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IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,ALLAHABAD GENCH-ALL

TeRNo, 1063 of 1986,
(0,5, No., 1408 of 1984),

-
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Sri Kesar Ua® & othorsssecececscsccess ceccsccae | \pplicent s,

Versus i
The Unicn of India & one anothergessces ®osceccce ﬁ'i]l}r AI _-_“-’L.l{;;: _
4 : ey ‘“,‘i’_ .
| Hon'ble M, Justice U.C,Srivasteva=V.C T
v Mt . I 2 L . ',, :--. X
( K | .
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The above described suit has been received in this Tribunal
by way of tranaferunder Ssc, 29 of the llhthtr;tiw _Trmm-_" _ .'.*
Act, 1995.5' The plaintiffs numbering 29 m all employed in thn . i
Ordinance Equipment Factory, Kanpur and in this suit they heve j
prayed ror a ddcree of declaration that they are entitled for

promotion on the posts of &.Ipnruimg};rﬁt‘ttnapcuuﬂ effect from the

date of promation of their juniors and ror a direction ror their
promotion with all nm.uﬂmanthl pererits, ,
3
20 The plaintiffs, whose initial eppeciptwent wae on the post _[
of Tailor 's' in due course wers promotea as Teiler 'C’ ana thers —
atter they were put on the posts of Examiner, The case of the

plaintiffs ie that the next higher post for promotion is that

of Supervisor, for which examiners are also eligible; they have
passed the trade test and all processes for their promotion were

completed, nothwithstanding this and their continued good work,

they were by passed and their juniors working in the Tailor Grade. |
were promoted, They represented to the authoritiss pointing out
the anamolies, byt to no effect, The plaintiffs allegee discrd-

minatory and unequal treatment on the part of Gemeral Manager

(0efendant no, 2) in that yhiteTailor *A' Tailor Mistri A’ were my
giveni promotion as supervisors, EXaminers are kept out, Plnintiff'.d:

claim their promotion am on the basis of seniority and eligiblity
having passed the trade teste,

3¢ The defendantes coptested the suit and in their written ’#

’ \ statement , it is pointed out that prior to 1,1,1973 there were :i 2
3
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fou grades of Teilors known as Ay -E-i'**'ﬂ;:%" &D "i&?.~-EL:':_.-:_:.ff__,-&“.‘i_'.u scales

of paye After 1973 C & D grades wer® _;-g.,f, *.i .....
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grade 'A! cam® to exist, Grade "A' is a highly dcfi J
‘1

in 1981, thercowas further merger by which nm.y

and those in the Tailor Grade'A! was eligible for pr
the next grade of supervisor.In the case of the putnﬁieﬂg s
ie stated that they opted for the posts of examinors on thots S
oun accord after 101473y accordingly they were posted as 3uniiiq§~
oxaminers The channel of promotion for junior examiner P

different from that of Tailor, The post of Examiner is semi =

skilled while Tailor 'A' is highly skilled post and Supervisor
post is still further upe There cannot be a jump from m-u:t'
okilled to Supervisors’ posts skipping skilled and highly
skilled grades, The défendants deny that there is any trade
test for promut.iun as Supervisore. The allegatione at '..nllﬂd.ton,,
discriminatory treatment are denied, According to defendants,

the posts of Examiners and Tallors are not comparabl®, they
are of different gadras with different channels of prmotionﬁ-
we have hesard the counsel for the parthu._':r:hrhun

also carefully exanined the record, So far as the facts of the
case are copcerneds there is not much dispute. Evidently
the plaintiffs were sanior to the Teilorgmentioned in para 3
of the plaint, The saniority position ceasad to pe of any
relevance .oncs, the plaintiffs opted for u;:anil\Brl line and
were appointed as Junior Examin®rSe It would appear at that
point of time, the grndsi in the Examiper Line were more
attractive than thoss of the Tallors grade, There were as
many as four grades in Examiner Grade 1.0 salaction grade
Examiner on scale 280 - 560, Examiner Grade-1 on scals of
Rs. 320 = 400, Grads 11 on sgcale 260 - 350 and :Juniur

Exaniner on scale 240 - 290, while thera werse only tuwo grnﬂu:

f Teilors
i.,0, Grade sA' and '8B' on scales 260 to 350 and 210 - 290,

s

The plaintiffs by opting to the Examiners Line, were al.tqi.b].a
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for the highest grade 1.0y 380-560 in E’f"#{tr H urther it
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wpeer that. coneecuantfHEsger of Geedea in the Tatirs 1imm g

ONG grade i.e, 'A' Grade came to exist end those in | L*,_t rs

r

Line received promotion according to availablity of the 1:?;:_ s |
in the higher grades, From the rscord it is borne oyt 1{*’

J
Examiners cadre and Tailors cadre are different and the chann "~”" |
of promotion is also different, May be the examinars are alsg
required to be qualified in tailoring, byt the duties and
Fesponsibilitfes of these two gadres are different, The junior
examinep .tl‘ruquir-d to receive raw.material, Supervise produyction
» maintsnance of wage records and record of production, The
tailorson the other hand are required to provide design inputs,
Cutting, stitching and f.i.niﬁil;g of the material, Undoubtedly
the work of the tailors is more ardous in nature as physical
stamina and skills of higher nature are called for, The T-:l.‘l,ora‘
grades are categorissd as skilled and highly skilled while the
Examiners are in Semi-skilled category, The Examiners presumeably |
look after production management while the tailors are engaged
in production activities, The department has categorised thess
Ccadres as Semi skilled and highly skilled ete, on an analysis of &
technical and others skille Tequiredlfor the Job, e cannot go
into that aspect, The post of Supervisor is high up and it is
open only to those in the tailors grade, The ¥ Examiners can look
for promotion in their own channel, The Examiners and Tailors
Gonstituts the different cadres with different channels of
Promotion, In these back ground of the matter,we are of the view

that there ig no merit in the case of the plaintiff who k39 on
their own opted tg go to the Examiners line and have been

appointed as Juniop Examinexs and they warse only eligible to be

Promoted in that line, ¥ do not ges any merit in the case and
the suit is 1iable to be disnissed, 8ccordingly it ie dismissed

";t O order _s to the coatg, V
| HW Vice Chairman,

Ots 4. 1992,
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