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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

N E W D E L H I A

O.A. No. 899/87
T.A. No.

DATE OF DECISION 10. 9. 1990.

- Shri A.iM. Ban er j es and-. ,ar s« Applicant

Shri G. K, Aggarual

\ \

/ ... ^ CAT/7/12
.

Versus
Union of India &. Ariothsr

Shri P. H, Ramchandani

Advocate for the ;Petiti0nBr(s'yi nplicant

/
Respondent -

Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

The Honble Mr. P. K, Kartha, Vice-chairman (3udl,)

The Hon'ble Mr. O.K. Chakravorty , Administrative Merabsr,

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?^
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?/ .
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? I

(Otjdgement of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble P. K.
Kartha, Vice-Chairman) ' •

The applicantsf uho are working as Ounior Engineers

in the Office of the Executive Engineer, C.P.U.D. at !Msu

Delhi, filed this application under Section 19 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, seeking the follouing

reliefs:- i

(i) Quashing of the relevant part of the orders

contained in Government of India, Ministry of

. Finance RBsoluti on No, 14( 1)/IC/B6 dated 13,9.86

fixing the pay scale of the applicants (Junior

Engineers) as Rs. 1400-2300 u.e.f, 1. 1. 1986;
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(ii) .Direction tc the respondents that the pay

scale of tha 'applicants (Junior Enginsers)

should be Rs, 1640^2900 u.a.f. 1.1.198G;

(iii) Dirsction to the respondents to grant the

applicants (Junior Enginsers) of the CP'JQ

the pay scsla of Rs,550-900 u,B.f, 1. 1. 1973;

(i'j) Dirsction to ths respondents to pay the arrears •

of pay and -allouances arising out of the grant

of the pay scale of Rs, 550^900 u.s.f. 1.1,1973

and Rs, 1640».2B00 u.e.f, 1. 1, 1986?

(v ) Quashing the deci sions'and directions conveyed

in Office T'lemorandum .Wo. A-11014/l/B 6~£C'J I (V ol. II)

datsd 5, 6, 1987 and DPI'W o. ,V 11 014/1/8 &-ECU I (UqI.

II; dated 1 1 . 6, 1987 and the Central Public

'uiorks Department (Subordinate Officers) Dunior

Engineers Grade I and II (Civil & Electrical)

•Recruitment Rules, 1987;

(vi) Grant of all consequsnti al reliefs by uay of

arrears of pay, and allouiances etc,

2, The facts of the case in brief are as follous. The

postsof Junior Engineer are filled up by promotion from the

departmental candidates to the extent of 3 per cent and

by direct recruitment to the extent pf 97 per cent. The

applicants have stated that Draftsmen Grade II and others

uho pass the departmental competitive examination and

acquire the additional qualification of Diploma in Civil/

Electrical Enginesring, are promoted as Junior Engineers,

This averment has been denied by the respondents in their

count er- af f id avi t,

3^ The Third Pay Commission fixed the pay-scale of Rs.

3 30-5 60 for Draftsmen Grade II and Rs. 4 25-700 for Junior

Engineers and Draftsmen Grade I, ' There was also to be a
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SBlsction grade..in the grade of Junior Engineers to the

extent of 15 per cent, with the oay-scale of Rs,550-900,

The grant of- selection grade uas on the basis- of seniority-

iisj^cum-fitness. The respondents have stated in their

counter-aff id suit that selection grade for a post uas

being sanctioned since the reconniendations of the Fourth

Pay Commission came into force, depending upon the extent

of stagnation in a particular grade of the staff,

4, The contention of the applicants is that the duties

and responsibilities of Junior Engineers in CP'uJD and

Inspectors of Uorks Grade I in the Railu ays/Supd t,B/R Grade

I in the PUlitary Engineering Service (PlES) are similar.

The aforesaid Cadres belong to Class III service as the

Junior Engineers in the C,P,IJ,D, Uhile recommending the

pay-scale- of Rs,<425-700 to the Junior Engineers in the

C.P.U.Q, , the Third Pay Commission recommended the 'scale

of pay. of Rs,700-900 for Inspectors of Works, Grade I in

the Railways and Rs<,550-900 to Superintendents 8/R Grade I

in the Tl. E, S. This has been denied by the respondents.

