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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
| ' PRINCIPAL BENCH

L 0.A. 2464/15%

- Hon'ble Smt, Lakshmi Swaminzthan,Member (J:)
Hon'ple shri V.K. Majotra,Member(A)

~ New Delhi, this 27th day of April, 2000

shri Liloo Singh, s/o
shri Bhola Singh,r/o

- B=189 (Hut), Bhikem singh,
Colony, Sahadra Delh1-34
working as Sewerman, in
Civil Construction Wingh
(Ministry of I.&B),PTI
‘Building, Parliament st,
New Delhi=110001,

g

cece A.pplicant

(By: Advocate sh. T.C. Aggarwal)

Versus

1.,, Union of India, through

'afﬁo‘ The Secretary,
@ Ministry of Information &
Broadc gsting, Shastri Bhawan,

t New Delhi-110001,

2. The Chief Engineer,
~ Civil Construction Wing,
(Dte, General All India Radio)

P,T.I. Building,Parliament st.,
New Delh1-llOOOl ‘

«esssBespondents

(By: Advocate sh. R.V. sinha)

ORDER (Oral)
Hon'ble shri V,K. Majotra,Member(A)

The gpplicant {54

in 1991 as Sewerman, He claims that he is‘gOVerned by

the CPWD service conhitions applicable to the work

charged - staff, The question of re-categorisation/

re-classification of work charged staff was’ in

\hp/’dispute and the matter was referred to 'Arbltratlon'
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The arbitration-award finally adjudicated by the Hon'ble

' High Court of Delhi and subsequently the related SLP

- being dismissed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court and the

same becoming final CPWD, vide OM dated 16,11,1993,
Anne xure A-]1 made the award applicable., The sewerman

(item No, 12 of the order) was allowed the scale of
B 950-1500 w.2.f, 1.1,1986 alongwith arrears of pay . The

applicant has referred to order, dated 15.,10,96 of this
Tribunal in O.A. 2229/96 filed by Sh# Ram Vir & Ors. Vs:

" Union of India & Ors. contending that the applicants therein

were -entitled to get the relief as per the terms and
conditions the employees of CPAD, In that case the respondents

were directed to consider the detailed representation of
the applicants and pass a spéaking order within a period
of 4 months, The applicant has also presented a copy of order

dated 24,3,1998 issued by Ministry of Information & Broadcasting
(M.I.&B. for short) where applicants in O.A. 2229/96 were

Vaccorded?béy scales of B 3200-4900-in place of Rs 2750-4000

waePfidcaO., 10,1996, I hag . been - stated that the Director
General , All India Radio vide their mem dated 22, 7,94

( Anne xure A=2) had recommended to M.I.&B, to implement the

the award dated 231,1,1986 as modified by the judgement of

the Hon'ble Delhi High Court dated 2841,/1992 in respect

of all the Lift Operators of CCW AIR recommending that they
should be paid scale of %-260-400 w.e.fJ 1,1.1973 to 31.12;1985
and scale of R 800~1150 w.e,f; 1.1,1986 alongwith payﬁent

of arrears for period 1,4.81] to 30.11.87, These recommendations

were repeated in memo dated 17.2.95 of the Superintending

surveyor of Works GOW addressed +o the. M.I.&B. It has also
been pleaded that the work Charged employees of CCW are
the replica of those of CPWD and are governed by the same
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terms and cnnditions of service, Therefore, it would b?
violation.df'the provisions of Article 14 & .16 of the
Constifution if work charged employees of CCW_ are
discriminated against vise-a=-vis thpse of the CPWD, The
applicant.has sought direction to the respondents for
sanctioning revised pay as per the arbitration zward as
given in, Annexure A=l with arrears alongwith interest

@ 18%.,

2. In counter the respondents have communicated that
CCW, AIR, follows the norms of the CPWD, only as guidelines,
The CPWD is 5 large organisation in comparison to GCW, AIR

and hence the service conditions for CCW are different, and as
such the Courts/Tribunals' orders in matters of CPWD are
not at all binding on CCW AIR, As regards the arbitration

award referred to above in the matter of re-cgtegorisation/
re-Cclassification of work charged staff in CPWD the respondents
have stated that the szme is not apblicable in the matter of

fhe staff of CCW, The respondents have also denied any
discrimination against the applicant and also violation of any

article of Constitution of Indiax
3¢ The applicant has also filed rejoinder:

