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ORAM: 
HON BLE SHRI AKPATNAK, MEMBER(J) 
HON BLEE SHFi RCMA MEMBER(A) 

ra 	 111ape hmy Th vr3ars Df!o ajan Kanta 

aas Lua, aqeu a:3 52 veers, S/. Ar a [aua 

Ohhab Chakrabartty, aged about 52 yearsDio. Jarnn Kanta 
O hakarbarty 

afuUa Kumar Lerk. aged 	57 eis SI:. Ram3 

	

- 	 L -------------------------- 

Harekdshna Achar 

	

Bnod Ohandra 	a&i about  
Jagnnath Mishra 

E5rundaban Mohapatra, aged about 49 years, Son of Late 

\ 	- 	Krushna Moh.an Mohapatra, Ihisertod in compnce of the 
\ 	. order of ths Tribunal dated t820131 

-, 	Prasanta Kumar Pattanaik, aged about 43 years, SioKasinth 
3atnaik. 

about 40 years, Sb. R. Rudran 
:LNO.1 to ii are at present working as Civan 
-Thucation ;nstructor, Gradc and SLNoi2 is at 
resent workng as Civan Educaton nsruccor, 

the Fi 	ptm€rn, INS, Cnka, 

ppcans 

A 



2 

(iA No.411/fl 

tne Advocate(sM/s.B.S.Tnøathy !\fLK.Rat 
JPat, M.Bh.gat 

VERS1S 

Uikn of India represeited through 

1, 	The Secretary, Ministry of Defeice, Nedw D&h1410 011 

2. 	The Secretary, Ministry of Finance, Govt. of India, Department of  
Exendture, North Boc<, New D&hi-110 OUt, 

The Chief of the Navai Staff, ntegrated Headquarters of Muy o 
Defence (Navy), Sena Bhawan, New Dehi-110 021, 

The 	g Offic;r Commandng n Chef, edcuarters, Southern Navai 
Command, Ko:h-682 004 

The OF; Officer Corc'mang in Chief, Eastern Naval Command, 
Nava Base, Vsakhapatnam-530 014 

E. 	The Cornnandig Oicer, 	0hika, Dist rurda 
,.Respenderts 

By the idvca(Mr.,D.K.Behera 

MEP(fl 
The applicante. in the abc;'e mentioned origina.1 

apphcaticn have chaflenged the order passed. by Respondent 

No 2 in rejecting the proposal of the Ministry of .Defè nec for 

granting the TGT seae of pay in favour of the alicants and 

the said order having been passed in an illegal and arbitrary 

inanne:c the appicars have sougit for quaslainig of the said 

order dated. 31 	i 0 	1T. 	 /9 
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2. 	it is the case of the applicants that they were 

appointed as Civilian Education Instructors (CEIs) in the 

Education Department of INS Chilka during different years in 

between 1981 to 1997 with a pay scale of RsA4O-750/-, at par 

with the pay scale of Trained Graduate Teachers TGT). AL 

that time they were governed by the Recruitment Rules.. 1979, 

which prescribed the minimum essential educational 

qualification "a degree from a i'ecognized University with a 

diploma/degree in Teaching sound knowledge of Hind.:" and 

the desirable qualification is "one year's xperienee in 

teaching". The applicants were imparting academic 

instructions to the Boys and raLings (non-matric entxy of the 

Indian Navy, but in course of time the applicants have been 

imparting instructions to post matric recruits of the Natv and 

the entry quaIificaton of the recruits has also been raised to 

+2 Science standard, The cadre of Civilian Educational 

Instructor is unique one in the entire Indian Navy having 

strength of less than 40 and there is no avenue of prcmctici: 

as it is a non-gazetted, non-ministerial and non-industrial 

cadre. Therefore, since the inception of the cadre in the year 

956 the status and pv parity has been maintained and the 

applicants have been paid he scale of pay at pat with TGTs of 
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Kendriya Vidyalaya as they are having necessary qua]ification 

as well as experience and whenever the pay scale of TGTs is 

up-graded, the said up-graded pay scale was also paid to the 

CEIs (the present applicants) from time to time. Even the 5th 

Central. Pay Commission vide its recommendation in 

paragraph-63.84 had suggested that since the level of teaching 

imparted by them is up to Class -Xli, parity with TGTs in 

Kendriya Vidyalaya rnav be granted 	and ic.cnn-iinc;Jv 

recommended to grant the pay scale of TGTs to the CEs. 

