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8. Shri MskhaA i-al
9, Shri BsZweiit Rai

10. Sliri Kishori Lai
11. K. Madumdhar
12. Shri P.S. Verma,
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35. :Shri NaJJftjk Singh Xass^rsfe, (Ratd.)
36. 5hri O.C. Kspur (Hetd,)
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38. Shi'i H.C. Iilakt>r© (Ristd.)
3£. Shri K.K. Grover, ITI, Pusa
40. Shri Rr/neshwar D?yal, ITI, Npnd Ng^ri
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47. Smt. Kuldip Sothi, ITI, M^lviy- Nagrr
48. Shri D.N. Chf?kraV3rti (Rf^fcd.)
49. Snt, Hirmal Chrv/la, ITI, Subzi M?ndi
50. Smt. Prabha Sfxena. ITI, Siri Fort
51. Shri Kf-nwar Ssin, (R^?td.)
52. Shri Lajpat Rai Klilra (Retd.)
53. Shri B.R. Sachdeva, ITI, Pusa
54. Snt. M£-;iye Priyp., ITI, Kichhripur
55. Shri Tilak Raj (xletd.)
56. Shri P.S. Verm;., ITI, Pusa
57. Shri R.W. Tuli, ITI, Shahdara

Shri 3.L. Chugh, ITI, Pusa
5^, Snri Prpkfsh Cha-ider (R'^td.)
60. Shri N.K. Lahiri, ITI, Arpb Ki S.-rsi
61. Shri H.3. Juneja, ITI, Arrb Ki Sarai
62. Shri A.L. ATor?, 3TC, Pusa
63. Shri Kerb an s Lgl, ITI, Pusa
64. Shri T.N» Kpushik, ITI, Nrjid Ncgri

. 65. Shri K.S . Walia, ITI, Pusa
66. Shri Mangat Lei, ITI, Pusa '
67. Shri Ratten Singh, BTC, Pusa

L Respondents No, 3 to 67 to - Respondsats
( be served through Respondent No,2«
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ORDER

HON'BLE SHRI 5S.R. ADIGE, MEMBER (A)

In this application Shri K.C. Malik & 27 others,

all of them are working in ITI under Delhi Administration

haW impugned the order dt 27.10.89 (Annexure-I) granting

selection grade in the cadre of Craft instructors.

A ViT

^ 2. The applicants that the Delhi Administrat

ion is running various ITIs to impart technical training

to students in various grades. Each such ITI initially

had two kinds of instructors^, viz. Junior Instructors

(Gr 180-280) and Senior Instructor (Rs.210-380) and
^ iv-fiS fxc'lV-i

appointment in each grade y on the basis of direc"^,
independently and separately. Besides that^ there

'j-
used to be. Supervisor Instructor in the higher grade

fl^{ --/i ^ yof Rs.250-380. Round about 1970,^ two grades of 3'unior^

instructors and Senior Instructors were merged into

one grade of Rs.250-550, which, on the basis of Third
A

Fay Commission recommendations was revised to Rs.440-

^ 750^ ^ grade of Supervisor instructor was revised
to Rs.550-900. After the merger of the grades of

junior instructor arid senior instructor,^common seniority
list was issued by respondents No.2, which was challenged
in the Delhi High Court and was finally transferred

to the Tribunal for disposal ' vide T.A. 727/85 (CW-
4159/82). According to the applicant^ meanwhile, the
Third Pay Commission, 3^ recommended the introduction
of selection grade wherepromotion service

career were negligible, and as per Third Pay Commission,

reoommendatloK, %spondents No.2 Issued Order dated
*51 '7 on j. • ^ 9.-?21.7.89 granting selection grade ^;irf the Cadre of Craft
Instructor. However, on account of the pendency of
the Writ Petition challenging^, seniority list of ^raftsa^p

A instructor)^ and the representations made by Craft
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Instructor, tho grant of selection grade was kept in

abe/ance vide letter dated 3.7,79.' Meanwhile,' the

Tribunal in T.A.727/85(CW 1594/82;), by its judgment

dated 31.5.88 held as followss

"33. In the facts and circumstances of the
four petitions, we order and direct as follows:
(i) The integration of the cadres of. Craft
Instructors, Senior and Junior, into one
common cadre of Craft Instructors and the
impugned combined seniority list dated

. .. 7 9i^25?77 are legal,and validf Accordingly,
no weightage shall be given to any of the
erstwhile Craft Instructors in the matter
of fixation of seniority. We also do not

, see any justification for drawdng up
tradewise seniority listsf

(ii) The Craft Instructors who have, been
brought on,the common cadre should be considers
for the grant of selection grade on the
basis of the principle of seniority subject
to the rejection of unfit, in accordance .
with the letter of the Delhi Administration
dated 17|l2.79, within a period of three
months from the date of this order;?

