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Hon'ble Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava, V€,

Ministry of Defence dated 15810.84 by which fh@ﬁtuq;:dl
grade-structure policy for technical trades as.' .f
skillsd, High skilled Grade II and High §Rillad“5@§i;
I in-pay scale of 260-480, 330-480 and 280560 ¢ 1
23 trades and non=available trades grouped togstl’nr' 3
shall be affected wie'.f'e 15°10.84 but the policy has
been implemented to only six trades,The applicant 5
isrfhe Trade line-man and was promoted to Cable
Jointer/Armature Winder/Electrician /Instrument
Repairer and further;ége Armature {inder/Electrician/
Instrument Repairer in next higher Grade of Charge,
Electrician under the Old Promotion Rule and since
the. Electrician have been inducted into the newly
created three—-grade-structure policy and the remaining
other sister trades like Armature Hindér /Instrgmentx
Repairer/able Jointer left in the old Scheme with
the result that the Edectriclans have further been
promoted to the Grade o Charge Electrician blocking

B
completely the applicant trade which caused irrepagable

injur=y to the applicanth

2. The respondents have tried to resist the
claim of the applicant stating that it relates to
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prmw as higm.y ski 11‘3! & ‘@rﬁﬂe 31 ; %

on which he was working

pal:l% As per old Recruitment Rults E g o s

Armature Winder and Repairer having thmwﬁ

service and qualified in the tg&d&*ﬁasﬁxﬂwﬁgkii -
to the post of Charge Electrician but in pur

of the policy laid down by the Government of _ '
vide letter dated 15%10.84 in the three—grade strﬁ
policy the post of Armature Winder was not includté

in the list of eligible categories for promotion an&
2s such the applicant was not entitled or eligible
promotion to the post of highly skilled Grade II or

post of Charge=Electrician. | i

3. The fact is that the Armature Winder is a
trade similarly situated at par with Electricigns
and both are b emanating from the common Feeder
Trade i.0. lLine man and were at par in the old
promotion rule. Thus, according to the arplicant, he
was a Line man and was alsoentitled to the promotional
post but the three—grade-structure policy has dapriv&d
x# the applicant for the same without any rhyme and
reason and there is no valid reason for this
classification which excluded one category out of of
the categories which was governed by the same rules |
and under the same channel of promotion. The
applicant has been redesignated in 1988 but has not

been promoted to the promotional post. There appears

+to be force in the contention raised on behalf
of the applicant that the policy decision has
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‘The applicant £1led represe: n aga
bﬂt his napris&&%atien-wwa not hﬁif?ﬁt

counsel for the applicant tried }a m
the case of Supreme Court whichﬁthﬂagﬁ not
applicable to the facts of the case but ﬁhﬁ

reasonings of the same suppert contention ﬂf‘%ﬁﬁz
learned counsel for the applicant’. Reference hﬂﬁ-ﬂﬁ
been made to ‘'Bhagwan Da "
Indiz ' 1987 ATC 136 in which only some tradBS‘wtmg“;-

upgraded and the remaining trades were not ungra&né*

the Court held that it is = violation of principle
of 'equal pay for equal work'i. In that case also
+there was question of various jobs!‘The cas> of é
+he applicant dessrves consideration and we cannot
grant any relief as it amounts to variation of

the poliey decision® We direct the respondents €O
consider the matter again in the light of the
obsarvations made abotand in the light of provis_i@ﬁs
under Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of

India and the principle of 'equal pay for equal work'
should not be viclated. lat a decision in this

behalf be taken within a period of three months

from the date of communication of this order

taking into consideration all the re levant facts

and circumstances and the principle that there

should be no discrimination as the principle of

equal pay for egual work has come to stay in this ;5






