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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ALIABEABAD,

Registration (TA) no. 1055 of 1986
: | (Suit No.544/33)

Bebbudin and others, Jveoplainticfs,
applicant,
Versus
p Union of Indis
:
.
A & Hon'ble D,S.Misra,A.M,
4 ?Ifiiffzigl’ Hon'ble G,S;Bharma,J.M.

( Delivered by Hon'ble D.S.Misra)

This is an Original Suitno,544 of 1983
whlch wes pending in the court of Vﬂhddl.ﬂhnslf
Kenpur and has come on trensfer under Sectlan 29

of the A,T,Act XIII of 1985. The plaintiffs! suit
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have been transferred to SDR section

el ,.from

11,4,1983 in en illegal menner becayse they had
demended the reqular scale of pay of Tailor Bsthat
the basic scale of the post of Tailor B has been
revised from Rs,210-290 to Rs,260-450 vide order
deted 26.,10,1981 but the plaintiffs have not been
given the benefits of the above mentioned scale of
pay,whereas the seme benefit was extended to three
other workers who were zlso designated rope splicer
like the plaintiffs,who were doing the same job as
the pleintiffs; thet/ﬁggii transfer to SDR section
N the plaintiffs have been subjected to do the work

of harness workers in an illegzl manner; that the \

cause of action arose on 26,10.1981 when the basic

scele of Tailor B was revised but not given to

the plaintiffs and again on 6.1.1983,:‘-(:/&/1'101::10& |

under Section 80 CPC wss served on the defendants,

3. In the written st-tement filed on behalf
of the defendants, it is stated thet in the yeer

1972, the plaintiffs were transferred to the Heavy
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Textile Section and received piece work wages at

per with tailors with identical basic scale of
harness workers ond that they were engcged in the
stitching job done by both harness workers and
tailors; thet the three persons mentioned in the
plzint were initially appointed on the post of
tailor and thereafter redesignated os rope splicer
énd subsequently transferred back to their original
post of tailor w,e,from 2,1,1978 in the basic scale
of Bs.210-290;thet the pleintiffs who were

initially eppointed as harness workers were redesji
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ated to their original post of harness workers in the
identical basic scele of Rs,210-290; thet the
plaintiffs heving been deprived of ény revised bzsic
scale of pay of Teilor B,they were not entitled for
redésignation from harness workers to Tailor B; that
while posted in Heavy Textile Section, the plaintiffs
had worked e&s tailors and thet they were peid wages
at par with tailors, but they were holding the post
of harness workers identical to that of Tailor B.
After the amendment of the plaint,the defendants filed:
an additional written statement,in which it is stated
that the basic sczle of harness workers has been

revicsed from 210=-290 to 260-400 w.e.f, 15,10,1984.

4, vYle have heard the arguments of the
learned counsel for the parties and we have carefully

perused the documents on record. The facts nerrated

—

above indicate that the dispute between the parties
is with regerd to the revision of the scale of pay

of the plazintiffs w.e.f. 16.10,1981 to 14.10.1984,the

date from which the plointiffs heve been given higher
L

scale of pay Rs,260-400, The plaintiffs have filed
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various photo copies of identity cardsissued to them |
extending from the year 1970 to the yeaer 1982, The |
issue of these identity cards hase not been denied

by the defendaents, However, leerned counsel for the
defendants argued thot the mere issue of the

identity card does not establish the correct ﬁesignatq-
ion of the plointiffs, Plaintiff No.l's identity cerd
dated 18.12,1980 stetes that he was working as Tailor
B, The identity cord of plaintiff no.2(Raja Ram) |
doted September,1982 slso states his status as Tailor;*
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B, identity card of Saukat Ali is not legible but
it is cloimed by the plaintiffs thet this card alse
indicates his designétion as that of tailor~B,
Regarding plaintiff no.3, it is stated that he hes
retired and his identity &nd family cord have been

withdréawn by the employer,

S."'e have considered the contentions of the
perties and we are of the opinion that the identity
carca filed in respect of pleaintiffs nos.l 92, and 4
1s a reliable evidence in support of the contention
of the plzintiffs that they were cctually employec
es Tailor B under the defendants since 1972,1It jis
¢lso established that prior to 16,10,1981, the scale
of pay of teilor B and harness workers was the same,
i.e., Rs,210-290., The scale of pay of Tailor B wes
revised w,e,f,' 16,10,1981 and that of harness workers
W.e.f, 15.10,1984, The transfer of the plaintiffs
from the Heavy Textile Section to the S,D.R,.Section ;
éppeaérs to have been done with @ view to deny the
revised scale of pay of Tailor B to the plaintiffs,
we accordingly hold that the transfer of the
plaintiffs to SDR section as harness workers in the
scale of pay lower then thaot of Teailor B weas illegal
and is therefore, held to be void, We also hold tha+

the plaintiffs were entitled to the drede of TailorB
(Rs,260-450) w,e,f. 26,10,1981 with al) consequentia}l r

benefits,
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