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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.: ‘o - % .7 (& H 0& 998

—
Dated this Friday the 5th day of September , 2002.

Mahesh Kamble & others - Applicant

: ' - Advocate for the i

Shri S.S.Karkera | A applicant. .
VERSQS |

_uniga;gtmlngiaw&wgthﬁnﬁhMWmewmmwwMMMw.Respondents.

Shri V.S.Masurkar Advocate for Respondents

CORAM Hon’ble Mr.Justice Birendra Dikshit - Vice Chairman

Hon’ble Shri B.N.Bahadur - Member {(A)
(1) Toe be referred to the Reporter or not 7 Z43
(ii) Whether it needs to be circulated to other ﬁﬁo

Benches of the Tribunal ?

(1ii) Library ?/Ni; _/%}v//1£
(8. N. BAHADUR)
MEMBER (A).
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH

Dated this Thursday the 5th day of September., 2002

Coram: Hon’ble Mr.Justice Birendra Dikshit - Vice Chairman
Honﬁble Mr.B.N.Bahadur - Member (&)

0.A.684 OF 1998
1. Maha@h Kamble,
aged about 48 vears.,

Chief Cameraman., Films Division.

2. AL GO Ra

.G Ranade,
agaed about 44 vears.,
Camzraman., Films Division
. S.N.Patnaik.
agad about 45 YEATS .,
Cam&raman Films Divisico
4. S.G6.Mane.,
aged about 48 vears.
Cameraman, Films Division
5. R.S.kashid,;
aged about S1 vears,
Cameraman, Films Division®
&, A.Aniansyule,
aged about 48 vears,
Cameraman., Films Division
(&1l working in the Office of the
Chief Cameraman, Films Division.

24, Dr.Gopalrac Deshmukh Marg.
Muambai . )

(By Advocate Shri 8.%.Karksra) wwna BDRlicant
“ VERSUS
1. Union of India

thirough the Secretary.

Ministry of Information &
Biroadcasting., Governmant of India,
Shastri Bhawan, New Delhi - 110 001.

Z. The Directgor of administration,
Films Division, Government of India,
24, Dr.Gopalrao Deshmukh Marg,
Mumba il 400 Q246 .

3 Senior Administraive Officer,
for Chief Producsr, Films Division
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting.
Government of India,
24, Dr.G.Deshmnukh Marg.
Bombai - 26.
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4., Shiri Radhay Shvam.,
Assistant Newsresl OFficer.,
Films Division, Mew Delhi.

5. P.B.Rao.
Assistant Newsreel Officer.
Films Division
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting.
Government of India.

24, Dr.G.D Marg Mumbal ~26.
Sodvocates Shrl Y.S.Masur

kar) wuw. Respondents
ORAL ORDER
By Hon’ble Mr.B.N.Bahadur, Member (A)

As many as six Applicants have come up to the Tribunal in

04 in a jeint application sseking the relief from this
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Tribunal as follows:

(a) that this Hon’ble Tribunal be pleased to  hold and
declare that the Respondents’ action in esguating the post of
Mewsresl Officers® with the post of Chisf Cameraman by virtue of
redesignating the said post is illegal, nonest and against the

tenets of law.
{1 that this Hon’ble Tribunal be pleased to declare that the

Respondaents are not entitled to promote any person belonging to

the post of assistant Newsreel Dfficer having merged with the

Cameraman .
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{ch that this Hon’ble Tribunal be pleasad to hold that the
post. of Cameraman is to be sguated with the post of Newsreel
Gfficer and the post of Cameraman should be aranted the scale of

Newsreel officer.

(. that this Hon’ble Tribunal be plzased to guash and set
aside orders dated Zrd August. 1998 at Cw.A-1 and A-2  declaring

them to be illegal and nonnest in the eves of law.

{a) that the costs of this application be provided for.
2. We have see all papers in the case. including the MPs
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and Shri V.2.Masurkar for the Respondents. The apolicants who
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care working

mere promoted as Assistant Mewsreel Officers and have worked - for
lmng7@ars as  Cameraman. The heirarchy of the Respondents
airganisation is first, importantly +to be understood and  has
indsed besn succinctly brought out at pages 24 and 25 of the

Paper Book. We have qone over this chart of neirarchy with the
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assistance of lszarned counsel for the Applicant who has also

ded us information in regard te the pre-Fifth Pay “ummlsslwn
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payscaless of the variou

the lowest post is that of Assistant Cameraman carrving the pay

£33
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of Rs.1400-2300/- the further channel is to the post of
_ A
Cameraman in the scale of Rs.2000 - 3200/-, diresctly or through
Assistant Newsreel Officer. Thereafter a similar situation of
two channsls béing available is seen. & Cameraman can be
promoted to the post of Chief Cameraman or MNewsreel Officer
finally leading to the post of of Director (Camaraman). It is
important to note here that the pay scales of Chief Camsgraman and

-

Mewsreel Officer are both identical i.e. Rs.2375-3500/-.