4, We have heard the learned counsel of the parties and

examined the material available on record carefully o

54 MI&B wvide their memo no. 28011/1/75-CW III ED dated

20,11, 1975 have conveyed the terms and conditions of the work
charged .staff working in the CCW, AIR, It is apparent

that in the beginning GCW Was created wasengagement of the

work charged staff f rom GPWD on transfer on the game terms

and conditions as applicable to the work charged staff in the

GPWD, The learned counsel fof the \applicant has drawn our

Contd,, 4/~
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attention to, Annexure A-3 which is an extract of AIR
- ' . |
manual relsted to the work charged staff, According to

these provisions " the workcharged establishment exists in
CCW filed offices only, For the recrutiment, pay scale and
other rules GPWD Manual Vol.III is applicgble to them?,
Annexure A=4 appended with the rejoinder are minutes of the
meeting held by Director General, All India Radio, with
representétive of the AIR Civil Construction Wing Employees
Union on 4.12.1980 in which it was explained by the DGIR
to the union representative that ® AIR Manua; did not contain
any provision in regard to work—charged establishment on
which most of its constituents were borne and the CCW

being a replica of the CPWD, provisions of the CPWD Manual

would have to be applied to them®, He also referred to

Annexure A-5_filed with the rejoinder regarding implementation
in CCW of the judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court dated

17.1.86 in the case of Surinder Singh & Ors, Vs, Unidn of Ihdia o

In this memo the daily rated workers of CCW have been
authorised payment.of same salary and allowgnces as availgble

to those working in the CPWD on the principle of equal pay

to equal work.

6 4 The learned counsel of the respondents stated that

the award in the case of workers in the CPWD is not applicahble
to those in the GCW, AIR, The applicant was not a p,rty

to the matter in that petition thus the terms and conditions
of the'award are not applicable in the applicant's case, He

further contended that CPWD is a much larger establishment

than the CCW, AIR and therefore the térms and conditions

applicable to the work charged establishment in the CPWD

'Jilije not at all applicable in the case of work charged staff .

Contd, 5/~
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of CCW, He also submitted thét the applicant had submitted
his representation for the first time on 31,8,1995,
‘Annexure A-3 and therefore if at all his claim is

accepted hevcan not be granted arrears, He also contended
that no reliance can be pl sced at'Annekure A=2 which is

an internal communic ation between DGAIR and MI&B,

7. The relevant provision 365,17 regarding to
work—charged establishment in the AIR Manual (Annexure A-3)
Clearly establishes that Provisions of CPWD Manugal are

applicable in matters of recruitment, Pay scales and other
rules to the work~charged establishment in CCW; This
provision is further interpreted in t he aforesaid memo-,
dated 20.11:75, Annexure A-4 suggesting that Gow is a
replica of CPWD and the Provisions of the @PWD Manual

are applicable to t he work-charged establishment of CCW,-
This concept hasg been sccepted in the order dated 15,10,96

Passed in 0,A, 2229/96 by thisg Tribunal, No doubt the

arpbitration award referred to dbove in the O.A, related

to the employees of the work-charged in CPWD, yet since

the duties ang functions of the work-charged staff of

CPWD and CCW AIR being identical their terms & ang Conditions

to the applicant's cgage would be quite in order, wé al so

notice that in Pursuance of Tribunal order dated 15.33.96'in

O.A, 2229/96 the Pay scales of 9 applicants of that O. A,

working as Ferro Printers in CCW  have been revigseq wee ,f

10,10,96 by the respondent g Earlier 3140 as Per Annexure A-5

1 DGAIR had implemented the judgement of the _
Supreme Coyrt dated 17,1,26 in the cage of é&rinder

dated 20, 3,9
Hon'ble
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Singh's (supra) in respect of the daily rated work-
charged staff .in COW on the principle of equal pay for

equal work etc,

8+ °  Having regard to the above discussion and regasons,
we are convigced that the applicant who is a Sewerman
in CCW AIR should also be accorded the same treatment for
matter of Pay and allowances as pis counter part in CPWD,

Similiarly, he must also get the benefits of revision in

P,Y and allowances fromtime to time in terms of Amnexure

A=2, The respondents are therefore directed to sanction
the revised Pay and allowances to the applicant by
applying the same Principles, térms and conditions ag
enunicigted in Memo dateq 20,1293, Amexure A=-1, However,
Claim of interest of the applicant ig rejected, The
respondent s’ should take the NeCéssary action within a
period of 3 months from the receipt of the c

opy of this
order, No order as to costgy |

ot | Aok Golodla
( V.K, MZg TP.A) I
Member ( 4) (SWT. LaKsHuMI SWAMINATHAN )

Member (J)




