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= IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE. TRIBUNAL .

NE“IDELHI ﬂ
- : :
O.A. No. 899/87
T.A. No. 199
DATE OF DECISION 10, 9. 1990,
= - Shri AN, Banerjee‘andﬂars. Pétitivns® Arplicant

Shri G. K, Aggaruél

Advocate for the Petitioner(s)inplicant -

) Versus V
Union of India & agnother Respondent

’
S

_Shri P.H, F" amchandani Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

The Hon’ble Mr. P.K. Kartha, Vice-Chairman (Judl,)

The Hon’ble Mr. 2. K. Chakravorty, Administrative Membar,

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? J4»
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? Y

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 ?

(Judgement of the Bench delivered by Hon?! ble P, K.

Kartha, Vice-Chairman)
The applicants, Who are working as Junier Engineers E
in the Office of the Executive Engineer, C,P.U.D. at Neu -j
Delhi, filed this spplication under Section 19 of the ;
E
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, seeking the follouwing .

reliefs:= | . _
(i) Quashing of the relevant part of the orders
contained in Government cof India, Ministry of
Finance Resolution No,14(1)/1C/66 dated 13.9.86
fixirg the pay-SCale of the apolicants (Junior
Engineers) as Rs,1400-2300 u,e.f, 1.7.1986;
o _
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(ii) .Direction tc the respondents that the pay
scale of the applicants {Junior Zngingers)
should be Rs, 164022900 w.e.f. 1.1,1986;

(iii) Direction to the respondents to grant the
applicants (Junior Enginaers> of the CHWND

the pay scale of Rs.550-900 w,g.f, 1.1.197
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(iv) Direction to the respondents to pay the

N

of nay and.allouénces arising out of the grant
of the pay scale of Rs,550-900 w,e.f, 1.1,1973
gnd Ns, 1640~-2500 u,e.f, 1.7.1986;

(v) Quashing the decisions ‘and directions conv ey ed

in Office Memorandum No, A=11014/1/86-5CYI1(vol, I1)

0.

ated 5,6,1987 and OM No,A-11014/1/86-ECVI (Vol,
IIj‘dated 11.6,1987 and the Central Public
dorks Department (Subordinate Cfficers) Junior
Engineers Grade I and II (Civil & Electrical)
‘Recruitment Huleé, 1587;
(vi) Grant of all consequential reliefs by way of
arrears of pay, and allowahces etc,
2 The facts of the case in brief are as follows, The
posts of Junior Engineer ate filled up by promotion From the
departmental candidates to the extent of 3 per cent and
by direct recruitment to the extent of 97 per cent, The
applicants have stated that Draftsmen Grade II and others
who pass the departmental compatitivc examination and
acguire the additional qualification of Diplome in Civil/
Electrical Enginesring, are promoted as Junior Engiheers%
Thie averment has besen denied by the respondents in their
counter-affidavit.
3. The Third Pay Commission fixsd ﬁhe nay-3scale of fs,
330-560 for Drafismen Grade I1 and Rs,425-700 for Junior
fngineers and Oraf tsmen Grade I,  There was also to be a

O
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selection grade.in the grade of Junior Engineers to the
extent of 15 per cent, uith the pay~-scale of Rs,550-900,
The grant of  selection grade was on the basis. of seniority-
igsxﬁcum-Fitness. The respondents have stated in their
counter-affidavit that selection grade for a post uas

- being sanctioned since the'recﬁmﬂendations of the Fourth
‘Pay Commission came intoc force, aepending upon thé extent
of stagnatinn in a particylar grade of the staff,

4,  The contention of the applicants is that ths duties
and responsibilities of Junior Engiﬁeers in CPWD aHd
Inspectors of Works Grade I in the Railways/Supdt,B/R Grade
I in the Military Enginesring Segvice (MES) are similar,
The aforesaid cadres belong to Class I1II service as the
Junior Engineers in the C.P,W,D, WUhile recommending the
pay-scaie:of Rs.425-700 fo the Junior Engineers in the
CoPoW,De’y the Third‘Pay Commission recommendsd the scale

of pay.of Fs,700-800 for InSpectdrs of Yorks, Grade I in
the éailuays and Rs,550~900 to Superintendents 8/§ Grade I
in the M.E,S.  This has been denied by the respondents.
They have pointed out that inlthe Mo £a S aﬁd the Railluays,
there are different grades of Inspectors of Works and
Supdts., besides having different duties of these officers,
5. Junior Engineers and their Hssogiatio;?/;epresentad
about the injustice done to Ehem by the Foufth Pay Commission,
They demanded that they sheuld be granted at least the pay~
scale granted td the Junior Engineers'in the MaEeSey is84
Rs.,530-900,

