- ’
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
’_PRINCIPM,. BENCH, WEW-DELHI

% % %
14.05.1992
CA 94789 ‘ '
SHRT .c;.mummmim & 4 ORS. | . « APPLICANTS
Vs, |

CUNTON OF INDIA & ORS. | . .Fx’)'_?ISPON'DEN. 'S
oA 95/89
SHRT ’J.‘.T"‘IANO}-D‘\'R;'\\N & 8 ORS. . . .. JAPPLICANTS

Vs, |

UNTON OF TNDIA & ORS. | A . . . RESPONDENTS
CORMA =

 HONTBLE SHRY J.P. SHARMA, MEMBER (J )

. FOR THE APPLICANT .. .NONE'
FOR THE RESPONDENTS .. .GH.P.H. RAMCHRNDANT

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may %g
be allowed to see the Judgement? '

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? 15 ‘

.T[ID\'Z‘-»EI‘"@N'I‘ { ORAL),
(DELIVERED BY HON'BLE SHRI J .P.SHARMA , MEMBER (J)

’ The facts and issues involved in both the cases  are
similar. g1 94!89 was originally filed in the Central
Administrative Tribunal, Madras Bench and O;h.- 9%/89 was
originally filed in the N\-'gw Bombay Bench. The applicants in
bath the cases are employees of tﬁ@ C@n‘t.m]..» Works - Department
of the Union of India and are amployed as Junior Engineers.
In both the Original . applications tha notification

dt.. 13.9. 1986 has been as«zai.].ed and also impugned Central Civil

Services (Revised Pay) Rulsg, 1980. The applicants are not -

turning up  in both the cases since 1ast a number of dates and

their cases have gone by non mprw.;@'ntat.icxh,




The learned counsel for the respondents, Shri
4P“I--Ll?amc:l‘uz—mda’«ﬁ. gtated that tzl'?(: number of similar cases | had’
mma h%fi’.‘,\l;e the Principsl Bench of the Central Administrative

- Tribunal and one of /'l:..hé cases is reported in 1991(18) ATC

p~218 (Shri ALW. | Baneriee &,‘Om. Va. Uni'on vof India & Anr.)

and in that mw also, th@m‘wés a prayer for quaéhing the

relevant part of the orders contained in the . Government. of

India, Ministry of Finance Resolution dt.13.9.1986, '_fixi.ng the.

pay of 't.hé applicants, Jl.mj.gn Engineers at; Rs. 140&-2300 i&.e.f. .

- .].. 1.1986.  There were iaﬁh@r; prayers also in that céﬁze For. _ ‘
grant of the pay s;c:alééf: 'Rs‘.']ﬁd(]---IZQDD w.e.f. 1_3‘;1986» with a
direction to the respondents to grant thcm applicants Junior
!’?ﬁ‘ngimx-sar-fa, CPWD  the scale 7?{5‘550-4905 woe.f. 9.9.1973 with

1

arrears of -pay. Tt appears that the learned counsel for the

' rz-?:;ﬁ;mt',\'rxc3zar-u't,é appearing in the gﬁmsent cxage also ‘apmaamd as a
counsel for the msmjﬁ'ndentss in the «¢ited case of Shri
AH. Baneriee. Afrer c:mnsi.déri.ng the matter, the Tribunal has
disposed of that case by the directionsl given in para-29 of :
the s=2id Judgement, which is mprt‘:dm“%:d balow. )

Tn the conspectus of the facts and clircumstances
of the case, the spplication is disposed of with the
following orders and directions :

{1) We uphold the validity of the prescription of
: wo different pay scales to Junior Engineers
in CPHED and upgradation of 75 per cent of the
total number of posts, in accordance with the
recruitmert roles nobified on 26.5.1387.
However, the higher pay scale shall not be
brought inte force unless the suitability
of the promotion of Junior Engineers, Grade IT
to Grade T is considered by the DPC, in
accordance with the office memorandum issued by
them on 11.6.1987. '

‘refore making any appointment to the posts of
Jurdor Enginser, Grade I, the respondents should
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) alae amend the recruitment rules so as to specify
: ‘ the job functions and duties to be assigned to
the Junior Engineers working in the two grades.

. _

e respondents shall comply with the above
irections within a period of four months from
s date of communication of this order.
This learned coumnEel for  the respontents gave a
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statament . at the bay that he has no objection if the cases of

the present applicants in bobth .the Original Appllication

Mos. 94789 and 9513\9 arve governed by the directions issued in

the aforessid reported csse.

In view of the above, it is needless to go into the
merits of the cvontentions raised by the applicants in both the

Original  Applicstions and the ressoning ogiven by the Division

-

Ranch is accepted and affirmed in the aforesaid 0.A. also.

Bath  the Originsl Applications are, tharefore,
disposed of with the direction that the speldegrts shall bie

gc.mar'rs@xﬁ by  the decision arrived at in the case of Shri.
.;?a,.H CBaneriee ‘b Ors., referred to above and will be entitled to
the reliel which has besn glven a‘ss'rﬁ allowed to the applicants
of that case with effect Trom the same date and with all 'm.xch
C('..&‘i"ifa&%i?{'t.l&?».;'i‘x'i',?}.a1 , bernefits whicvh have been awarded to those
applicants by virtue Q‘.‘f? the decision of the case of &hri

M. Banerdee & Qrs.  In the clroumstances, the parties shsll !

» ‘ - Leo /%QJ.’,
bear their own costs. 9 eéJf‘}/ &{y Lz (S/'W {
TN }’\-Q/\L oo k) ' ‘ ' i '

(1.P. SHARMA)
MEMBER ()
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