4]

Z. Mow the learned counsel for the fApplicant has argued that
the grievance of the applicant indeesd is that whilst daclaring
the cadre of Newsreel Officer as a dving cadre and because of its
lack of wtility and it being of functional use to the Films
Division., the Respondents themselves have taken a decision to  do
away with this cadre of Assistant MNewsreel O0fficer and valt the
Respondents have chosen to oreate this disparity and gave
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tial treatment to this adre of assistant Newsresl
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OF ing it with that of Chief Cameraman. It is ths
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contention made on behalf of the fApplicants that the post of

Hawsrasl OFFic 2n equated ko that of a Cameraman.
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08 584,98

In fact., this is the nature of the relisf sought by the
fipolicants ags  can  be seen in Para 8. The grievance made out by
the gpolicant, in wvieaw of what he calls the arbitrary and legal

the Respondents, is that with such esguiv

chances of the Applicants are

point was argued by learned counsel

i

strenuously.

4. . The Respondents

bl

have gone through with the heln of

.8 . Masurkar. While

wiritten statements on MPs, lzarned counsel took us

of written statemsnits on

Lad
gz 120 of the Papsr Book.It has been

the entire matter has carefu

representations the

h

ignored by the

matter gone into

Commission and although the Fifth Pay Commission,

e

f Assistant Newsres Officers post

Cameraman, the Governmant has not taken any decision

of these posts. The post of Newsreesl OFfficer has
mergad Wwith the Chief Cameraman’®s post and this was

learned counsel Respondents

langth.
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have filed a written-statement

depending on the written-statement

the

Applicants

the

alence coming
substantially

for applicant,

which we

learned counsel of Shiri

and the

especially to

also  on
Respondaents
that

11y, and

which

WS
carefully

Fifth Pavw

recommended the

with the post of

for

merger
howavear, basn
souant to be

thirough his
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28 684,98
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5. ahiri Masurkar arqued that the applicants® argument that

(2

they are aggrieved becausse the post of Newsrssl Officer has besy
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merged with Chief Cameraman, does not hald  forc
admittedly correct that the two posts carry an identical scale.
What applicants wmould like is  to have the post of Newsresl

Nffice

]

merged with that of the Cam=raman. Now the post of
Cameraman carries a distinctly lower scale of pay., and in fact
such an action would be arbitrary. On the contrary there cannot
D said to be any arbitrariness in the merger of posts of

Nawsreel Officer and Chief Cameraman.

G We have considered contentions of both sides. Having
axaminaed the aspect of arbitrariness and illegality, we mnust
clearly state that as per settled law we can proceed into the
matter within limits. It is well settled that sxcept for
examining arbitrariness or illegality of an action. the matter as
to how a department  manages its organisation. and its
organisational structure, is within the ambit of the oowers of
the Administration. It is not for Tribunals like ours to decide
these things. The actions taken have become necessary due o
some  developments in  the country leading to the organisation
perhaps needing lesser work force in certain sectors. Hence

certain structural arrangements/changes have had o e mads .,
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Once we find that there was no arbitrariness in the eguivalence

nor sesek to
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even axamine the changses further as {f we weare a supaerior

Administirative authority. This iz a matter of policy and we 4o
not wish to intervene. Also as is clear from the written

statements and the arguments made befores us by thelr learned

counsel the entire matter has been qone into with due

deliberation and application of mind and we cannot say that anw
arbitrariness is manifest. We must repeat that making the pay

o8ty apoears fully

k]

scale the basis of merger of certain

rational /just.

7. Tha main contention in fact made by Aoplicant’s  learned

counsel and th

i)

main grievance is that the chances of promotion
of the Applicants have been reduced as a result of restructuring.
While this may or may not be true, it is well settled that the
spaed of promoticn or the nature of promction is not a guaranteed
gervice condition. This being a well settled law, we cannot

provide any relief to the Applicant in respect of his promoticnal

8. In view of the above discussions, we are not convinced
that there is any cause for interference in the matter. The O~

is accordingly dismissed. with no orders as to costs.

‘fﬂ‘ﬂ'ﬁﬁﬁgéazs‘:—“T—_‘ﬂ (Birendra Dikshit)

Mamber{(a) Vice Chairman
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