6. The Govaernment of India revised the pay-scale‘of
Oraf tsmen Grade II retrospebtively We Befe 11,1873 on the

basis of an award given by the 3oard of Arbitration under

On_—
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the scheme of Joint Consultative Mach inery (J.C.M.}, The
pay-scale of Oraf tsnan Grade II was revised from fRs,330-
560 to Rs,425-700 and that of Draftsman Crade I from
Rs.&ZS-?OG to 550~750, The applicants have stated that
the claim or the duties and responsibilities of Junior
Engineers were not considerad by the Board c¢f Arbitration
2s the same uwere not within the terms of reference of tﬁe

Board,

7 ihe contention of the apolicants is that the duties,

™

functlons and responsibilities of Junior Enginears are

p)

higher than thuse of Draftsmen 3Srade I, The re

pond en

8
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have denied this averment and have stated that the tuwo
categories parform totally different type of functions,
8. According to the applicants, the rescondants ought
to heve revissd their pay~-scales from Rs,425-700 to
Rs5,550-750 on the basis of the parity of the pay-scalss
recommended by the Third Pay Ccmmission and éccepted by

the Gavernment, They even claim that Junior £ngineers
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entitled to the higher pay-scale than Draftsmen Gr, I,

._i

Nis also has been denied by the respondents,

9, The applicants have étated that the Secrstary to

the Government, Ministry of Urban Qevelopment, had Qritteﬂ

to his counterpart.in the Ministry of Finance (Expenditure)
stating that the demand of the Junior Enginesrs for higher
pay-scéle should be accepted with retrospective effect, They
also Teferred to a letter dated 7,10,1986 written by a

Member of Parliament to the then Prime Minister in this
regard, The respondents have not denied tha fact that the

Ministry of Urban Davelenment had supported the cass of the

N
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Junior &ngineers for grant of higher pgy-éCales, -They
have even taken up the matter with the Fourth Pay

basis of the g
Commission on thei;ecommendatiqns made(by an expert body
appointed by it in 1982-83 to the affect that the Cadrs
of Junior Engineers be bhifurcated into tuonsegments, with
50 per cent in the ccale of Rs,425-700 znd the other 50
per cent in the scale of Rs,550-900. The Fourth Pay
Commission recommended the grant of higher pay~scala of
Rs,1640-2900 to 30 éer cent of the posts of Jumior Enginesrs
on functional basis, having regard. to the nature of duties/
responsibilitias, i )
1. On 13,8,1986, tha respondents issued a notification

regarding the revised pay-scale feor the Junior Enginesrs,

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

Sl.No, Posts Present Reviged scale
scale
1e Junior Engineger 425« 15-500-E8« 1400=40~1800-£B-
{CpuD} 15~5 60~ 20-700 50-2300

5500 25« 750=EH= 1640w 50= 2600~ E8=

30200 : 70-2500

(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 graede will
50% of the total number of posts of be allowsd,~revised
Jumior Engineer will be in the louer scale of Rs,1640-60-
grade of Rs,1400~40-1600=E8=50-2300 2600-FB=75=-2900 as
and the remaining 50% in the grade personal to them,"

of Rs,1640-60-2600-E£8~75-2900,

e ' o4 Ent | =
The Cant;al Pay gomm*331or alsoﬂ ugg@sted 5% - SON

Grade I - Frade II pay-scale on_ the pa:uern of CeP,4. 0,
The Government,vide Notification dated 13,9,1986, decided

. i PR—— ~ ol al4 L RR s’ B e 1 MY
“to makae 1t 55% -~ ﬁS% for P & 7T and 504 - 50% For C.P.w,0,
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Subsenuently, thé Government decided to upgrade the
pay-scale 100 per cent for P & T, whereas in the’case

of C.P WD,y only 75 per cent posts have bean upgraded,
and that too, as a promotioﬁ grade,

'72.I According to the respondents, action was taken

in the P &T Departmenﬁ on the asbove linés on the basis
of -the recommendations of an Expert Committes on job
BValuatiDn. |

