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lN THe CENTRAL ADM.lN JS!lRATlVE; 1R.IBllNAI,, JODHl?tB. BS.NCH, 

JODHPUR,.. 
,_ ____ ... 

1-s 

Date of Order : 21.12.2000 

O.A. No. 58/1997 

Arj un ~ingb S/0 Shri Idan Singh, aged about 58 years, 

R/0 l? .No • 31, Nehru Colooy,. Baggi Khana, Jodhpur (Presently 

working as Electrician in the office of GEl (Army) Jodhpur) • 

1· 

• • • • Applicant 

vs 

Union of India, through the aecretary, Ministry 

of Defence, New D;elhi. 

2. :&ngineer·in..Chief• s Branch, Arrrrt Headquarters, 

DHQ PO Kashmir House, New Delhi. 

comuander works .engineers, (Army) Multan Lines, -n 
Jodhpur. 

Garrison Engineers (At' my) MUltan Lines, Jodhpur. 

• • • • Respondents 

Mr. s.s. Rathore, Counsel for the Respondents. 

CCRAM ; 

Han• ble .Mt:., Justice B.S. FJ.aikote, Vice Chairman 

Han• ble Mr. Gopal Singh, Administrative Member 

ORDER~ .. ----
( P.BR. HeN • ~E. .t-a. GOPAL GINGH ) 

.In this application under Secticn 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985; applicant Arj un S.ingh 

has prayed for a direction to the respondents to consider 

the case of the applicant for promotion ,to the post of 

Electrician ~ II in the grade of as.330-480 with effect 

from 15.10.1984, the date from which persons junior to the 

applicant had been promoted, with all consequential benefits. 
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2~ Applicant's case is that he was appointed as Wireman 

after due selection on 15 .1 .. 1976. As per the I.IIrd Pay 

Comnission recom:nendatian, the applicant was given the pay 

scale of P.s.260-400 w .. e .. f. 16.10 .• 81. In terms of the fitment. 

policy of Industrial workers in JvES. on reconmenc,ja.tions of the 

Expert Classification conmittee and the co~mit~~e_e ~ -0n: -'corrn'On 

category jobs, five scales of pay ... 1ere provided to the IVE~:~ 

• workers of certain trades vide respondents• latter dated 

' 
11.5 .. 1983 {Annexure A/2}. 10 per cent of the posts in trades 

enumerated in Annexure A/2 of lett.er dated 11 .5 .. • 83 were to 

be upgraded from ~lkilled grade/Highly Skilled grade II to 

Highly ~killed Grd II/Ist respectively. Applicant• s tr.ade 

of wireman was also included in this upgr.adation schemeo 

Accordingly, four persons in category of \'lire men were given 

the upgrad~~~~ale of ~~330-480 w.e.f. 15.10.'84 vide respon­

dents• letter dated 17 .10 .• 86 . (Annexure R/1) " All the Wiremen 

who were given the scale of ~.330-480 were senior to the 

applicant. Contention of the applicant is that. some of his 

juniors had been given the scale of ~~330-480 w.e.£.15.10.84 

ignoring the c[aim of the applicant. Representation of the 

applicant in this regard was reject.ed vide respondents• lettel 

dated 26 .. 6 .• 96 {Mnexure A/1) • Feeling aggrieved, the appli-

cant has filed this application. 

3. In the counter, it has been stated by the respondents 

that the individuals falling within authorised strength of 

20}~ and further 10·;' had been given the benefit of one time 

relaxaticn for promotion to HS Grd II. It has also been 

pointed out by the respondents that the applicant being j unio 

co~ld not find place within the vacancies of above percentage 

and as sudh they were not considered. It has, thereforef 

been averred by the respondents that the application is devoi 
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of any merit and deserves dismissal. 

4. we have heard the learned Counsel for the parties, 

and perused the records of the case carefully. 

5. Applicant• s contention is that some of juniors namely 1 

R.C. Nagori, S.p Gaur, Ishwar S,ingh all Switch Board Attendants 

and ~hiv •MOhan Vyas Lineman, though junior to the applicant 

had been given the scale of Rs.330-480 w.e.f. 15-.10.'i84. S/S;-h. 

