
CENTRAL ADr'lINISTRATIl/E TRIBUNAL

' ' , • PRINCIPAL BElVXHs NEU DELHI

OA ND. 1875 OF 1990

New Delhi this thej^E^- February^ 1995

CORAWs . • . -

The Hcn'ble Mr. S.R. Adige, Nember (A)

The Hon' ble l^rs. Lakshmi Swaniinathan, Member (3)

1, Ashok Kumar Das, s/o Sh. B,P«Qas

2, Ram Pal Singh S/o Sh. Daryau Singh,

3, F; amesh Basin s/o Sh. Ram Ashre,

4, Ram Bilash s/o Sh. Hira Lai,

5, Ram Krishan Pali s/q Sh, Fateh Singh,

^ 6. Ummed Singh s/q Sh, Cjander Singh .
7. S.K.Ganguli s/o Sh, O.N,Ganguli

8. Gaj Raj Singh s/o Sh. Lok Raj.

9. R«B« Garg s/o Sh. Tek Ram.

10. Suraj Kumar Chakroborty. s/o Sh. S.K.Chakarborty.

11. I^am f'loham Kumar s/o Sh, Lajpat Sinch
12. Gircharan Singh s/o Sh. Piara Singh.

All are uorking as Electricians (Skilled) and posted
at Ordnance Factory, Wurednacar,

District. Ghaziabad (UP),

(By Advocate Sh. l/.P.Sharma) '

l/ersus

Union of India throuah the Secretary
r^inistry of Defence,'Gout, of India
Waw Dslhi.

•Applicants,

P'' Ordanance Factories,riin^otry of Derence, Gout, of India
10-Muckland, Calcutta. *

3. The General i^snager,
Ordanance Factory, Ministry of Dsfencs, •
f '̂uradnagar, Distt. Ghasiabad(UP)

(By Advocate Shri V-S.R,Krishna) .Respondents
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Rv Hon'blft Mr. S,R.Adiqe^JflATpbgjLiAL*'̂
In this applicsfcion Shri A.K«Das and 11 Q-chers, aj.4

electrician(Skilled) in the Huradnagar Ordanancs Factory have

impugned the respondents action in not considering -unem

for promotion as Wireman^SkiHed Grade-II) + UiremanCHighs^ikiJ Jed
Grade»I).

2. From ths material on record it appears that ths applicant^

ioinsd service as uiij:eman(Skill8d). At that Lime promoViL.'̂ op,,uj,-u-

nj.tiss in ths liiirsman cadrs ucrs ncn—existsnf '̂ and tho opto

wers promoted as £lectriciana(Skilled) upon their clearinr the DGCF^
compatency tost o1:her tests^ which enabled them to be considared
for furthes-promotion in the Electrician Cadrs as EIsctricians'"'j-Di

Skilled) and (*1aster of Technician, HauBver consequent to the

Guha Committees reccmmendations, promotion opportunities opi-nsd up

in ths WirefTiEn Cadre as Uireman (SkiJled), 'uiiramanCHiahly Skilled

Grade-II) and 'uJ ire man (Highly Skilled Grade-I) ^ The applicantc

ncu uant to to the uiirBman Cadre and be considscod fcr
\

promotion as UiremanlHighly Skilled Grade~II) & Wirsnian(.Highly

^killBd Grade~l).

3. . i he respondents oppose this pr-yers avsrrino that the two

cadres . ara di^^ferent in job specifications' Skill ]ey8 .iCcTpctcncy
/

8tc. and permitting the applicants to be ccnsidersd for prornotion

in the Uireman cadre uill be unjust to the axisting uireman.