13, The Junior Engineers' Association has opposed the
idag of bifurcation of the Cadre intc tuo cadres., According
"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 pﬁsts 0%
Junior Engineers be upgraded.and filled by hromotion aend -
by direct recruitment of Sraduates in Enginesring, This
was in thé’context of attracting Graduates in Enginesring
to the non-Gazetted level of Engineering posts in the
Department, whose entry had dwindled as a result of
certain decisions taken on the recommendations of the
Third Pay Commission, T
14, The‘applicants‘Qave referred to the setfing up

of a Cadre ﬁévieu Committee vide notification dated
16,2,1985.and have contended that uith‘this, the
recommencdations o% the Expert Committee have besn
supsrseded, Accordihg to the respondents, though a
Cadre Review Committae-has been set up, it did not

mean the supersession of the recommendations of the

Expert Committee, or their reje%ﬁion. \
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15,  The applicants have referrad to the appointment
of a Job Evaluation Committee to evaluate the joh of
Dra?témen; Grade I and Junior Engineers in the C.P, U, D,
The Committee stated in its report that thé duties of
Junior Enginsgers are‘ﬁore complicated and arduous thén
thoge of Draftsmen, Grade I in the C.P.W,D. Respondent
No.é (irector Eeneral, C.P,U.D.) issued 0O,M, dated
5.6,1987 conveying the decision of the Gévernment to-
upgrade 75 per cent of the total»poéts of Junior-Enéineers
and place these:posts in the scaie of 33'1640"2960 wee,.f,
1.141986, The Recruitment Rules for the posts of Junior
- Engineer were also notified on 56.5,1987. The 1987 Rules
laid doun thaf there will be two classes of posts, viz,,
(1) Junior Engineer Grade I (Civil/Electricel) and with
pay-scale of Rs,1640-2900 and (2) Junior Engineer Gfade
II (Civil & Eiectfical) with a pay scale of 1400-2300,
Column 2 of the Schedule of tha Rules laid dbun thﬂﬁ?l
Junior Engineer Grade I 75% of total No., of
(Civil -4 Electrical) ‘posts of Junior
: Engineers Grade 1
and Grade 11,

Junior Engineer Grads II 25% of the total Na.

(Civil & Electrical) of posts of Junior
Engineers Grade I & II.:

variation dependent
(subject to workload
of CPudj, :
Junior Engineer Grade I posts were laid doun ‘as non-
selection posts. The method of recruitment to Junior
Engineer Grade I Qas stated in column No.11 to be
"100% by promotion", Column No,12 stated that promotion

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

Electrical) with 5 yeare' regular service in the grade,

DA
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16, Fespondent No,2 issued another 0.M, on 11.5,1987

p=a
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providing that confidential reports for five years upte
the year 1984-B5, have to be considered by the D.P,C,

and that the existing posts of Junior Enginesrs in the
Selaction Grade are to be taken into account in arriving
at 75 per cent of thz posts in Grade I,

17. The respondents have statad that the Junior
Engineers and Draftsmen are technical persocnnel bslonging
to differant disciplines and the gualifications prescribed
for recruitment are also different., UWhile the post of
Oraftsmen Grade I is a promotional post which is filled
100% by promotion of Oraf tsman, Grade 11, tha post of
Junior ELnginesr is a direct recruitment post where fresh
diploma holders in Engineering are recruited,

i8. Applicant No,T1 was appoinied,gs Junior Engineer

an 25,10,1964, Agplicant Nos..2,3 & 4 were su eappointed
on 22.7,1985, 17,2.1981 and 1,5.1882. raspectively, They

. P

have stated that thay discharge the same duties, do the

ilities, irresvective

=y

same work and have the samz responsi
of their seniority/date of appointment,

19, The raspondants have stated that Srades I and II

Q.
fte
3

of Junior Engineers have not yet been introduce

w
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actual practice and that different job function:
duties will be assigned to the officials working in the

two grades,

.

(&R

20, We have gona through the records of the case af
have considerad the rival contentions, The lesarned
counsel for the applicants cited before us numerous

O
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authorities of the Supreme Court and we have duly

considered them, He has heavily relied on the decisions

of the Sunreme Court in P,

1985 supn,

Chaurasia, 1989 {1} s.C.0.

21, In Randhir Singh Vs

3.C.0. 94 and in Sta

Sauita Vs,

s Uniaom of

Union

India,

of India,

1982 (3
I
NG, GV”

Q.

SLR 293, the Supreme Court dirsctsd that the jeieses

C

G
3
0

scale of pay a

or

Railway Protection Forcae.