They have pointed out that in the PI, E, S, and the Railways,

there are different grades of Inspectors of Uorks and

Supdts, , besides having dif f er en t duti gs of these officers,
Cv-/

5, Junior Engineers and their Association^ represented

about the injustice done to them by the Fourth Pay Commission,

They demanded that they should be granted at least the pay-

scale granted to the Junior Engineers in the £• S, , i.e.,

Rs,550-900,

6, _ The Gov ernment-of India revised the pay-scale of

Draftsmen Grade II retrospectively iJ,e,f, 1,1, 1973 on the

basis of an auard given by'the Board of Arbitration under
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the scheme of Joint Consultative Machinery (O.C.fl.), The.

pay-scale of Draftsman Grade II uas revised from Rs.SSU-

5G0 to Rs.425-700 and that of Draftsman Grade I from

Rs.4 25-700 to 550-750. The applicants have stated that

the claim or the riuties'and responsibilities of Junior

Engineers uere not considered by the Board cf Arbitration

as the same uere not uithin the terms of reference of the

B card ,

7„ The contention of the apolicants is that the duties,

functions and responsibilities of Junior Engineers are

higher than those of Draftsmen Grade I, The respondents

have denied this averment and have stated that the two

categories perform totally different type of functions,

8. According to the applicants, the' resoonriants ought

to have revised their pay-scales from Rs,425-700 to

Rs,550-750 on the basis of the parity of the pay-scales

recommended by the Third Pay Ccmmission and accepted by

the Governmsnt, They even claim that Junior Engineers

are entitled to the higher pay-scale than Draftsmen Gr," I.

This also has bean denied by the respondents,

9, The applicants have stated that the Secretary to

the Governmsnt, Ministry of Urban Qevslopment, had written

to his counterpart in the Ministry of Finance (Expenditure)

stating that the demand of the Junior Engineers for higher

pay-scale should be accepted uith retrospective effect. They

also referred- to a letter dated 7, 10, 1986 written by a

Member of Parliament to the then Prime. Tiinister in this

regard. The respondents have not denied the fact that the

Ministry of Urban Dauelooment had supported the case of the
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Junior Engineers for grant of higher pay-scales. They

have even taken up the matter uith the Fourth Pay
basis of the ci

Commission on the^recommendations made by an expert body

appointed by it in 1982-63 to the effect that the Cadre

of Junior Engineers be bifurcated into two segments, uith

50 psr cent in the scale of Rs,425-700 and the other 50

per cent in the scale of Rs, 550-900. ' The Fourth Pay

Commission recommsnded the grant of higher pay-scals of

i\s, 1640-2900 to 50 per cent of the posts of Junior Engineers

on functional basis, having regard, to the nature of duties/

r ssponsibilitias, i

lOe On 13. 9. 1985, the respondents issued a notification

regarding the revised oay-scale for the Junior Engineers,

the operative part of the said notification reads as under;-

!»

SI. No, Posts Present Revised scale
seal e

1, Junior Engineer 425-15-50D-E8- 1400-40-1800-EB-
(CPUD) 15-5 60-20-700 50-2300

550~25-750-£0- 1640-SO-2600-E3»

3n»g00 70-2900
(Selection grade)

Promotional Grade to be suitably - The existing
redesignated and promotion to the incumbents in the
same be made as per normal procedure selection grade will
50^ of the total number of posts of be allouBd^;^r-avi sed
Jurtior Engineer .uill be in the louer scale of P. 3, 1 640-60-
grade of Rs, 1400-40-1 BOO-EB-5 0-2300 2600-RB_75-.2900 as
and the remaining 50/t in the grade personal to them,"
of Rs, 1 640-60-2600-.EB-75-2900.

•.The Central Pay Commission also .suggested 50/a - 50^

Grade I - Grade II pay-sc ala on__th ^ patt er n . of C^P^U^D.

The uov ernmsntjiVide Notification dated 13. 9. 1986, decided

to ma.ke it 65/^ — J5/o for P li- T and bO/'o — .dO% f or u. P.i^ ,0.

« « « « « 6. . ,
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Subsequently, the Goyernmsnt decided to upgrade the

pay—scale 100 per cant for P & T, uhereas in the'case

of C.P.U, D,, only 75 per cant posts have been upgraded,

and that too, as a promotion grade,

12, According to the respondents, action uas taken

in the P & T Department on the above lines on the ba'sis

of-the recommendations of an Expert Cominitteo on jab

evaluation.

