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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD
0A.983/89 date of decision : 25-2-1993

Betueen

1. GC. Nagaraju

2, Vi jayakumar
.3, G.G. bas

4, Mir, Shamushuddin
5, G. Rnand

6. D. Bhavani Shanker
7. S. Aleemuddin

8. B. Surendran

9, G. Ballesha

| 10. A. P, Padmanathan

11, 8. Dayananda Reddy

12. 5. Hameedulla

13. Yadagiri

14, My. Benjamin y

15. P. Moss

16. J. Emmanuel

17. Ke NagEnder ' '
18, N. Ratnam ‘ : Applicants

and

Union of India, rep., by its
Sciengific Adviser ,

to Defence Minister & Secretary
Defence Research & Development Orgn,
Ministry of Defence

New Delhi

2, The Director General
Defence Research & Dev. Orgn.
Defence HQ, New Delhi

3., Joint Controller of Defence Acceunfs
DROL Campus, Kanchenbagh
Hyderabad 500058

4, The Director
Defence Research & Dev. Lab.

Respondents

-t

Hyderabad 500 @258

Coufi@@l+for the Applicants :;N. Ram Mohan Raao, Advocate

N.R, Oevaraj, SC for Central
Government

L]

Counsel for the Respondents
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HON. NR#,JUSTICE V. NEELADRI RAD, VICE CHAIRMAN

CORAM

HON. MR. R. BALASUBRAMANIAN, MEMBER (AOMN.)

Judgement

(Orders as per Hon, Mr, Justice V. Neeladri Rao, VC)

All the eigﬁteen applicants are now working as Charge-
man Grade II in DROL, They have originmally joined service
‘as industrial labourers and they are gradually promoted to
the post of Tradesman-A, UWhen they were Tradesman-A, they
vere taken in as Master Craftsman, When they were working
aslﬂaster Craftsman, they were pramoted to the posts of
Chargeman Grade II,

2, The revised pay scales as ﬁer the Recommendations of
the IV Pay Commission had)come into force u.e.?..1.1.1986.
The scales of Tradesman-A, Master Craftsman, and Chargeman

Grade II, prior tc and from 1-1-1986 are as under :

ey, Prior to 1.1.86 From 1-1-1986
Tradesman-A _ Rs.380~12-500-EB- fse 1320~-30-1560-E8-
15-560/- ' 40-2040/-

Master Craftsman Rs, 425-15-560~ER=-
- - 20-640

Chargeman Grade I1  Rs,425-15-500-g8- J -0-2300

|
} Bs. 1400540-1800-E8~-
X

15-560-20-700/- |

Prior to 1-1-1986 when an employee working as Master Crafts- 
man was promoted to Chargeman Grade II, the benefityg bader

FR 22(c) was given in fixing the pay-of such an employee on
promotion as Chargeman Grade II1. But such benefits were not
extended for those employees promoted as Chargeman Grade I

)Jw//foﬂ ordes after 1-1-1986, when by the date of promotion such
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employee was Qorking as Master Craftsman- This éA uaé |
filed praying for the bene?its-under Section FR 22(c) for
those applicants whao are prﬁmoted to Chargeman Grade II °
subseguent to 1-1-1886.,
3. Uhile it is urged for the applicants that the responsi-
blllfﬁéthat are to be shnuldered as Chargeman Grade Il are
weh wtada
more than the responsibility that hed to be borne while
working as Master Craftsman ;}@%;y are entitled to the bene-
fit of FR 22(c), ven though the scales of pay for both the
Master Craftsman and Chargeman Grade Il from 1-1-1986 are
identical, Tt is submitted for thejrespundents that even
thouéh the scale of Master Craftsmen was given to the
applicants, they continuedto be the employees in the cadre
TR ey Wwicglren
of Tradesman-A and L_alr;promotz.un from Tradesman-A ipto
Chargeman Grade II and there is no separate cadre liké
Master Craftsman and it is not a feeder cadre to the post of
Chargeman Grade II.
4, By the date this UA was filed, the pay of these appli-
cants was fixed in Chargeman Grade Il with reference to
their pay in the pay scales of Master Craftsman., But it was
realised by the respondents that there uﬁuLd be anomaly if
benefit under FR 22(c) is given for one who was promoted to
eama Chargeman Grade I while hé was working as Tradesman—A/0
and when the bere fit under FR22(c) was not given for one

who was working as Master Craftsman was promoted as Charge=-

- man Grade II. Then the Ministry of Defence Reseesrch and

Development Organisation, Directorate of Personnel, B-Uing,

New Delhi,'addressed a letter dated’ -2-2-90 to the Director

-DROL, Hyderabad, uhéreih it was stated that when a Master

;HL//CraPtsman was promoted as Chargeman Grade II his pay should
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be fPixed with re?erece to his peeeent pay as Tradesman-A &w’

ot bremrkl® oo X -
urd er FR22(c) and not on the basis oF pay of Master Crafts
man, The same was reiterated by way of clarification,
iésued by the Ministry of Defence Resgafchiﬁevelopment
Urganisation. -