)

tables of Delhi Police Force should Se given the s-me

lgast on par with that of 9tivers of the

The Court, hausver, observed

that a differential treatment in appropriats cases can ba

4

justified uhere there are two hrades based on reasonable

groundsi—

1t is w=ll knoun

th
var
cul

rade,

that there can
re are different grades in a service, wi
ying gualification for entry into a oart
lar grade, the higher grade of ten being &
promotionalfavernue for officers of the
The higher gualifications for

lower
the

higher grade, which may be either academic,
qualifications or experience based on length
of service renasonably sustain the classifica-
tion of the officers into two grades with

The princisle of
egual pay For equal work would bBe =n abstract
doctrine not attracting Art.14 if sou

diffaerent scales of

ng apolied to the,
22, The principle enunc
was folloued in Ramachandr

SCC 141 and P, Savita Us,

treatment in tha pay scale

r‘)ay.

1

lated
a Vs,

Union

accar

-4

T

in &

[

in

ndhir

B

dnion of ind

of India, 19

. Iin famachandra's case, ths arbitra

dad Lo some

s
ght te

ingh's case
ias 1984 (2)
55 Supp,. {1

ry differential

<

nrof essors uwas

h

# (gses cited by the learned counsal of ths applicants:
JuT. 1290 1.7. 0Officers’ case decided by the Constitution
Benchy 1983 (3) SCC 1943 1989 Suop.{1) SCC 6105 1989
Supp. {1) SC€ 68; 1389 {2} SCC 299; 1989 (2, SCC 235;

1589 (1) ST 121; 1988 {3) SCC 354; 1988 (3) SCC 91;
1988 (1) SCC 122; 1968 Suon, S.C.C, 673; 1587 Supo. \
SCC 658; 1987 Supp. SCC 257; 1987 (4) SCC 505; 19e7(1)
SCC 5327 1986 Supp. S,C.C. 5603 1986 (1) SCC 639; 1965
Supp, SCC 943 1984 (2) SCC 141; 1982 (1, SCC 618;

1989 (2} SCC 290,
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struck deocwn, The aetitioners tharain Uarg holdlng the
posts of Professeors in the Indizn Veterinary ssearch

Institute under thse
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The pay scale of professors underuent revision. The
ngw recryits got the benefit of revision of scales, but
not the pstiticner, Hz was alloued to continue in the

old scale, He challenged that discrimination in the Court

as being viclative of the right to have ecual nay fo

=1

equal work, The Supreme Court accepted the contention
and cbserved as followsi-

“The case in hand is a glaring examople of
discriminatcory treatmsnt accordsd to old,
experienced and hithy qualified hands with an
gvil sye and unegual hand and the guaranteas
of equality in all its pervasive character
must anable this Court to ramove discrimina~
tion and to rastore fair olay in action, Mo
attempt was made to sustzin the scales of pay
far the post of Profasssor on the doctrine of
classification becauss thas classification of
axiating incumbents as being distinct and

eparate from nawly recruited hand with flimsy
ch ange in essential nualification would be
uhol_y irrational and srbitrary, Thz cese of
the petitionsrs for being put in the revissd
scale of Hs,1120-1630 from the date on uwhich
nawly created posts of. PFrofessors in sister
discipline in IVRI and other institutes were
created and filled up in revised scale is
unanswerable and must be conceded,”

23, In Savita's case, the artificiel division of
Senilor Oraughtsmen in the Ministry of lefence Producticn
with unegual scales of pay was struck down, The Suoreme

Court obsarved that "where all relevant consideraticns

nd dis-

iy}

are the same, persons holding identical nosts

charging similar duties should not be treated differently®,

‘

Tha Senior Oraughtsmen, diviced intc two groups were in
the same dapartment doing identical ‘and the same work. It

!
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was Not a case cof differant *rJdas created on the ground of

higher qualifications, either academic or otharuwise, or an

0

entitlement by any othear criteria lzid doun, The Justi-
fication for this classification was by the mere accident
of an earlier entry into sesrvice, The Junrumg Court held

that this was not justified

N
I~

. In Savita's case, ths first and second Pay
Commissions sat un by the Government of Indiz had

o
v

recommended the same scales o

O
a1

pay for all the Ssnior

Draughtsmen, The Third Pay Commission recommended division

'

of Senior'Oraughtsmen into two groups with differant scales

o) - - i
pay. 506 were put in a hisher sczle of nay and 507

others in a lover scale of a3ay, The Suorame Court chbserved

that the above differsntiation wzs not based on any intelli-
ible ground, The jroup of Oraughtsmen entitled to the

\ .
higher sctale of oay Wwas not selectad by any arocess nor was

\J
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o
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o
e
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it based on any merit-cum-senicrity ba
cnly on seniority-cum-fitness, Both thess types of
Craughtsmen did the same work and discharged the same
functions and dutieé. The Supreme Court cbserved in this
context cs followsi.

ion, the Government
ourt of cartailn

Hn.n."ror C
must be ab

?