13, The Junior Engineers' Association has opposed the

idea of bifurcation of the Cadre into tuo cadres, Accordinc

to them, the report of the Expert Committee was perverse

and illogical. According to the respondents, the Expert

Committee has recommended 50 per cent of the posts of
/

Junior Engineers be upgraded and filled by promotion and •

by direct recruitment of Graduates in Engineering, This

uas in the context of attracting Graduates in Engineering

to the non-Ga2Btted level of Engineering posts in the

Department, whose entry had dwindled as a result of

Certain decisipns taken on the recommendations of the

Third Pay Commission, ' •

14, The" applicants have referred to the setting up

of a Cadre Revieu Committee vide notification dated

1 6, 2. 1 985 , and have contended that with this, the •

recommendations of the Expert Committee have been
*

superseded. According to the respondents, though a

Cadre Review Committee has been set up, it did not
I

mean the supersession of the recommendations of the

Expert Committee, or their rejection.



- 7 -

15« rhs applicants have referrad to tha appointment

of a Dob Evaluation Committee to evaluate the job of

Draftsmen, Grade I and Junior Engineers in the C.P.U.O,

The Committee stated in its report that the dutiss of'

Junior Engineers are more complicatad and arduous than

those D? Draftsman, Grade I in the C.P.U.D. Rsspondent
V

No,2 (Director General, C.P.U.D.) issued D. (^, dated

5. 6, 1987 conveying tha decision of the Government to

upgrade 75 per cent of the total posts of Junior Engineers

and place these posts in the scale of Rs. 1640-2900 u.e.f,

1.1,1905, The Recruitment Rules for the posts of Junior

Engineer were also notified on 26,5,1987, The 1987 Rules

laid down that there will be two classes of posts, viz.,

(l) Junior Engineer Grade I (Civil/Electrical) and with

pay-scale of Rs.l 640-2900 and (2) Junior Engineer Grade

II (Civil & Electrical) uith a pay seals of 1400-2300,

Column 2 of the Schedule of tha Rules laid down thti&:

Junior Engineer Grade I 75/o of total No, of
(Civil •& Electrical) posts of Junior

Engineers Grade I
and Grade II,

Junior Engineer Grad'3 II 25% of the total i^Jo. /
(Civil & Electrical) of posts of Junior

Engineers Grade I & II,

variation dependent
(subject to workload
of CPUO),

Junior Engineer Grade I posts were laid doun as non-

selection posts. The method of recruitment t'O Junior

Engineer Grade I was stated in column No.11 to be

"100% by promotion". Column !Mo,12 stated that promotion

was to be "from Junior Engineer Grade II (Civil &

Electrical) with 5 years* regular service in tha grade.

• O » « 9
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16, Respondent No, 2 issued anothar ' 0. i»i, on 11.5.1987

prouiding that confidential reports for fiv/e years upto

the year 19B4~B5, haua to be considerad, by the D.P,C«

and that th a existing posts of Junior Engineers in the

Selaction Grade are to be taken into account in arriving

at 75 per cent of tha posts in Grade I,

17, The respondents h av/8 statad that the Junior

Engineers and Draftsman are technical personnel belonging

to different disciplines and th s qualifications prescribed

for recruitment are also different, Uhila the post of

Draftsmen Grade I is a promotional post uhich is filled

100?S by promotion of OraftsiTian, Grade II,- the post of

Junior Engineer is a direct recruitment post where fresh

diploma holders in Engineering are recruited,

18, Applicant Nq,1 uas appointed, as Junior Engineer

on 25. 10, 1954, Applicant Nos. ,2,3 & 4' were so appointed

on 22. 7. 1985 , 17. 2, 1981 and 1,5. 1982. r aspectiv.'ely. They

•h av/e stated that ch ey discharge the s^ma duties, do the

same work and ha^e the sain'a responsibilities, irrespective

of thair seniority/date of appointment,

19, The raspondants have stated that Grades I and II

of Junior Engineers have not yet bean introduced in

actual practice and that different job functions and

duties uiill be assigned to the officials ucrking in the

'two grades,

20, haVr3 gone through the records of the case and

have considered the rival contentions. The learned

counsel for the applicants cited before us numerous
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authontiss of the Suprsine Court and bJe have duly

considersd them. He has herjvily rslied on the decisions

of the Supreme Court in P. Sav/ita 1/s. Union of India,

1985 supp. 3, C.C. 94 and in State of U.P. Vs. J. p,

Chaurasia? 1989 (l) S. C. C. 121,

2'̂ * In Randhir Singh Ms, Union of India, 1982 (.3;

