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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PR ERNAKULAM
Pl ’
. O . 55/ 198 90
. XXX Ko.

DATE OF DECISION

* "_P.U BARY and 21 othess Applicant (s)

Mr.R.Krishnan Nairpr-
D

Advocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus

The Union of Tndia  represent&gspondent (s)
by the Secretary,Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi and 2 others

ij.K .Prabhakaran,ACGSC '-_;Advoca‘te for the Respondent (s)

CORAM: .

The Hon'ble Mr. S 4P MUKERJIT,VICE CHAIRMAN

& -

hY

The Hon'ble Mr.  N.DHARMA DAN,JUDICIAL MEMBER

PONS

Whether Reporters ot local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?>§1
To be referred to the Reporter or not 20 ' '
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement i

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? L

JUDGEMENT

Tor

HON'BLE SHRI N.OHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER

29.6.1990

The a;jplican{:s are working as Draughtsma Grades I and II

in Military Engineering Service(hereinafter referred to as MES). -

Their complaint in this application filed under Section 19

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 is that they have
_ o B

not been given by the respondents the revised scale of the

Dr.aughfsman'in-Central Public Works Department(hereinafter

referred to as C.P.W,D) in spite of the orders of the President

)

in Annexure-D, -
2. According to the applicants the scale of pay
of the Draughtsman was revised by the’Third Pay Commission

in Para 81 of Chapter XIV of the report. -On 20.6.80 the

7
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Board o% Arbitration issued an award with regard
to the reuis?on of pay of Draughtsman Grade I, II &
IiI in the C.P.Q.D. The Draughtsmen in C.P.UW.D
are in identical position with -that of Draughtsmen
in~N.é.S.
3., Pursuant to the Award the Government of India
impiemenfed the revised scale in C.P.W.D as per
AnnexurefB & C, The demands raised by the similar
empioyees Fpom ather Degartments for the axténsion'

.

of the benefits of revised pay scale of C,P,.W.D
togthém were conceded and the Presideht by Annexure-D
memorandum qat;d 13.3.84 decided that the pay sca e
auardédlto the'Draughtsmen in C.P.Q.D would be ”
extendsd to all Dradghtsmen in similar grades

working in other offices proVided the recruitment,

gualification etc. are similar to those prescribed

"in C.P.W.D,

4, According to the applicants, there is

absolutely no diFFerenbe between tba.recruitment rules,
éducati;nal'qﬁélification, duties etc. of the
Draughtsmen in Grades I & IT in M.E.S and that of
t.p.u.p. Accordingly the All India MES Civilian
Drauéhtsmen Association gepfesenting the MES
Dra&ghtsmen including the applicants mads several
representétiﬁhs to the Srq fegpondent. But they

were rejected without assigning any reason,



«3e

5., 0.A 8/87 filed before the.Central Administrative

'Tribunal,Calcutta'Bench was alloQad following an, earlier

decision of the Chandigarh Bench of Central. Admini -
strative Tribunaluhich decided the same issue in favour
of the applicants in 0.A 293/86. Annexure-E is ths

judyment, The matter was taken to the Supreme Court

in SLP 275/88, but it was dismissed as per Annexure~F

" order,

6. Since this was not implemented by thé respondents,
the Central Administrative Tribunal,Chandigarh‘Bench__
issueQ'Annexure-G directions to comply with the earlier
judgment within a period of thres months, Annexures H &
Ivére two othef judgménts of the Central‘Administrativa

Tribunal,Chandigarh Bench in similar cases.

~

7. | The prayer in this-application is anly to
direct the responden%s to extend the benefits of
revised scéle of C.P,W.D as ordered by the President
of India in Annexure-=D to the,applicants uifh effect

from 1.11.1983.

