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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI
DA TO. 131172004

Thiz the 23rd day of March, 2005

HON'BLE MR. S K. MALHOTRA, MEMBER (A}

Omprakash S/o Shri Ram Pat,
Aged about 38 years,
R/o Vill. Ranthola P.O. Naagloi Delhi-41.
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5 2. Shrt Rameshwar Shak S/o Sh. Sham Dev Shah,
Aged about 41 years,
??Jc A-104, Gauray Magar, Prem Magar Phase II

T34 LR b8

WNangloi, J_)e.uu-cl 1

3. Sh. Surender Singh Rawat, /0 Sh. Gokul Singh Rawwat
Aged about 46 years,
Rfo X-A/43A Budh Vihar Phose-1 Delhi-41.
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‘ 4. Sh. Dadhibal Bhagat S/0 Sh. Adhrfi Lal Bhagai,
- ‘ Aged about 42 years,
R/o E-479 Wadipur, Delhi.

5. Sh. Ashok Eumar S/o Shri Rem Lal,
Aged about 38 vears,
R/o RZ-55, Mangloi Saiyad, Delhi-87.

8. Sk. Satyawan
R/e Vill & P.0. Nilothi, Nangloi, Delhi-41.

All working as Rope Warkers in the Ordnance
Depot, Shalur Basti, Respondent No.2.
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(By Advocate: Sk. Deepak Verm a}
Versus

Union of India throngh

L The Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
Morth Block New Delhi.
2. The Commandant,

Ordnance Depot,
Shakur Basti, New Delhi,

{By Advocate: Mrs. Dromila Safaya)
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HONBLE ME. FISTICE M.A EHAN, VICE CHAIRMAN I -
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- By Hon’ble Mr. Justice M.A Xhan, Vice Chairman {I}

Applicant h}?}' filed thiz OA Tor a direction to the respondents to refix the
pay of the applicant wi the skilled grade of Rs.260-400/950-1500/3050-4550 |
from 15.106.1984, the date from which all other semi-skilled categories have
been placed in this grade and grant consequential benefits arising out of the
refixation of pay.

2. Applicants are the Rope Workers working in the Orduance Depot of the
respondents.  They were in the semi-gkilled grade of Rs.2650-4000 w.ef

, —

1.1.1996.  According to the appiicml’«% they were skilled workers but were
erroneously placed in the pay scale which waz admissible to semi-skilled
category.  All the artisans were placed in the skilled category since 1994 but
the category of Rope workers and some other categories were wrongfully placed
in semi-skilled category.  The category of tailors/tent menders who were also
similarly placed, however, huve been placed in the scale of Rs.950-1500 (pre-
revised) and Ru.3050-4000 (revised) and the arrears were also paid to Lmn

‘Other artizans like patnters, uphostlers, packers etc. who were also mn the semi-
gkilled category grade have been granted the skilled category grade as above.
The painters, uphostlers, packers efc. who were in the pay scale of Re.800-1150
like the applicant have also been placed in the category of Rs.950-1500 from
1984, Category of tailors, rope workers, tent menders, however, were
wrongfully excluded from the list of categories of semi-skilled grades when
other categories were upgraded to the skilled grade.  There was another
category placed in the feeder caiegory of Rope Workers which was designated
as Rope Worker Mate and it was aiso placed in the same scale of Rs.800-1150
{(R=.2650-4000 revised) as  given to Rope Workers which were higher
promotional post. Skilled categories were given three grades comm encing from
R5.260-400 (pre-revised) on the basis of recommendations of Ancmalies
Committee vide letter dated 15.10.1984. These recommendations were carried
out in respect of all other categories of Ariisans but some categories wcluding

the Rope Workers were wrongfitlly excluded from this list.  Tailors filed a
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petition in the Guuenhaii, Caloutta and some other benchen of this Tribunsal
praying for upgradation of that posi to the cateogry of skilled worker in the pay
scale of Ra.950-1500 (pre-revised). These OAs were allowed and the tailors
have been upgraded from semi-skilled (o skilled category in the scale of Rs 950~
1500 (pre-revised) and Re.3050-4590 {revised).  Copies of the order of the
Tribunal is annexed with the OA. Ceartain other categories like Tent Menders,
Rope Workers, Chuckler, Cycle Fiiters aiso filed OA-196/99 before the
Guwahati Bench who were denied the skilled grade of Rs.260-400 wef
Ociober 1981 in accordance with the Government of India letter dated
15.10.1984.  This OA was allowed by order dated 3.5.2001 with a direction to
the respondents to decigre the grades of Tent Menders, Rope Workers, Chuckler,
Cycle Fitter as skilled workers and provide the benefit thereafter subject to the
sanclion w.ef. 9.11.1984 in ferms of the Government of Tndia letter dated
15.10.1984 az modified vide letter dated 18.3.1993. The applicants of aforesaid
OA have already been placed i the skilled grade and their pay has also been
reftxed from 1984 and the arrears have been paid.  The claim of the applicant
has been rejected by the respondents on the ground that they were not party to
the earlier cases.  Applicants were similarly situated pérsons and were entitled
to be placed in gkilled caiegtﬁ‘y as was done in the case of other artisans
particularly when it has not been denied by the respondents that the duties,
functions, responsibilities and qualifications ete. of the applicants are similar to
those of the Tailors/Tent menders. Applicants, therefore, were entitled to the
same grade.