1 t c
ather tasts wh are non-axistent, in this
casz, since it is not in dispute that Senio
Araughtsmen, belonging to thz two Divisions,
do equel and same work, In view of the tontal
ahsence of =2ny plsza on the side of the
responcents, that the Senior Draunghtsmen uho
are placed in the degﬂtageDus qroug, do not
serform vork and duzies morte onerous or
different from the work porformed hy the
apiellants group, it Wwill hmvs toc he held that
this grouping violates Article 14 of the
Constitutian,®

24, Je may ncu dasl uith the decision of the Suosrene

Court in Chaurasia's czse, In that case, the Suprame

Court.unheld the decision of the State Sovernment of UlP.

RN
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to giwe a higher payQSCalé to Bench Secretsries Grade I
to the extant of 30 per cent of the tatal poééé and a
louer pay»scalg for the remaining posts. Tha Bench
Secretaries were posted to work in the ﬂllahabad‘High
Court, Thé Supreme Lourt upheld the eecision of the
Government which uas based an the ;acoﬁmandati”ns aof the
Jay Commissiong. In arriving at this conclusion, the
Supreme Court cbssrved that-ail Banch Sscretaries may’

' do the same work, but their quality of work may'diffef.

“

of & High

J

i

O
[©}

<t

ua

“

Unrder the Rules. framed by the Chief !
Court, Bench Secretaries Grade I, were celected by a

bl
i

Selection Committee, Ne selection was based on merit
with due regard to seniority., They were selected among

the lot of Bsench Secretaries Grade II, "When Bench

)

4
i

Sacretaries Grade I

acquired experience and also
displayed mcre merit, they were appointed as Bench

L

Secretarvies Grade i. The Supreme Court observsd thai the
rules thus made a proper classification for Ehe purno se
of entitlement to higher pay-scale., The Allahabad High
Court had guashed a part’of the notification issued by
the Government which creatsd Bench Secretaries Grade I,
though it did not guaskh the rules relatinqito promotion
to that cadre, The High LCourt had dirscted that all
Bynch Secretaries, irrespsctive of their grades, should
be given the pay-scale admissible to Bench Secretariss,
Grade I, The Supreme Court obsasrved thet the High Tourt
na? completsly overlooked the criterion provided under
the Rules, The merit qoverned the grant of higher pay-
acale and. that merit would be evaluated by a competent

authority, The classification made under the Rules,

O

17
e p * o0 ~a o



therefore, could not be szicd toc be violative of the

right to have !equal pay for enual work’,

o
Q.
G
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25, Feference may also be made to the rscent

Suprema Court in Hundrai Kanyalal Sajnani Vs,

of th 3

o
©

Union of India, 1920

Pagay
-
N’

492, The qQrisvance of

"

1L

SC AL
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oy . / L. ;
he petiticners in f. the pstitions decided by the

(e

Supreme Court was that the classification of ITOs into

[}

two classes, namely, Group 'AY and Group 'B?, Was

8]
F—
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w
-
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2
1,
-2
i
O
-

discriminatory and violative of Arti

the Constitution becasuse (a) the classification uas not

—n
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made on an intelligible diffe

differentia had no relaticnship to the ebject scught to

he achiegved by the Income Tax fcty 1961 inasmuch ag the

officers belongiﬁg to the two groups did idaentical uvork

ormed identioal Functions, It was =lsu the
£

contention of the pztitioners that their work and posts

interchangeable and in practice they formed one cadre.

are

It

Wwas alleged by them that by maintaining the differsntiation

the Governmant in effzct was denyl goual opportunity.s

ng
equal pay and eoual status to officers deing identical

I

work and performing identical functions, The Suoreme
Court referred to its earlier decision in K, M, Bakshi
Ys. Union of India, 8.I1.08, 1962 S€ 1139 and held thst

there was a difference in the nature, scons and responsi

hility of the duties antrusted to the two officers,

£
[n3]

justifying the differentiation, This was apart from ths

fact that the matter had beeg set at rest hy the Rules,

0

notifications, circulars and orders which had been

O~
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issued demarcating claarly the functicns and jurisdice
tion of the two, In this contasxt, the Sunreme Court
also referred to its decision in Fedgration of All India
Customs and Central Excise Stsnographers (Racognised)
and Othears Vs, Union of India & Others, 1988 (3) sCC