While the malter stood thus, during the year 2006, a proposa' 

was made by the Commanding Officer, INS Chilka for 

inclusion of the said recommendations made by the 5 CPC 

in the 6th  CPC and subsequently, a strong reco:mmendation 

for modification of pay scale and designation of the CEIs was 

also made vide letter dtd.23.072007 (Annemre-A/ 1). During 

2008 when the recommendation of the 6th  CPC was 

:piernented, the applicants came to know that they have only 

V(fl the normal replacement scale of pay at par with other 

tead of of Central Govt ins  

rnc 



Chilka (Respondent No6 j \':idt ieLter dt.05,04.2008 requested 

the Respondent No.4 for melusion of CEIs in the 6th  CPC 

report (Annexure-A/ 2), ii the meantime, Respondent No.5 vide 

letter dated 15,09.20(8 implemented the recommendations of 

the 6th  CPC without considering the case of the applicants and 

without specifying the paT structure of the CE1s aiid as such 

there is anomaly in the Pay fixation, In the ahove background, 

the Respondent No.6 vide his letter dated 25.09.2008 

requested 	the headquarters for necessary c]arification 

regarding the revised pay structure of the CE1s (Annexure- 

A/3). 	The appIicants being aggrieved, also submitted 

individual represencarons before the. Respondent No.6 

requesting therein to eie v tne recommendation of the 6th 

CPC by the Anomaly Committee. The said representations 

were also forwarded by the Commanding Officer (Respondent 

No.6) to Resr,ondent No.5, vvho in his Lurn forwarded to the 

(--'hief of the Naval Staif (Respondent No.3) for necessary 

examination and consideration (Annexures-A/5 and A/6). 

Thereafter, the Respondent No.6 vide letter d41-26.01 .2CC: 

stror.iglv recommended the case of the applicants to the Flag 

Officer (Respondent No.41 as well as to the Eastern Naval 

Comm ndan t (Reson dert No.5) for iranting of pay packages 
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at par with Post Graduate Teachers (Annexure-A/ 7). The 

applicants also caine to know under the RTI Act that prior to 

6th CPC there was no anomaly in the cadre of CEIs, but as per 

the recommendation of the Naval headquarter, the 6th  CPC 

recommended grant of norma. replacement scales for CEIs 

(Annex7are-A/8). Although the Ministry of Defence submitted a 

proposal for revision of pay scale of CEIs, but the Ministry of 

Finance did not accept the same on the ground that the TGTs 

have B. Ed. as essential qualification 	whereas CEIs in Navy 

have B.Ed. as 	desirable 	qualification 	in the revised 

Recruitment Rules, 2002 (Anncxure-A/ 9). 

Q . 	Per contra, the Respondents in their counter have 

stated that the app1icans are not entitled for the pay scale of 

TGTs of Kendriya Vi.dyaIa:/a as because the essential minimum 

qualification for the post of CEis has been amended, wherein 

REd. from a recognized University or equivaien.t is a desirable 

qualifióation as per the revised Recruitment Rules, 2002 while 

TGTs have B. Ed as minimum qualification. The Respondents 

have suhlTlitted that rsor tc the th 	the ay seal. f CI 

in Navy and TGTs of Kendr:ye \Iidcalaya were at par, but the 

6th CPC had recommended hither oy sc;ales cc, TGTs but did 

1;'Cbt make ani st f rero r ide:i,n r he CEIs of Navy, 
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which created disparity in the pay scales of the CEis. The 

Respondents further stated that the recruitment rules for the 

post of GEls were amenced as per the advice of the UPSC, but 

they could not place any records to show the reasons for the 

said change in the RRs. However, in paragraph-6 of the 

counter, the Respondents haie stated that since both the 

posts of CEIs and the TGTs carry the same duties, the 

integrated headquarters of Ministry of Defence had forwarded 

the proposal for up-gradation of pay scale of GEls of Navy at 

par with TGTs for appova1, but the Ministry of Finance did 

not accept the sathe or:. the ord of minimum educational 

qualification. 

41  We have heard Shri B.S.Tripathy, learned counsel 

for the applicants and Shri D.Ki3ehera, learned Addi, Central 

Govt., Standing Counsel appearing on behalf of the 

Respondents. 

