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Counsel for the Applicants : Shri K.S5.R.Anjaneyulu

Counsel for the Respondents Shri Naram Bhaskar Rao,
Addl.CGSC
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CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI J.NARASIMHA MURTHY : MEMBER (3J)

+*

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.BALASUBRAMANIAN s MIMBER (A)

(Judgment of the Division Bench delivered
by Hon'ble Shri J.N.Murthy, Member (J) ).
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1, The applicants 1:t0i324: 46,. .43 47 are Draughtsman

r
Gr.l. and the applicants 33 to 45 are Oradghtsman Gr.1l5in
grades of Rs, 425——700 and Rs.330-500 working in the MES
(Director-General, Naval Project and Chief Engineer, Dry
Dock, Visakhapatnam). They have filed this application
seeking a direction to the respondents to grant tham the

scalesof pay of Rs.550-750 and Rs.425-700 with effect from

1-11-1983 with all consequential benefits,

2. . The applicants state that on 20-6-1980 there
wasg an auward of éoard of Arbitration with respect to-the
revision of pay scales of Draughtsman Gr.I,:Gr,1I and Gr.III
of the C.P.W.D. The pay scales enjoyed by ths Gradés I and
II Draughtsman in the C.P.W.D, were identical to the;grades
of DOraughtsman in the M.E.S. Tﬁe revised pay scales of

Gr.I and Gr,II Draughtsman was on the basis of the award

raisad to %.550-750 and 425-700., The ‘Pregident of Lndia

"\ dow

3 - |
(8% o |



&

decided that the pay scales awarded to the C.P.W.D. Draughtsman
e ‘ .
would be extended to all Oraughtsman in similar grades worTking
in other offices and Departments of the Government of India

provided their recruitment gualifications are similar to

those prescribed in the case of C.P.UW.0.

3. .Tha applicants state that similarly placed Gr.l
and Gr.II Draughtsman working in M.£.S., at Chandigarh,

filed 0.4.1001-P8 of 1988 in the Chandigarh Bencﬁ of this
Tribunal, claiming fha scale of pay of %.SSD-VSQ and

Rse425-700 w.e.P.1-11-1983, The Cha—ndiga-rh Bench relied on

the Judgment of the Ealcu£ta Bench in 0.A.No,B8 of 1987 and
allowed the said 0.A. The SLP filed by the Respondents agai;st
the decision of the Calcutta Bench has béen dismisgsed by thé
Suérema Court on 20-4-1889., The applicants contend that they
are also entitled to the same scale of pay as was given to

the M.z .S.employees, who had filed applications in the

Chandigarh and Calcutta Benches of this Tribunal.

4, The applicants further state that thsir repre-
sentations te the Chief Engineer, Southern Command, Pﬁne,
for giving them the benefit which was given to the similarly
placed employees covered by the decisions given by Calcutta
Bench and also Chandigarh Bench of the Central Adminisira—

tive Tribunals were returned vide his letter dt.17-3-90,
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3, The respondents filed a counter affidavit

and opposed the contentions raised by the applicants

in their application.

6. Heard the learned counsel for the appl{bants,
Shri K,S,R.Anjanevulu and the learned Additional
Standing Counsel for the Central Government/Resnondents,

Shri Naram Bhaskar Rao.

7. The applicants herein 1 to 32, 46 to 47 are

working as Draughtsmen Grade-I and the applicants 33

to 45 are working as Drauvghtsmen Grade-Ii in the nay
scales of .425-700 and #.330-500 respectively ir the
office of the Director General Naval Project, ViSékha-
patnam and the Chief Engineer Dry Dock Visakhapatham
under the control of the Chief Engirneer, Southern Command,
Pune. They filed this application seeking a dir rection

to the respondents to grart them the scales of pay of

Rs. 550=750 and Bs,425-700 respectivelv witb'effect:from
1,11.1983 with all consequential henefits, Therejwas

an Award of Board of Arhitration with resvect to the
revision of nay scales of Draughtsmen Grade~I, Grade-IT
and Grade-III of the CPWD, The nav seales enjoyed by the