91, in which it was cbserved that differentiation in

tuc classss could be justified on the basis of the nzature

of the type of work done, The same amount of physical
work ‘may entail different guality of work, soms more
sensitive, some requiﬂiﬁg more tact, some less - it
varies from neture and culture of employment, It uas
further observed as followstias

Meesesihie problem about ecual pay cannot aluays
be translated into a mathematiczl formuyla, If
it has & rational nexus with the objsct sought
FOTevseesaeesaed CENLain amount of value judge-
ment of the administrative authoritiss who are
charged with fixing the pay-scales has to bs
left with tham and it cannot bs interfered with
by the Court unless it is demonstrated that
gither it is irtrational or based on no basis
or arrived mala fide either in law or in fact. ™

26, In the light of the legzal position enuqciéted by
the Supreme Court in ﬁhe aforesaid judgsments, fixation
of pay of Junior E£nginmeaers in the C.P.W.D. in tug scales
and provision for giving higher pay-scalss in respect of
75 per cent of the posts, cannot ner se be said to be
illegal or unconstitutional, - Tha decision to upgrade
75 per cent of the posts of Junior Engineers has been

_ \
taken pursuant to the r@commendations of the Pay Commi~-
ssion and of an Expert Committee which had considered
the matber in depth, also taking into account the

representations made by the Junior Engineers Association

and the recommendations made by the respondents themselves

Q-
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for grant of a uniform scala to all the Junior
Enginegers, We are also not impressed by the contenticn
of the applicants that thé Fay Commission had m:
different recommendation in ragard to Inspectors of
Works, Grade I in the ftailuays and Supdt, 3/R, Grade I
in the Military Engineering Service, as the spplicants
have not established that the nature and duties of these
posts and the qualifications and method of recruitment are

the same as that of 1unlor Erngineers in the C.P,LW,D,

Similarly, thare cannot be any comparisan of the Nnature,

3
[

nee:

+j

3 af

Jois

duties and responsibilities of the Junior Eng

Oraughtsmen Grade I in the C.P,W.D. as the tuwo categories
perform different tygss of function, It is true that the

Covernment have decided to upgrade the say-~scale of the

oosts of

Junior Enginesr in the P & T 100 per cent, Hers

again, the applicants have not established that the

[ie

nature, duties and responsibilities of the two posts
are comoarahle,

"

27 in the instant cass, the raspondentis have notified
the recruitment rules for Junior £n ngineers in 1987 providing

For tuo grades - Crade I and Grade II - uwuith different

methods of recruitment, The respondants hove also stated
thet Grades I and II of Junicr £nginsers have not vet .
been introduced in actual sractice and that diffarent

&'!3

job functions and duties will be assigned to the officinl

working in the tuo grades, As the methods Ffor aopointment

to the posts of Junior Lnginesr Grade I z2nd Junior hﬂgl er
Grade Il are different under the rescruitment rules

N

Ce”

.-qo;’lE'lﬂ’
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and as the two posts will be assignad different jobs,
Functicns and duties, the provision for upgradation of
75 per cent posts of Junior Engineers with s higher

pay-scale, cannot be called in question,

28, In the conspsctus of ths facts and circumstances
of the case, the application is disposed of with the

following orders and directionsi-

N
i

We uphold the validity of the prescriptien
of two diffeaerent pay-scalaes to Junior
tngineers in C,P,4.3, and upgradation of

75 per cent of the total number of posts,

“in accordance with the recruitment rules

.

HISHN

WO

notified on 26.5,1987, Howavers the hi
pgy—scale shall not be brought into force
unless the suitability of the promot?om of
Junior Enginesrs, = Grade Il to Grade I
is considered by the 0.P.C., in cccordancs
with the U0ffice Memorandum lssued by them
on 11,6.1887,

{ii} B8efore making any appointmant to the postis
of Junior ErAgineer Grade I, the respecndents
should alsc amend the recruitment rules so as
tolsaecify the job functions and duties to be
assigned to the Juniocr Engineers uork{ﬁg in
the two grades,

(iii) The respéndents shall comply with the above
directions within a periocd of four months
from the date of communication of this or@er.

There Will be no oroer as to costs,

1%

S -
\,'W
- 4\(\(7@
(0. Ka Chakravorty ) (P, K, S\dr\,ha>
pdministrative Member ‘ blceuCHalrman (Judl.)
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