5. Shri Tripathy submitted that the applicants are 

governed by the Recrumet ules, 979 as tey have been  

recruited much prior to the Amended Recruiiment Rules, 

which came into rce fro-m. 2002 and as such. the new 

Amended Recruitment Rules, 2002 have no applicahon to the 

applicants and therefore, the action of the Respondents in 

\ALc 
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degrading the applicancs on the plea of new recruitment 

rules is illegal, arbitrari, discriminatory and contrary to the 

sound principles of law also,. According to Shri Tripahry, it is 

an admitted fact that the applicants were getting equal scale of 

pay at par with the TGTs of Kendriya Vidyalava since the 

date of their appomtment and prior to the 6d1  CPC th.e pay 

scales of CE1s in Navy were at par with the TYGTs of Kendriya 

\idyaiaya. but after 6 CPC there has been disparity. in spite 

of specific recommendation of the 511,  CPC in para634 the 

case of the applicants was not properly recommended by the 

cadre 	 authorit controlling 	y, for which the Ministry of Finance.11  

rejected the pfoposad for upgi adation of the pay scale of the 

CEIs, 	Shri Tnipathy further submitted that a1thogb t!e 

Recruitment Rules have been amended since the year 2002 

without any justifiable rns buit in fact the same has not 

yet been implemented as because a single incumbent has not 

yet been recruited as per the said revised1' amended. 

Recruitment Rules. Rather, additional Instructors are being 

recruited on contractual basis to meet the surpassing work- 

load. Tec:c. :he 	ia .*.o acre :c1a 	cs 

c 
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recruitment rules L e, SRO-235 / 2002. According to Shri 

Tripathy, as per the proposal submitted vide letter 

dtd,20J1.2006 and 17052010, the applicants have been 

shouldering the higher responsibilities having less avenue of 

promotion and the most of the CE1s who entered into the 

cadre as CEI-1I (Group-B non-Gazetted, retired in the same 

group before getting prcrnotori to the higher posts of CEI-i 

and Group-B Gazetted rank (CEO. it was due to such 

anomaly, the applicants became unequal with their counter 

parts ie. TGTs and became. downgradedalthough Cue nawr 

of duties and responsibilities of the applicants are higher than 

the TGTs. Besides, the Respondents have already stopped 

recruitment of CEIs since the year 2000, which is much before 

the new recruitment rules came into force during the year 

2002. Therefore, the amended recruitment rules, 2002 being 

inoperative and having no retrospective effect, the action of the 

Respondents in granting lesser pay scale to the applicants in 

comparison to the TGTs is not only illegal and arbitrary but 

also discriminatory and violative of Articles- 14 and 16 of the 

Constitution of India. 

Based on the above, Shri Tripathy submitted that it 

is ouite clear that the stands t.km by the Respondents in 
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their counter are ot sustain.ahe and as such liable to be 

reecred and the order dtd. I I .0320 11 in annexure-A/9 being 

riot sustainable in die eye ci law iS liable to be quashed and 

the original application should he allowed with costs. 

On the other hand. Shri D..K.Behera, learned 

AddLCentral Govt, Star.tding Counsel by refuting the 

contentions of Shri Tripath'y submitted that the 	d 

Headquarters of Ministry of Defence (Navy) has not violated 

the Articles 14 and. 16 of the Constitution of India, because all 

the grounds pifl forth by the applicants were submitted to 

the Ministry of Finance beibre taking a final decision on the 

matter. 

The (ccnment of india has introduced Assure 

Career Progression Scheme 1999 now Modified Assured 

Career Progression Scheme 2008 Lo deal with the problem of 

genuine stagnation and. bard.sh.ip faced by the ernpioees due 

to lack of adequate promotional a'zenue. These schemes are 

also applicable to the Civilian Education instructors in Navy 

fbr 	 a 	u. 	 o their .ffrianciai m grac 	 t  

meeting stipulated ::'er1na:j.ce standards. 

The Ministry of Finance has examined the proposal 

for upgradation of pay scales of CEIs n. Naciv :.t ar with TOTs 
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o. 	4-3 E-HiAi2C:- I2C ca4 14 3-ptm±ier 2012. 

9. The proposal for upgradation of pay scales of 

Civilian education 	 in Navy Nvas strongly 

reccn;mencIyi vzth 	'afic 4cn 2-v the. Cade Cnt:oling 

lu 	iC t;. 	2he '-ant-. - 	lv:; vu 	ru 	 cv t2± 

Ministry of Finance for reasons in(Jicated in the prec eciin 

paragraphs. 