SCR 293, the Supreme Court directed that the

Constables of Delhi Police Force should be given the s-.tig

scale of pay at least on par uith that of Orivsrs of the

i'-ailuay Protsction r ores, Ths Court? ho'-.'s\/er ^ observ/sd

that a diff er enti al treatment in appropriate cases can be

jusi,ified ulierQ tnere si" e two gradesbossd on rsasonable

gr ound s®-^

"It is well known that there can be and
rhere are different grades in a seruicej with
Varying qualification for entry into a' parti
cular grade., the higher grade often being a
promotionaJyki/enue for officers of the lower
grade. The higher qualifications for the
higher grade, which may be either academic, •
qualifications or experience based on length
of service reasonably sustain the classifica
tion of the officers into tu o grades with
dif^'ferent scales of -lay. The principle of
equal pay for equal work would be an abstract
doctrine not attracting Art. 14 if sought to
• a applied to thern."

22, The principle enunciated in Randhir Singh's case

was follQWed in Remachandra Vs. Union of Indian T984 (2)

see 141 and P. Savita 1/s. Union of India, 1985 Supp, (l)

SCR 101, In Raffiach andra' s case? the arbitrary differential

treatmsnt in ths pay scale accorded to some professors was

Cases cited by the learned caunsel of ths applicants:

D.T, 1990 I.T. Officers' cass decided by the Constitution
Bench; 1983 (s) SCC 191; 1989 Suop.(l) SCC 510; 1989
SuDp,(l) see 68? 1989 (2} SCC 299; 1989 (2) SCC 235;
1989 (1 ) SC 121? 198B (3) SCC 354: 1988 (3) SCC 91;
1988 (1 ) SCC 122; 1988 Suoo, S.C.C, 673; 1987 Supp.
SCC 558; 19B7 Supo. SCC 257; 1987 (4) 5CC 505 ; 1987(l)
SCC 532: 1986 Supp, S.C.C. 550; 1986 (1) SCC 639; 1985
Supp, SCC 94; 1984 (2} SCC. 141.; 198 2 (1) SCC 618;
1989 (2) SCC 250.

10,
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s Cluck I'CuJn, Ths oRbitioners thBisin uore holdinQ th s

posts oF Professors in the Indian 'ic3terinary Rssearch

Institute undsr ths Indian Ccuncil of Plsdical F^esaarch,

The pjiy sc-nle of professors undsrusnt reuision. The

nsu recruits got ths benefit of rev/ision of scales, but

not the psbitioner. Ha was slloued to continue in the

, old scale. He challenged that discrimination in the Court

as being viclativs of the right to haue erual pay for

equal uork. The Suprsma Court accaptsd the contention

and obserysd as follous:-

"The casB in hand is a glaring examola of
di scriminatory traatrnsnt accorded to old,
experienced and highly qualified hands with an
avil eye and unequal hand and the guarantes
of equality in all its peri'asiye character
must enable this Court to remove discrimina
tion and to restore fair play in action. No
attempt uas mads to sustain the scales of pay
for the post of Professor on the doctrine of
classification because ths classification of
sxiating incumbents as being distinct and
separate from nauly recruited hand uith flimsy
change in essential qualification uould be
wholly irrational and arbitrary. The case' of
the petitioners for being put in the rev/isBC
scale of R s, 1 130--1 630 from the date on uhich
neuly created posts of. Pr of'es sor s in sister
discipline in lUR I' and othar institutes were
created and filled up in rsuised scale is
unansuorable and must be conceded,"

