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Communication Departmentw The poat of Ma@ ”.m "o
in the Civil Wing is interchangeable. .Thva IAI«I"'# |
Central Pay Commission was set-up on 2.,4.70 n
submitted its report in the year 1973. The

recommendations of the Third Gentral Pay fﬁimﬂ-’éﬁ v

were not impilemented by the Government for ‘Eﬁé‘f
Draughtmen of the Central Public Works Departme !“*
though they were recommendedﬁ.{ he aforesaid scala |
Ultimately the matter was referred to the Arbitrs
and the Arbitration gave their award to the e.f_f‘;'_-’__

that the scale of Draughtmen Grade III should be
330-560/= and consequently that of Draughtmen Gﬂag‘“ {
11 as F5,425=700 and that of Draughtmen Grade I as ¢ !
550-750, The Draughtmen (ér:ade III , employed in 'the I rﬁ
Civil Engincering wWing of Post and Tegraphs thus ’I :‘T;"
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Thim Central Pay Gemmissienﬁs ?J:Bpﬁ_":éﬁf 3t

directed that their pay may be na'&iam
w.e.fe 22,8,73 1in the revised pay sca].&s ﬁl ]
if any, be allowed with effect from 16,511.':;?&3 %
applicants have asserted ;thﬂ duties, functian“s ar

qualificatmns for recruitment for the .pag:b q_'f_

praughtman in the aforesaid department . “The app
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cadre is the same and yet they were d&pér‘l;ﬂd of t‘ﬁ‘g .

said scales The same question came for considarien
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‘ pefore the Guwahati Bench of Central Administratiy «-‘&1 3* “*
ribunal in O.AsNosl61‘of 1987 !Manmohan Vs¥ Ihe |
D.li.Phones & others! decided on 3.8.88. It was not _ | +
in that case that the SLP, filed by the Union of Indj iﬁ‘*ﬁ
was dismissed as withdrawn. The same view was taken
and it was directed by the Guwahati Bench that the ..
applicants were entitled to the scale of pay in terms
of the Third Central Pay Commission as have been given ‘ L.
to the corresponding category of employees in the 4N
Central Public Works Department weeefe 2238.73 and tha ? v?‘ﬁxf

L// pay of the applicants may be notionally fixed weedt® B
25,8,73 in the revised scale and arrears, if any, _' "
be allowed w.e.fes L0.11L.78. : |
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