IC- 	 --- - ---- 	- L 

ny2:ucuc u; 	 -- - -:i ueuvu1T2. -a he year I. 952-: 

They vere thn. e--u 	a aeelic ivs:rLuvacIrLs L) 	355 

Entry Sailors. The Boys Entry of the Sailors was upgraded 

/atr 	Recruits (MER) in the year 1977 and to Senior 

he 	 -2i 	v-au 	- Tuc -nton h 

--- 	1-L5-: 	- ------ 

- 	----cc x eq reeint of higher proficiency levels to handle 

:iophisticated weapons and equipment as well as job profile 

ecorrhig iraireL2c2-------u-'-ur nallcbnei in the Indian navy. 

-lue ':rau1u 	:- -ui eel 	-±r±: a uec±s a sc- 	ot re 

ice uc. ch 	ar:a te 	o bask raircIrh -aT-c 	hroll 	 r  

LE2s) has definitely got enhanced due to upgraded syllabus 

r 	nirement to teach - igher educational subjects. This 
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should ideally have cuhninated to m enhancement, or at 

maintaining status q.; 1tJ Dt the ensuing reduction asrl 

in status, 

Consequent upon implementation of the 5th  CPC 

recommendations, when the recruitment rules fhr the post of 

CEIs were amended, the qualification of B Ed was changed 

from essential. to desirable as per the advice of UPSC. 

However, at this juncture there is nothing on record to show 

the reasons for the said change. 

On the basis of recommendations of Departmental 

Anomaly Committee, the; r onosa was submitted to Ministry 

of Finance twice with due juc;tification for approval. ThUS the 

statement of the applicants that the Respondents did not 

act upon the recommendation made by the department 

Anomaly Committee is totally incorrect and the same is 

denied. 

Lastly, Shri Behera 	submitted hat the 

Respondents having no role to play in the action aken by the 

finance department, the O.A.. has absolutely no merit, the 

same is liable to be dismissed. 

p1icants heA7e. filed this Original pplication for 

order datc I O32Ul1 in Annemre-A/9. to 

\çc &- 
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pass 	aprcpite 	orter 	directing 	the 

Resp. idents/ Depa::it :c ctzide 	the case uf the 

applicants to grant them the pay scales of TGTs we.f. 

01.01.2006 and to pass appropriate orders directing the 

Respondents Department to extend all the service and 

consequential benefits in favour of the applicants, to which 

they are eligible and entitled,. 

From the facts narrated above, it is quite clear that 

prior to Sixth Central Pay Commission, Civilian Education 

Instructors (CEIs) in the Navy were in receipt of pay scale at 

par with Trained Graduate Teachers (TGTs) in Kendriya 

VidyaIaya. For the sake of clarity the pay scales as per the 5th 

CPC recommendations are as under. 

(a) CEIs in the Navy 
Designation Number of 	Pay scales as per 

Civilian Education Officer 03 7500-12000 
-46500-10500 Civilian Education instructor 29 

Civilian Education Instructor 
Grade I  

29 5500-9000 
Grade II  

'bi TGTs in Kendriva Vidvalava 
Designation Number of 	Pay scales as per 

posts 	5th CPC  
TGT Grade l  - 	7500-12000  
TGT Grade II   6500-10500  
TGTGrade III - 	5500-9000 

The Sixth Central Pay Commission vide paras 

3.8.21 and 3.8.22 of its recommendations has upgraded the 

pay scales of TGTs but did not make any specific 
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recomrnendaticns fc'r C Els f Indian Navy. 	By the 

rccorflmenatiOfls ci ixih Cenrai Pay Commission, the pay 

scales of TGTs and CEIs of Navy are as under: 

CEIs in Navy 
Name of the post Pay scales as As p' 6 	OFO 

per 
5011 CPC Pay scales Grade Pay 

Civilian Education Officer 7500-12000 PB-2(9300- Rs 4800 
34800) i 

Civilian Education  lnstnotor 6500-10500 -do- Rs 4600 
Grade _L___________  

Civilian Education Instructor 5500-900() i 	-do- 1 Rs. 4200 

TGTs in Kendriva \/idvalava 
Name of the post - Pay scales as 	 As per 66,  CPC 

per  
5th CPC 	I Pay scales Grade Pay 

TOT Grade 1 7500-12000 	PB-2(9300- Rs. 5400 
34800)  

TGT Grade II 6500-10500 	-do- Rs 4800 

TGT_Grade III 5500-9000 -do- Rs 4500 

17. The above anomaly has created a sense of 

discrimination amongst CEIS of Navy as they have been 

performing the same duties as that of TGTs in Kendriya 

Vidyalaya. Thus, a proposal for upgradation of pay scales of 

CEIs at par with TG-Ts was taken p  with Ministry cf Dcfccc 

for approval. The proposal was however was not accepted by 

the Ministry of Finance quoting 6th  CPC vid.e their letter UO 

No.10/1/2010--IC dated 22 Mar 2010 placed at Annexure- R/1 

which reads as under. 