Draughtsmen Grades-I and II in the CPWD were identical
‘ A

" to the grrdes of Draughtsmen in the M.E.8, The pay scales

0¥ the Draughbtemen Grade-I and Grade-TT were revised

to %.550-750 and 425-700 on the hasis of the Award. The

1
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President of India decided that the pay scales éwarded
to the Draughtsmen in CPWD woulé be extended to:all the
Draughtsmen in similar grades working in other Sffices
and the Departments of the Government of India provided

their recruitment qualifications are similar to {those

_prescribed in the case of CPWD, Similesrly placed.

Draghtsmen Grade-I and Grade-II working in MES at
Chandigarh filed 0,A,No,1001-PB of 1988 in'the Chandi-
garh Bench of this Tribunal claiming the scalesof pay
of %,550-750 and %,425-700 with effect from 1,11,1983
and the Chandigarh Bench allowed the 0.A,No.1001-PB of
1988 following the Judgment of the Calcutta Bench in
C.A,No.8 of 1987, The SLP filed against the Juaément
of the Calcutta Bench has been dismissed by the $upreme
Court on 20.4.£989. The apwlicants contend that:they
are also ehtitledrto the same scale of pay as was given

to the MES employees,

8. Shri N,Bhaskar Rao, learned Additional Standing
Counsel for the Central Govern-ent/Respondents, raised

a preliminary objection relating to limitation as also
on merits, The questiqn of limitation was consiéexed
by the Chandigarh Bench in O.A.No.Tsa/PB/BB; wherein

it was held as follows:-

"As regard the plea of limitation put
forward by the Respondents, it would

be pertinent to mention that it is a-

g/__
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case of recurring cause of action,

The applicants have grievance at the
end of every month when they are paid
less than what they claim on the

basis of parity. It is, thus, evident

that cause of action arises to the
applicants at the end of every month, H
That reing so, the plea of limitation
put forward by the Resvondents carnnot

be sustained,” ' i

_ (|
On the same analogy the plea put forward by the %earned

_ |
Additional Standing Counsel for the Respondents in

|

regard to limitation is rejected, .
, |
!
i
|

9, The applicants state that there was an Award
‘ . |
of Board of Arbitration with resvect to the revi%ion of

pay scales of Draughtsmen Grade-I, Grade-II and Qrade-III

|
~of the CPWD, The pay scales enjoyed by the Draughtsmen
' I

Grades-I and II in the CPWD were identical to the grades
of Draughtsmen in the MES, The re#ised pav scalgs of

the Draughtsmen Gréde-l and Grade-II were on the bpasis

of the Award and the pay scales were revised to 1, 550-750
and 425-700, The President of India decided that the pay
scrles awarded to the Draughtsmen in CPWD would ﬁe

extended to all the similar Draughtsmen working in other

OV |

leeed?
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offices and the Departments of the Government of India

provided their recruitment qualificationé are s{milar
to those prescribed in the case of CPWD, The aleicants
state that their pay sczles also should be re‘isgd

on par with the other employvees who are similarly rlaced,
The petitioners'made representations which were'$ot
entertained, so, they filed this application. f%ey

also filed the Juégments of the Calcutta ard Chand agarh

h

Benches of the Tribunal wherein their lordships gave
I n

the relief of the revised pay scales to the p@tﬂtioners
b

in the O.As, The petitioners herein are similaq}y
placed to that of the petitioners infthe 0.As b%fore
the Chandigarh and'Calcutta Benches of therTribﬁpal.
Their lordships held th§t the petitioners therein are

entitled to get the pay scales of #,550-750 and 425-700

of the Calcutta|Bench,
according to their grades and against the Judgment /fthe

respondents filed SLP before the Supreme Court which
was dismissed, Hence, the Juigment of the Calcufta
Bench of the Tribunal became final and so the petitioners

are entitled to get their pay scales on par witﬁlthe
l

petitioners in the\ 0.A,No.8 of 1987 of the Calcutta

1

Bench : : S

i,
I
H .
9. In similar cases viz., in O.A.Nos.822/a?,tf
‘ |
11

dated 14,12,1989 and 0.A,No.823/89, dated 14.12. 989,

the Hyderabad Bench of the Tri'unal while agreeﬂng with

the Judgments of the Calcutta and Chandigarh Beﬁches in

.'.‘8
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0.A,No,8/87 and 0.A.No.753/PB/88, held that the applicants

therein were also entitled to the pay scale of mLSSO-TSO

with effect from 1,11,1983 with all consequentié?