(iii) The petitioners would be entitled to
arrears of pay and allowances from the date
of cieation of the common cadre of Craft
Instructors. It is,however, clarified that
no recovery should be made from the. pay of
any of the petitiorKSrs and those similar/
situated and that the pay and allowances
over-drawn by them, if any,' shall be protected
and shall be treated as personal to themi
(iv) There will be no order as to costs,

3. The applicants allege that as per the

directions iri the saidnj-udgment, the respondents

issued a tentative list of eligible candidates

for selection grade wlaM 5.9.71 and ^2^77

containing 113 names in all, against which the

applicants represented/but without considering those

representations^^ the impugned list of selection

grade Craft Instructors dated 27,10.^9 was issued,

compelling the applicants to approach the Tribunal.'

4. The first ground taken is that as per Third

Pay CGmmission recommendations, only those candidates

A who had completed 3/4 of the span of the main scale
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ware entitled to selection grade, but there are several

persons in the said list who have not completed even

ten years* service! During hearing^ Shri Bisaria,

learned counsel for the applicants has fuinished a

list of 15 names of persons viio he allegeshad not

ccmplated 14 years of service as Craft Instructors

on the date of their being granted selection grade

This is denied by the respondents v^o point out

that as per paragraph 5 of Finance Ministry*s letter

dated ioil.77 introducing the selection grade,

"for becoming eligible to be considered for appointment

' to the selection Grade, m employee should have ^dered
such length of service which would have brought him to

the stage represented by 3/4th of the span of the

revised seals of the Ordinary Grade inclusive of the

service rendered in the pre-revised scale of that

Grade subject to a minimum of 14 years of service^

This will not;^ however, have the effect of deliberatisin

the cri-teria which might be applicable in respect
of selection grades already in vague

It is clear from this paragraph that 14 years» service
refers to the total length of service and from Shri
Bisaria»s own list, it is clear that all the 15

persons had more than 14 years service to their
credity on 27|lOsB9 . Hence this ground fails^

5. Secondly, it has been urged that the Third
Pay C^mission laid dovm matriculation^as an essential
qualification for selection grade but even non-»,atrics
have been granted selection graded This ground is
baseless because the grant of selection grade is
governed by Finance Ministry's letter dated loa.^TT
(Supra) which contains no such stipulation restricting
selection grade to

t

The third ground taken is that those who

have been promoted as Supervisor Instructors
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are not, legally entitled to selection grade, as this

amounts to confdrring a double benefit.' Hie respondents

have pointed out that the promotion to the post of

Supervisor Instructor vvas temporary^ and does not

operate any bar to the grant of selection grade to

Craft Instructor, The applicants have not been

able to furnish any materials to indicate that

those temporarily appointed as Supervisor Instructors

were debarred fraij getting selection grade to

Craft Instructions, Hence this ground also fail^j

7^ The next ground taken is that there are

anaraolies in the grant of selection grade as

some persons have been granted selection grade from

the date of their initial appointment as Junior

Instructors while others on being appointed as
'

Senior Instructions, The respondents have correctly

pointed out that the selection grade has been granted

to those officials,' whose names stand in the combined

seniority list of Craft-Instructors issued by the

Department on 9^177 which was declared by CAT as

legal and valid, and hence the question of there being

anamolies in grant of selection grade is wrong.

Hence, this ground also fails,'

8, It is clear from an analysis of the afore

mentioned grounds which vjere pressed during hearin^f
that none of them have any merit, and the impugned

seniority list of Craft Instructors warrants no

interference and this application^^.herefore^^ fails

and it is dismissed;^ No costs^l

/wg/

'\jJr, I\9-
(L.SWAMIMATHAN) (S ,'AmiGp )

hmmn(j) mehiberCa)