4 

OANo4 I 	
atak rs4O&O, 

As ar as pay scales  are concerned, they are granted 
to a post based on the minimum educational 
qualification prescribed in the Recruitment Rules (RR) 
and not on the basis of educational qualificatic:: 
possessed by the present incumbent to the post. 

The post of TGT have B.Ed as minimum 
qualification. The minimum essential educational 
qualifications prescribed for the post of CEIs in Navy is 
Degree in Science with Physics and Mathematics as 
optional subject. B Ed has only been prescribed as 
desirable qualification. Therefore, no parity can be 
claimed between TGT and CEIs, Recruitment Rules 
for the posts of CEIs in Navy and TGT is filed 
respectively. 

18. The above facts were brought to the notice of 

Departmental Anomaly Committee meeting which in turn 

requested Integrated Heaclquartes of Ministry of Defence 

(Navy) to re-process the case for upgradation ot pay scales of 

CEIs at par with TGTs for the purpose of approval by the 

Ministry of finance. The proposal was re-submitted to the 

Ministry of Finance for approval on 1.7 Nov 2011 on the 

following grounds: 

(a) The 5th  CPC ride 	para 63.84 of its 
recommendations had equated CEIs of Navy with 
T-Ts in terms of pay scales and grade structure. 
i - ence parity in pay scales granted by one 
ommIss1on id dpnvcd by the subsequent 

- 	 - 	- 	- 

:e indeed teachers with another designation. They 

e iniparting education to the Navy recruits upto the 
VT 	

i 	31fl7 	 - 	)Ufl1. of this 

C- 
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TGTs of Kendriya Vidya.iajes. 

(c ) The statement of Vi (AC para b(a)} as quoted by 
Ministry of Finance is more in the context of posts in 
identical scales which can not he held anaiogou 
especially if their functions are totally diverse. 
Whereas in the case of CEIs of Navy it is a fact that 
their functions aic the same as those of TGTs. 

As regai ds ne specific recommendation in the Vi 
CPC report about CEIs of Navy, it is mentioned 
here that parity with the TGTs was already granted 
by the 5th  CPC to CEIs of Navy, that explains why the 
issue was not raised before the 6th  CPC 

As per the Ministry of Finance observation that 
minimum essential qualification in the case of TGT s 
is B Ed and in the case of CEIs is only a desirable 
qualification, it is stated that in the case of CEIs also 
B Ed was an essential qualification, till 2002. 
Consequent upon implementation of 5th  Central Pay 
Commission recommendations, when the RRs for the 
posts of CEIs were amended, the same was change6 
Irom essential to desirable as advised by the UPSC. 
At this juncture, there is nothing on record to show 
the exact reasons for such amendment. This may 
ore sumably be to attract more teachers and to retain 
them in Government jobs. The 6th  CPC on the same 

rinciple was inclined to recommend higher starting 
cay for the teachers from Primary Teachers onwards. 
(Para 3.8.22 of the 6th  CPC Recommendations refers). 

1) There are now only 33 persons in this cadre and 
all of them were recruited before amendment in RRs 
and possess B Ed degree. Nevertheless amendment 
'o RRs incorporating B Ed as essential qualification 

of CEIs is being deliberated upon. 

A 	amendment ot minimum educational 
' 1uaiificati.on made in the year 2002 is prospective in 
nature and has no applicability in the, case of the 

than 25 
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years and have been granted the pay scales of TGTs 
even after the said amendment., and as such the 
individuals are governed by the Recruitment Rules 
1979 and therefore the provisions contained in the 
amended Recruitment Rules 2002 	has no 
applicability in the case of these 33 CEIs. 

The 33 CEIs recruited based on SRO 165 of 1979, 
which has B Ed as an essential qualification may be 
granted upgraded pay scales at par with TGTs of 
Kendriya Vidyalaya, because amended Recruitment 
Rules 2002 has no applicability in their case. 

The case for amendment to RR 282/2002 
incorporating B Ed as essential qua].ification is being 
reviewed, 

U) The 33 CEIs recruited based on the SRO 165 of 
1979 which has B Ed as an essential qualification 
may be granted upgraded pay scales at par with 
TGTs of Kendirya Vidyalaya because, amended 
Recruitment Rules 2002 has no applicability in 
their cases. 