23, In Savita's case, the artificial diuision of

Senior Draughtsmen in the Ministry of Defence Producticn

uith unequal scales of pay uas struck down. The Suoreme

Court obssrued that -'uhere all rsleuant considerations

are the same, persons holding identical posts and dis

charging similar duties should not be treated dif f er en t ly

The Senior Draughtsmen, divided intc two groups uare in

the same department doing identical and ths same uork. It

'1 -1



• - 11 _

ua s HOC a Cdse cf diff er an b grades creabgd on the ground of

higher qu al if icati ons ? either acad Ginic or othsriJise, or an

en ti hi ament by any athar criteria laid doun, Ths justi

fication for this classification uas by the mere accident

of an earlier entry into service. The Supreme Court held

that this uJas not justified,

24, In Savita's case, the first and second Pay

Commissions set up by the Gouernmsnt of India had

rGCominsnded the same scales of pay for all the Senior

Draughtsmen, The Third Pay Commission r ecom'Tiend ed div/isicn

of Senior'Draughtsmen into tu a groups with different scales

of pay,- Snji uera put in a higher scale of n^y and 5G;ri

others in a louar scale of 3ay, The Su or erne Court cbserv/sd

that the above differentiation uas not based on any intelli

gible ground. The group of Draughtsmen entitled to the

higher scale of a ay was'not select ad by any process nor i.ias

it based on any mar i t-cu m-sen iori ty basis but was based

only on senior ity-cum-fitnass. Both these types of

Draughtsman did the same uiork and discharged the same

functions and duties. The Supreme Court observed in this

context as follousj-

".....For this classification, the Government
must be able to satisfy the Court of certain
other tests which are non-existent, in this
case', since it is not in dispute that Senior
Dr au gh tsmen , _b el ongi ng to the tuo Divisions,
do equal and same uork. In view of the total
absence of any plea on ths side of the
respondents, that the Senior Draughtsmen uho
are placed in the advantageous group, do not
perform uork and duties more onerous or
different from the uork performed by the
appellants group, it uill have to bs held that
this grouping violates Article 14 of the
Con stitu ti on,

24, Je may noi,.! deal uith the decision of th-e Suorgne

Court in Chaur'asia's case. In that case,,- tlie Supreme

Court.uohald the decision of the ''State Government of U. P,

O - • '

, . , , . 1 2„ . ,
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to giv3 a higher pay-scale to Bench Secretaries Grade I

to the extant of 30 per cent of tha total po^ts and a

louer pay-scala for tha remaining posts. Tha Bench

Secretaries were posted to uork in ths Allahabad High

Courts The Supreme Court upheld' ths decision of the

Gouernment which was based an the r acommand ati on s of tha

Pay Comniissions. In arriuing at this conclusion, the

Supreme Court observed that all Banch Secretaries may'

do the same uork, but their quality of uork may' differ.
^—'

Under the Ru 1 as :'fr amad by the Chief ."Justice of High

Court, Bancln Secretaries Grade I, were celecced by a

Selection Committae, The selection uas based on merit

u i th due regard to seniority. They were selected among

the lot of Bench Secretaries Grade II, 'When Bench

Secretaries Grade II acquired experience and also

displayed mere merit, they uere appointed as Bench

Secretaries Grade I. The Supreme Court observed that the

rules thus made a proper classification for the purpose

, of entitlement to higher pay-scale. The Allahabad High

Court had quashed a part of the notification issued by

the Government uhich created Bench Secretaries Grade I,

though it did not qua-sh the rules relating to promotion

to that cadre. The Higii Court had directed that all

Bench Secretaries, irrespective of their grades, should

be given the pay-scale admissible to Bench Secretaries,

Grade I. - The Supreme Court observed that tha High Court

had completely overlooked the criterion provided under

the F-iules, The merit governed the grant of higher pay-

scale and' that merit uoiild he evaluated by a compeu-enu

authority. The classification mad a under the Rules,

0 fi p ^ r ' *
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thsrefors, cculcl not be sairf to be violatiua of the

right to have "equal pay for enoal uork'o

25. Reference may also be mads to the recent decision

of the Supreme Court in Hundraj Kanyalal Sajnani Us.-

Union of India? 1990 (l) SCALE 492. The grievance of

the petitioners in tuo of, {he petitions decided by the

'Sunrerne Court uas that the classification of ITOs into

tuo classes, namely, Croup' 'A' and Group 'B', bJas

discriininatcry and violative of Articles 14 and 16 of

the Constitution because (a) the cl as sif ic a ti on uas not

made on an intelligible differentia; and (b) the

differentia had no relationship to the object sought to

be achieved by the Income Tax Act? 1961 inasmuch as the

officers belonging to the ti-i o groups did identical uork

and performed identical functions. It was also the

contention of the petitioners that their work and posts are

interchangeable and in practice they formed one cadre. It

Uas alleged by them that by maintaining the differentiation

the Gavsmrnent in eff.ect uas denying ecu si opportunity,

equal pay and equal status to officers doing identical
/

uork and performing identical functioas. The Suoreme

Court referred to its earlier decision in K, Bakshi

'J s. Union of India? A. I.Ia, 1 962 SC 1139 and held that

there uas a difference in the nature? scope and responsi

bility of the duties entrusted to the tuo officers,

justifying the differentiation. This uas apart frotn the

fact that the matter had beBii set at rest by the Rules?