5. UWe feel that the method adopted in Pixation of the pay
of the employee iﬁ the post of Chafgeman GraderII)uhen that
eﬁployeeruas promoted while working as Naﬁter Craftsmaq}as
referred to in the letter dated 2-<2-1590 ;g just and
equitable . fer—thereasonrs—given. If is stated for the
respondents that thére is no separaté cadre like Master
sfaftsman though a special scale is given for Master Crafts-.
man, That special‘scalé‘is pfouided to give it as an
incentive salyy to such of the Trgdesman in Categnry A, uho

- were found to be-i;z; sklllzﬁi It is not a case of promo- .
tion from the post of Tradesman-A to Master Craftsman. In
case of Promotibn, the seniority alone ar the seniority
alonguith merit had to be taken into consideration, faut in
introducing this scheme,.uhereby an higher scéle had—bso5-be
provided to Master Cra?téman, the seniority was not taken |
into consideration, ‘Thﬁs thére is foree in the submission
for the respondents that even uhen tha employees ae;bgetting
scale of Master Craftsman ,they continue to be in the cadre.
of Tradesman-A, A&—eﬂsh—;ﬁ:;:;elnfnrce&in visuw of the fact
that uben the m§ster Craftsman were considered for promotion
to Chargeman Grade II;anly when their turn in Tradesman-A
had come, Thus'thé seniority was fixed in regard to.
Tradesman-ﬂ. No separate senioriﬁy was fixed in regard to

mastér Craftsman. Thus, an employee-uggaluhile working as

_fgy/g

aster Craftsman retained his seniority in Tradesman-A and
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To

1. The Scientific -Adviser to Defence Minister &
Secretary, Union of India,
Defence Research & Development Organisation,
Ministry of Defence, New Delhi.

2. The Director General, Defence Research &
Development Organlsatlon,
Defence HQ, New Delhi,

3. (THe Joint nt Controllet oOf Léf&hceactdunts ey
DiRvD+b7Campus, -Kanéhenbagh- T Hyderabad~585——saqm—
Q(""
The~£ﬁrectorr:Defence-Research & DeveloPme”tﬁLaboratory,

& Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad~258. _
5. One copy to Mr. N.Rammohan RrRao, Advocate, CAT Hyd,

@ xpaxmcopy to Mr.N.R.Devraj, Ske_ CG&C.CAT.Hyd.

7. Cne spare copye.
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he was considered for promoticon to Chargeman Grade II only
when his turn &n Tradesman-A comes., It means that such of
the employees who are seniors to the empboyee working in

Masfer Craftsman;

. . ing. as
Magter—Ersfésman was considered for promotion to the post
of .Chargeman Grade Igi\ Thos,; it is- a case where Tradesman-A
alone s eligible Por promotion to the Chargemai Grade II L.
$uwiewiand the Master Craftsman is”h}t a feeder post.
6. - Heard Mr. N. Ram Mohan Rao, learned counsel for the
applicants and Mr, N.R. Devaraj, learned counsel for the
respondents, . - ' :
p \IC&W\J&s k"" A LJLE:)— ML\ (L_ll.“qa
7. By adopting the procedurexthere will be no scope for
anomaly and even if then anomaly arises, it is a case of
anomaly that generally arises in fixation of pay on the basis
of Revised Pay scales, It is needless to say that in such
cases stepping up of pay had to be followed whereby the pay
Aty (= '
of the senior ha%eLto be stepped up-aaLthat of the pay of
the junior {if everything is equal.
8.,  Hence, the only order to be passed now is to direct the
respondents to fix the pay of the applicants in the posts of
) -,u.-/kwf—pc\h-.

Chargeman Grade II with reference to their peeseat pay a% <
UG s W

Tradesman-AAynder FR 22(c)£»4 & hx.%;uxuﬁ~
9, The above direction had to be implemented by 15-8-1993,

10. The DA is ordered accordingly, No costs,

D — o Qﬂ\;LAAkJHXQma—fZ__F_==-

(V. Neeladri Raa) | (R. Balasubramanian) .

Vice-Chairman Member (Admn)

Dated : February 25, 93
Dictated in the Open Court
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