henefits,

The petitioners cited another Judgment reported ‘in

ATC 1990(12)&@5@$@96 (Ordinance Clotting FactbrYEWorkers

Union and another Vs. Secretary, Ministry of Def%nce and

others) wherein the Madras Bench of the Tribunaiiheld

[l
|
ag follows:~ f

|
|
"Before parting with this case, we |
woﬁld.like to streds once aga;n that tﬁL
Supréme Court had repeatedly held
that when a decision is. given by a
Tribunal or a Court in favour of some '

of the employees, all those placed

on the same situation should also ke
given the same benefit, This is a 'i
rule which any normal employer would :
follow. His sense of equity would

impel him to extend the same favour

|
I
|
|
,
|
|
|4
I
|

to all employees in order to avoid anyi
discontent, He would even have a softi
corner in favour of those who did not |
go to court., At any rate, thé matter

{3 now well settled that in order to

avoid multiplicity of proceedings, the

employers themselves shall apply to :

....9




Iallheﬁployees the principles as settled
finally by a judicial body. We shall
only refer to one decision of the Supreme
Court in Inder Pal Yadav V, Union of
India, where the Sunreme Court has

observed as follows:=

‘"therefore, those who could
=uukd not come to the court
need to be at a comparativ?
disadvantage to those who
rushed in here, If fhéy

are otherwise similarly

" situated, they are entitled
to similar ‘treatment if not
by any one elge at the hands

-

of this court,®

10, | Sg, there are a number of Judgments in
support of the claimas of the petitioners herein,
S0, we direct the respondents to pavy the same
pay scales given to the Dranéﬁtsmaﬂ-in CPWD i.e,,
m.SSO-TSO and #3,425-700 to the applicants herein
also according to their respective grades from

1.11,1983 with all consequential benefits, -The

"
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respondents are directed to implement this order
within a2 period of three months from the dateiof
receipt of this order, i
. »

11, The application is accordingly allowed,

There is no order as to costs. 3

()/‘\/gf_ Asdd .;
(J. NARASIMHA ‘MURTHY) (R.BALASUBRAMANIAN)
Member(Judl,) Member (Admn, )

Dated: /4/~ July, 1991,

Secretary to Government, Union of India,

Ministry of Defence, New pelhi, - e

Engineer -in-Chief, Army Headquarters, New Delhi, '

Chief Engineer, Southern Command, Pune. "

Director General, Naval Project, visakhapatnam,

Chief Engineer Dry Dock & vigakhapatnam Zone, v1sakhapatnam.
copy to Mr,K.S,R.Anjaneyulu, Advocate, CAT,Hyd.,
copy to Mr.N.Bhaskar Rao, Addl., CGSC.CAT.Hyd. :
copy to Hon'ble Mr.J.Narasimha Murty, Member(J)CAT Hyd.
spare copy.
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYLDERABAD

ME ' VeCa

THE HON'BLE MR.J.NARASIMHA MUETY:M(J)
AND

THE HON'BLE MR.R.BALASUBRAMANIAN:M(A)

DATED: '\C‘\ - --.),__1991 '
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D.A. No, 0‘\("{10‘3
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issped.

Adfiéxed and Interim directions

Alldwed. Central Administrat;

ve Tribuna) |
T
DESPATC Hunal
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HYDERABAD BENCH,

Dismi ssed as withdrawn.

Dispﬁsed of with

jssed.

Dismissed for default.
M.A.prdered/Re jected.

No order as to ccsts. .iﬁ






