placed on a decision of this Trikbunal in the
case of Dinesh Chandra Dabral and others (supra) 1in GA
NO.Z2114/1888 rendsrsd on 18.5.1384 to contend that in the
case of Central Water Commission, similar question had
arisaii, The rules in both the services are by and largs
identical and the application had been allowsd. Reliancs

,-.

uirtner 1s being placed on a decision oFf the Suprems Court
in  tha case of Y.K.Mehta and others v.Union of India and
another, AIR 1588 5C 1970 wherein the Suprems Court hsald
that wnen two posts under two differsnt wings of the same
Ministry ars not only identical, but alsc involve the
performance Gof the same nature of dutiss, it will bs
unreascinable and unjust to discriminate betwean the two in
the matter of pay. On the other hand, respondents placsed
f

raliance on a decision of the Supreme Court in the case of

State of Haryana and Others v, Jasmer Singh and Others,

{1386 11 3CC 77. Therein, the Supreme Court whils
dealing with a similar argument for sgual pay for ‘egual
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work held that 1t 1involves evaluation of the work

performed by the perzsons holding different posts in
ditferent departments. Ordinarily the evaluation of such

dutias by expert bodiss must be accepied.

5. In the pressnt cass in hand though we must admit
that cartain arguments had been addrsssed on the merit o
the mattser, but once it has been informed that the matter
ig undsr considsration by the Ministry of Finance, we deem
it improper at this stage to pass any order and go into

the details of the same. But in Tace of the delay that

has occurred, it would be appropriate that a direction is
given to take a decision within a time-Trame work.

g. Accordingly, we 4disposs ot the pressnt
application with a direction that respondent No.Z would

take a Conscious dscision within a pericd of six months
ragaraing the controversy and convey it to the applicants,

fetinfoto /(/%M/e

(v.X.Majotra) (V.S.Aggarwal)
Member (A) Chairman