notificationsy circulars and orders which had been
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V

issued demarcating clearly the func'cions and jurisdic

tion of ths tuo. In this contaxt, ths Supreme Court

also referred to its dacision in Federation of All India

Customs and Central Excise Stanogr spher s (Racognisad)

and Dth'.-irs Vs. Union of India & Others, 1988 (3) SCC

91 j in uhich it nas observed that diff ersntiation in

tuG classes could, bs justified on the basis of the nature

of th8 type of uork done. The same amount of physical

work may entail different quality of uiork, soma mare

sensitive, some requiring more tactj some less - it

Varies from nature and culture of employment. It uas

further observed as follousJ-

The problem about equal pay cannot always
be translated into a mathamatical formula. If
it has a rational nexus with the object sought
for .».3 certain amount of value judge
ment of the administrative authorities uho are
charged with fixing the pay-scales has to be
left uith tham and it cannot be interfered with
by the Court unless it is demonstrated that
either it is irrational or based on no basis
or arrived mala fide either in 1 au or in fact,"

26, In the light of ths legal position enunciated by

the Supreme Court in the aforesaid judgementsj fixation

of pay of 3unior Engineers in the C,P,'J,D, in two scales

and provi sion' f or giving high'^r pay-scales in respect of

75 par cent of the postsj cannot osr se be said to be

illegal or unconstitutional, Tha decision to upgrade

75 per cent of the posts of 3unior Engineers has been

taken pursuant to the r ec ommandation s of tha Pay Commi-

ssion and of an Expert Committee uhich had considered

the .matter in depth, also taking into account the

r epr sssn ta-tion s made by the Junior Engineers Association

and the recommendations made by the respondents themselves
• ,

15,.,
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for grant of a uniform scala to all ^he Dunior

Engineers, Us are also not impressed by tiie contGnticn

of the applicants that the Fay Cornrrii ssi on had rnads a

d'i'fferent racominendati on in regard to Inspactors of

'uJorks, Grade I in the Fcailuays and Suodt, 3/R, Grade I

in the '"Ulitary Engineering Service, as the applicants

not establishsd that th s nature and dutiss of these

posts and the qualifications and msthod of recruitment are

thFi same as that of Junior Engineers in the C,P,U.D,

Similarly, there Ciinnot be any comparison of the nature,

duties and responsibilities of che Junior Engineers and

Draughtsmen Grade I in the C.P^LieD, as the tuo categories

erforrn different types of functian. It is true that the

srnment havs decided to upgrado the pay-scale of the

posts of Junior Engineer in the P & T 100 per cent. Hers

again, the applicants have not established that the

nature, duties and responsibilities of the t'u '̂o posts

are comparabls.

27» in tha instant case, the raspondsnts have notified

the recruitment rules for Junior Enginsars in IDS? aro'jidinc]

for two grades - Grade I and. Grade II - uith different

iT.ethods of recruitment. The respondents haua also stated

that Grades I and II of Junior Engineers i'lavs not yet

been introduced in actual practice and that different

job functions and duties will be assigned to the officinls

iJorking in the tuo grades. As the methods for appointment

to the posts of Junior Engineer Grade I and Junior Engineer

Grade II are different under the recruitment rules

\

C.""

P

2ov



-.15-

and as the tuo posts uJill bs assignsd differont jobsj

Ffjnctians and duties, the provision for upgradation of

75 per cent posts of Junior Enginsers uith s higher

pay-scalej cannot be called in quastion,

28« In the conspectus of the facts and circumstances

of the Case? the application is disposed of u/ith the

following orders and directions?—

(i) I.J0 uphold the validity of the prescription

of tvjo different pa/-seal as to Junior

Engineers in C.P.J.O, and upgradation of

75 per cent of the total number of posts,

in accordance uiith the recruitment rules

notified on 26.5. 1987, Houevsrs the higher

pay-scale shall not be brought into force

unless the suitability of the promotion of

junior Enginaersj •3" Grade II to Grade I

is considered by the O.P.C, , in cccordancs

uith the Office namorandum issued by them

on 1 1 . 6. 1987.

(ii) 3afore making any appointment to the posts

of Junior Engineer Grade I, th s' r espond ent s

should also amend th e ' r ecr ui tmsn t rules so as

to soecify tha job functions and' duties to be

assigned to the Junior Engineers working in

the two grades,

(iii) Tha respondents shall comply with the above

directions uithin a period of four months

from the date of communication of this order.

There will be no order as to costs^

-V t

(D, K, Ch^akr av or'ty) • (>P. K, Kartha)
Administrative riember Vice-ChairmanxJudl, }