19. The Ministry of Finance again did not accept the 

above proposal on the grounds that. the RRs of CEI in Navy 

were amended in 2002 to the effect that their educational 

qualifications were downgraded from "degree/diploma in 

teaching as essential to degree/diploma in teaching as only 

desirabie'. This makes the post of CEI in Navy on a different 

and somewhat lower pedestal vis-à-vis TGTs and thus not 

found feasible for parity in terms of pay. In this regard, the 

Ministry of Finance ID No. 134833/E-ffl(A)/2002 dated 14 

September 2012 is relevant (Annexure R/2,3,4). 
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held that, as fr as pay scales are concerned, they are 

granted to a post based on minimum educational 

qualifications prescribed in the Recruitment Rules, TGTs 

have B Ed as essent12 onalificationis whereas CEIs in Nav\T 

have B Ed as desirable quaiific'arlarx in RF?s. Hence no parity 

can he granted between TSTs and CEIs in Na' 

Since the anomaly in pay scales of Civiiiai 

Education Enncu n iev had aiier out of the 

1 2atic±. tb 	-1 	::-::in er.: :us, 

communicated 	du :1e- 	 -nomaL s eor.r.aIt tee 

constituted by Ministry of :e-:rj- i12 necessary action, The 

d-eoartmental Anomaly Committee examined the said anomaly 

I deelded that ::-ie 'ar upgradation of pay scales of CEIs 

12ance on 20 Nov ii with due justification for grant of 

ira ed pay scales to CEIs but the san.e was however, not 
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CEIs were recruited on old Recruitment Rules (SRO 165/1979) 

which has B Ed as essential qualifications and the amended 

Recruitment Rules (SRO 282/2002) has no applicability in 

their case, where proerly highlighted while re-submitting the 

proposal to Ministry of Finance for approval. But the same 

however was not accepted by the Ministry of Finance vide 

their ID No.134833/E-III(A)/20120 dated 14 Septerriber 2012 

(Annexure R/ 4). 

We have considered the rival submissions of the 

learned counsel for both the sides and given our anxious 

thoughts to the arguments advanced at the Bar. 

It is an admitted position that while the applicants 

were recruited as CE1s, REd, was the essential qualification 

and this being the geness of the matter, the 5th  CPC did not 

alter the pay scale of the applicants at par with TGTs of 

Kendriya Vi.dyaiaya which was a long drawn process and 

accordingly, as per its recommendations, the pay scale of CEIs 

remained in tact at par with TGTs of Kendriya Vidyaiaya. It is 

the only stand point of the Respondents that pay scale is 

determined with reference to qualification prescribed for the 

post and since the qualification B.Ed. presently is desirable 

qualification for the recruitment to the post of CEIs in view of 



arnendnent to the Recruitment iC.S th bad taken 4ace in 

the year 2000, the applicants arc ne entitiec to oaj scale at 

par with TGTs of Kendriya Vidyalaya. 

In the above context, the tort point that arises for 

consideration is whether by the amendment of Recruitment 

Rules in the year 2002, the aervice conditions of the applicant 

who were recruiteä in between 1981-1997, i.e., rie te 

amended Recruitment Rules, should undergo change. 

There is no dispute that the Amended Recruitment 

RuJes are havinz th.e r re::ti'c apniic.aticn. i.e., with ffèct 

:flC c4 b..d, 	';uia 	e ificaicn 2  te Jat c 

'desirable qualification' in the year, 2002 has no impetus 

whatsoever in so far as applicants who were recruited in the 

years 1981-1997, i,e, prior to amendment of the Recruitment 

:1r 	ctv.e cGnn LLD 	 0 	 L1I 1!U 5YifldC 

:: ecruitm.ent Rules which stand to their disadvantages. 

berefce. the pay parity which was perpetuating ar. par with 

- 
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	cdct espcncien 

doverrr ef 

India, to locic mc the aEte; ajiesh faviiig regard to w1-t 	s 

been observed 	. above and in the light of the proposal 

.uhmitted b !;he vlirdstr; of  Defence vide letter d 

Ln.ria.e OT 

a criod U 	 da 	receip :.f 

order. In the circumstances, the impugned order dated 

11.03.2011 in annexure-A9 is hereby quashed. 

With the aboie cteervation and direction, this O,A. 

is disposed c. 
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