8. , fﬁe oﬁly objection raised by the respondents is
that the dualification to the posts of Draughtsmen in
M;E,S were not similaf tp>those‘of C.P.W.D tili
17.1.j986,_uhen the recruitment rules for the Draughtsmen
Grade I were amended with effect From.Jaﬁuary 1986 to
make them in conformity with the recruitmenf rules for

similar posts in C.P.W.D,




.4.
&
g9, . The learned counsl appearing on behalf of the

respondents did not point out any difference in the‘

recruitment rules, method of selection, duties etc,

~of the Draughtsmen in MES and CPWD even prior to the

i

above amendment , On the other hand the findings on

this very same issue in the judgments at Annexure E,H

and I are uniform and against the contention now raised

by the learned counsel for the respondents. There are

no materials before us to demolish the findings that

the recruitment rules, method of selection and duties

of Draughtsmen in MES and CPWD are identical for all

_pnadtical purposes sven before the amendment. There

is no attempt on the part of the respondents to
distinguish thé_above'judgments of the Central Admini-

strative Tribunal, .

10, Hence having regard to the facts and circumstances
of this case there is no othér'course open to us except
to follow the above judgments and grant the identical

reliefs to the applicants in this case.

11 In the mesult we allow this application and direct

the respondents that CPWD scale of pay for Draughtsmen

‘Grades I & II should be made applicéble,to the applicants

with effect from 1st November, 1983 onwards, They shall

.also be haid all arrears calcdlated on that basis,

This should be done by'the respondents within a period

of three months from the date of receipt of the copy of
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/

the judgment, It is made clear that ‘we are not making

a general order applicaﬁle'to all Draughtsmen in MES
. ] :
who are not before us, The application is allowed.

There will be no orde;bas to costs,

M‘I r._' SC.“ - ‘
Mb‘qv  (s.p muwma,'CH

(N.DHARMADAN)
JUDICIAL MEMBER - VICE CHAIRMAN

Nejed



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' ERNAKULAM  ° v

RA NQ.117[90 IN MP 774/90 oxXKXX& 199
IN 0A 55/90 ¥R XNE

DATE OF DECIsION _2=11=390
7
PV Baby and 21 others
=

Applicant (s)

‘Mr R Krishnan Nair

Advocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus
Engineer-in~Chief,Army Hgs.

OHQ PO, New Delhi

Respondent (s)

{ CGSC . f
e _K Prabhakar an,ACG ___ Advocate for the Respondent {s)

CORAM:
&
The Hon'ble Mr. NV Krishnan, Administrative 'Member
/- v
The Hon’ble Mr. N Dharmadan, Judicial Member
A 1. Whether Reporters of local papers-.may be allowed to see the Judgement? :
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? c
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?
4. To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?
‘ " . JUDGEMENT
.I"'lr NV KriShnan, Aea
. .
ot The applicant has filed RA seeking review of the order passed .

by us in MP 774/90 on 16.10.90. On that date we noted that none uas
" present for the'original épplicants who are respondents in the M.P.
2 It is ﬁou eubmitted in the revieu epplication that the applicants
did not get adequateynotice as it is alleged that they uere informed
’ | \that the MP yould be taken up for eonsideration on 5.10.80, but was
not taken on that date.
3 e notlce that MP 774/90 was Served on thP respondents on
8.10.90, obviously much leter than 5.10.90. In this view of the
matter we do not thinkhthat notice of motion could have been served
on 5.10.90. Therefore, we do not see any need to modify the order
passed by us on 16.10.90 stating that none was bresent for the original

i

applicants.

4 The R.A is dismissed. | lQ,/
(N Dharmadan) q- e (NV Krishnan)

Judicial Member Administrative Member

9-11-1990 ’
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2-4-91 SPM & AVH

: Mr R Krishpan Nair for petitioner
5 ‘ ‘Mr Santhoshkumar for respondents(proxy)

ORDER

‘ We have heard the learned oounsel'For the
parties an the CCP which is.regarding nqn-implemen—
tation of the or&er.of this Tribunal dated 29.6.199(
in 0A-85/9q, During the course af the argument, the
learned counsel for the original respondents produ-
ced an MP bearing Dy.N0.2590/91 in uhicﬁ extension
of time for implemantation of the aforesaid judge-
ment Por a period of 3 months has ﬁeén prayed for.

It appears that the last extension given for imple-

mentation of the aforssaid order expired on 1.4.91.

.

Accordingly, -we do not think that there’
has been any contempt of the direction of this
Tribunal. The CCP is therefore closed and ths

notice discharged.

( AV HARIDASAN ) ‘ | (sP MUKERJII )
JUDICIAL MEMBER - UICE CHAIRMAN
VR 2-4-1991
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