3 This OA was contested by the respondents on merit. It is contended
that the applicanis were empioyed in Ordnance Depot and in accordance with
the recommendation of 5% Pay Commission Rope Workers were given pay scale
of Rs.2650-4000 and were treated as semi-skilled workers, An Expert
Classification committee was set up by the Ministry of Defence in October 1974
in pursuance to the recommendation of the 3% Pay Commission. ECC adopted
poinis rating method for evaluating more than 1700 Industrial Jobs after

assigning specific weightage fo various factors such as education, training,
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submitted its report in January 1979 recommending 9 pay scale from the
unskilled category to the higher skilled grade-I.  The recommendations of the
BECC was examined by the eabinat for fitment of Industrial worker which wers
sanctioned vide letter dated 11.5.1983. The trade of the applicant was not
apgraded by the ECC or the anomalies comumittee, as they did not fulfil the
criteria for upgradation based on points rating method. QA-1326/1996 was
based on CAT Guwahati Bench Order and the judgement was applicable to the
tailors and not to the Rope W;}rkers. It is further submitted that the pay scale of
skilled category is Rs.3050-4000 and pay scale of semi skilled category 1s
Ra.2650-4000 Artizans like welder, Armourer, Electrician, Blacksmith,
Carpenter and joiner, packer, paini‘er and decorator are i skilled category
whereas brazier, lister driver, blackemith striker, b:cycl fitter, hammer man,
laundry operator and rope workers have not been placed in skilled category
whereas the work performed by abovementioned category of workers involves

4

less skill as compared to the eategory of Rope Workers. The Full Bench of CAT

TR

Mumbai in OA-735/1999 has reviewed the Guwahati Bench order and has held
vide order d’ned 20.6.2001 that it was not & good law.  Respondents further
submitted that after the order of tailors Full Bench at Mumbai of thig Tribunal
Id by order dated 20.6.2001 in OA-459/106" 7, 46071997, 735/1999, 740/1999,
% Tl =
891/13%3_ 971/1999. 122/2000 and 252/2000 fhe order of Guwahati Bench was
not a geod law.  Ii is further submitted that in 0A-762/2002 the order was
implemented subject to review and recovery based on the uufcc«me of the CWP
No.9536/2003 which has been filed by the e respondents qgainsi the applicant
assailing the orders in OA-762/2002 which is pending before the Hon’ble Delhi
High Cowrt.  Respondents had denied that the applicant’s duties, functions,
responsibility and qualifications are similar to the artisans and other skilled
category persons and that the applicant is a person similar lv sitnated and should
be given the bensfit of the orders.

3. in the rejoinder applicant have reaffirmed their case and denied the

allegations made by the respondents.
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3 At the time of hearing, connsel for applicant has referred to the order of

this Tribunal dated 3.5.2001 passed in 0A-196/9%. He has submitted that the
facts of the present case were exactly identical and the question of law and fact
which requires deterination in thig case are algo similar. It is submitted that
this ordex of the Tritbunal covers the present OA completely. He hasrequested
for disposing of this OA algo in ferms of the order which was passed in that OA.
Leamed counsel .‘for respondenis has agreed that the facts and the question of
. .
taw involved in the present OA were similar te the questions which were ratged
and were decided in the order dated 3.5.2001.  However, it is snbmitted that
this order has been challenged by the respondenis in WP (C) No.5539/2003
before the Hon’ble Dethi High Court and that the respondents will abide by the
o

\‘ order of the Hon’bie High Court m the writ petition.

Counsel for the parties agree that thig OA may be disposed of in terme of
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the order of this Tribunal dated 3.5.2001 in QA-196/99 subject to the ca-m—é@ov
passed by the Hon’ble High Court in WP(C) No.9539/2003 Union of India vs.
Surender Singh and whatever relief is granted to the pacties in the Writ Petition,
applicanis and respondents of this OA/shaH also be entitled to the same relief.
We e inclined to agree with the submission made by the learned counsel.

8. Accordingly, the present OA ig digposed of in terms of the order dated

2.12.2002 passed w2 OA-762/2002. Tt ts further directed that this order will be

“»

subject to the decision of the Fon’ble High Court in WP (C) No.8539/2003
Union of India ve Surender Singh and this OA shall be deemed to have been
decided in terms of the order by the Hon’ble High Cowrt passed in WP (C)
N0.9539/2003. Parties shall abide by that order. However, parties are left to

bear their own costs.

{ S.E MALHOTRA ) (MLA ITHANW )
Member {A) . Vice Chatrman {J)
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