4= applicants in their rejoindsr allRoe^ that the

r3Structuring and uidening in tha i^irsnan cadre hao talcen auay the

bork performed by slsctrician and also that th,3 rBcpondencs should

have sought the applicants cp^R^a uhether they uould like tc

continue as electricians or revert to the strea?n of Liirorrian .in

t'ieu of the promotion opportunities that had been nG'jly eraated

there. It is also emphasized that the job specification for

Li'irsman and Electrician is es-^^^eH'y the same^ ths only diffsc-ncp
being that the electricians havs to pass sonie additional compEtenc,

^ tubtSj and for this a sub class of electricians should not be

crsatsd in the compcsit class of uire.nian and electrician.
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5. Ll'S have heard counj^ For both partifis , pGrused L,.6

matGL-ials on record and the matter carsful consideraticn. It

is clear that prior to this Guha ConmittcGS rscommendat ions,

'uiiraman, who had no promotion line open to them ware pc.i-ir-ic

to appsar:® for the ts3t as Electricians and uers Abi'd^id as
<1

Electricians^ provided they p0SSBSSK(csf the necessary ccr.pecrrry

.A , The Lrdanancs Factory Board houeuer appaxr.zsn a

Committee on a demand raised in the DCPl to rational^c tl'.o tr:.d -- Er,

grade structcirG of IndLiStrial Employsesj including i:.lcc(.r4.ciar£.-

and iJirsman in Drdanancs Factcries^ano this CommittBSo nar.er.-

Guha Committes^ recommended recognition oP 'fireman as an indcp-:n-

dent t^ad^3 on the basis of thair job specifications, UirBmar.

thus ars noFVf-racognised as an independent tradu. uith its uun

classification, job spscificationa, educational and cMparie-nc?;

qualifications, promotion channel, Skill lev^els as well as

nature of duties and responsibilities, as would be eiyi:-;3ni from

Annexurs R-I to the respondents reply. Under thsse circumstar

if the respondents restrict further promotion to Wireman(H«ri^

Grade«.II) and (H.S. Grade^I) to Uireman (Skilled), i.3. to thos--

'jithin the cadre of Wireman, consequent to the Guha Comnittee

recommendations, on the ground that they form a separ3tt3 cl;;;;; ,,
I fi/u'/ /A

d^stinct^^separate f/ftpm Electricians it- can not be feund that thcv

ars acting arbitrarily, perversely^ illegally, or violating

rirticles 14 or 16 of the Constitution, as the promotion channsl

of Electricians, in their oun cadre is in no way affe-ctsd.

Shri l/erma for the applicants has sought to place reliance or

the r.lings in Stat. cf ny.a.it Vs. r.1.H.Kri.,hna«rthy 1672 SLR
8o2 and DEoJhan 1/s. State or fiahsraEhtrs *1974(1) S!.R 47Q
in support of his contention that' the destincticn betu/c-n
Clcctriclars category end Wlreiwn category ie' arbitrary, is
artirlciai;„„vv„„,«^ and they ^
.ata,ory,and t.ererora the dirfereneo, in the pro.oticno;

.no case of Electricians can not be judtified. In n.ose
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judgamento it has been held that uhen th& qualificatiens

and status of persons uorkino in formerly separate units L'jie.

identical, the work was of the same nature, the standards,

objective tests precribed were identical, an-y artific^l d.£'~ti^.cL

uiould bB arbitrary, In the present caso, as pointed out •-''ir r r-
Ct'nSnhi Ifd

and Elsctricians are and recognised as separate Irade:;

by a technical .Committee ouch as the Guha Corr.pi tic.::.

uith their own classification, job specification, Educ-:^t:onal

♦ experience qualifications. Skill levels, nature of :-uti~c i

responsibilities as would be evident from t!"is annexurp. to tr:e

respondents reply ^R-I) . Under these circumstances tf"E factc
I

in the present case are clearly disting.uishable fcrr the

in the rulings relied upon by Shri Uerma, and those rLlinro,

therefore dc not help the applicant.

A'f" /;i. ^/i\

• • tl'is result/.no good grounds to interfere in this

matter ano the application fails» It is accordingly dismissad.

No costs^

:C.

'/i^7
- - Suaminathan) (S-.R,Adire;

Hember (A;