R.C. Nagori and SP Gaur got the scale vide respondents• order 

® the year 1987, while Ishwar Gingh and Shiv Mcilan Vyas got 

the scale w.e.f. 15.4.1964 as per direction of this Tribunal 
,' 

in the year 1996. It is a fact that all these four persons 

joined the Department much later than the applicant and, 

#/"~~therefore,· the applicant can call -ti1'in(;Ji"_s~~-·his juniors. aut ¥' ,. "'Il ~ 

1
~1 r':~~~ 

'! .. ·,/// "-:~::~"-). '\\~~·~,··\.fact remains that they belOI_lged to different trades and they 

~~.~J_r. ·-:~.:/~.~~ \;. ·- ?ot higher scale of their pay as per the percentage fixed 
... \\ .,_,,U . "· h 
~s:.~ "'- €.,-;;_C·\1~ ,~·_,.:/;·under the sci·"""rn.a Learned Counsel for the apnlioant admitte-'~ .;:., "'\ ··-~ __ , . /: . - I " ..,. •. ..., • l:." '.J 
'f P:., ... ;\_ ,';,'· ·J· 

..,-.\;..... J"',~:r:·. i I . 

7/~.,~~'.:JI that no(--ljWlior~~to the applicant in the trade of wiremen 
'~o ~'"\~!i ::;r ·-~ 

\Y '9 .. 

ha·s-:-:J been given the higher scale of Rs.330-480 under the 

scheme. Learned Counsel for the applicant bas also /pr.oQght 

to our notice orders of this Tribunal dated 09.12 .• 98 in 

O.A. No.lOl/97 and also the order dated 01.2.2000 in O.A. 

No.204/97. In O.A. No .101/97 and the batch, applicants 

thereioL~E~ing as Cable Jointer and they had demanded the 

scale of P..s.J80-560 in place of grade p,s.330-480. In the case; 

in hand, the applicant is seeking the scale of ~.330-480 

w.e.f. 15.10 .84. The prayer in OA No.lOl/97 and the batch 

for grant of scale Rs .. JS0-560 was rejected. Thus, our order 

dated 09.12.98 in .o.A. No .. lOl/97 is distinguishable and doe; 

not apply~ the case in hand. In o .• A. No. 204/97, reverti 

of the applicant from the post of E:lectrician FIS. Grd. I! 

vide respondents' order dated 3.6 .• 97 was challenged. In 
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that case, the applicant wa·s. appointed on the post of Lineman 

w.e.f. 17.12.1 76 and was given the pay scale of Rs.260-400 

w.e.f. 16.10.81, and as per his seniority position as on 

15.10.84, the applicant was promoted to the post of Electri­

cian J-S .. II w.e.f. 15.10.'84 in the pay scale of &s.330-480. 

The applicant in D.A. No.204/97 had been ordered to be re­

verted for the period 15.10.85 to ~~.9.88 without any show-

cause notice. Similarly() situated pers<?ns were also reverted 

after show-cause-notice, but the action of the authorities 

had been quashed by the Tribunal in two previous orders in 

O.A •. No. 260/94 dated 5.2.2000 and O.A. No.203/97 dated 

11·1.2000. ln the~e circumstances, it was held that the 

applicant's case was notdifferent than those cases and, 

accor-dingly, the O.A .. was allowed. Here also it is pointed 

out that the facts of the case in hand are distinguishable 

than the cases cited by the learned Counsel for the applicant 

Thus, the cited j udgnents and orders do not oome to the res­

cue to the applicant. In these circumstances, we do not find 

any merit in this application and the same deserves to be 

d j'imissed-i. "' ..... ...._~_...~-' 

6. '!'he Original Application is accordingly dismissed 

with no order as to costs. 

~ ( :e .. s. RAIKOT~ ) 
Vice Chairman 

'·, .. ·. ' ,_ 
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