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DA .B49/92 .
|
:

Judgement
( As per Hon, Mr, Justice V, Neeladri Rao, \VC )

Heard Sri K.S5.R, Anjaneyulu, learned counsgl for
the applicants and Sri N.R, Devaraj, learned couiisel

for the respondents,

vy
——

2. The applicants-1,2,3 and 7 were Draughtsman/|{Gr.II

in the Naval Project at Visakhapatnam, while thel{other

applicahts are tracers in the same organisation.|] It is

pleaded for the applicants that the tracers discBarge |

the duties similar to the duties discharged by the

Draughtsman-g ih CPWD, and hence the Tracers in this
organisation have to be given the same pay scale|lwhich

is being given to the Draughtsman Gr,III in the CPUD, |

3. The further contention for the applicants-142,3 and 7

|

is that they were promoted as Draughtsman Gr,II f

ram the

cadre of Tracers and the duties that are being discharged

by Draughtsman Gr.II in this organization are gmillar to b

the duties that are being discharged by the Draughtsman % ?

‘ )
1

Grade II in the CPWUD, and on the principle of equal pay

for equal work, they have to be given the pay scale of
Draughtsman Grade II in the CPWUD from the dates firom which

they worked as Draughtsddh and for the earlier period

during which they worked as Tracers the pay scale of ' g
Draughtsman Gr.III in CPWD h?d to be made applicakle to f§
'them. | |

l

4, Similar point had come up for consideraticnibefore

e ———— =
pre i ) .
St B e mEMEESNE b e il

the Bombay Bench of CAT in 0A.138/91, The same uwjas dis-

-posed o by order dated 11-7-1981 and the relevam portibn

s
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. i '
therein is as under [‘ }

"Accordingly, we dlrect the respondents to grant |

1
the revised pay scale at par with the Central Pubﬁic |
Works Department with effect ?rom 13-5-1982 an na@ional |

basis and uith effect from 1-11-1983 on actual basis |
' I .

with all consequantial benefits,...® J |

5. In para-2 of the said judgement it is observéd as |

under ° J |

"The applicants who are employees of Militaéy i
i

Engineering Service under the control of Chief Erj‘lgineer,L

Sputhern Command, Pune, and are working in thé c?dre of
: |

!
Senior Draughtsman Grade I/II/III, and the peost of

_ | r
Draughtsman Gr,II1 has been redesignated. as Tracgr.“

!
Tts are'

| r
also employees of Migﬁtary Engineering Service; put they

6. It is not in controversy that these applica

are working in the DG, Naval Project, It is submitted |
by the learned counsel for the applicants herei% that |
some of the applicants in D0A,138/91 on the Piledf CAT, r
Bombay Bench, are Tracers and it is evident Prom the oréer
No,PC-90237/3547/ETC(3) /71-1C/D.CIV.I) dated 25-1-1993 |
wherein the revised scale of pay as per pre—reuésed !

| |
scales in pursuance of the judgement in 0A.138/37, Bgombay
3

Ao
Bench has ordered Rs.330-560 while it was %.260-%08 For!

I
the post of Tracers in the MES, 1In the reply s&atemenf

filed on 17-2-93 thet was—Piled in this DA it ugs stated

)

that as there was no post of Draughtsman Grade TII in L

MES, and as the qualifications for elégibility For con—!
'

by
sideration for Draughtsman Grade III in CPUD agé

different from the minimum qualification requxéed for |

o Pl Cann A
gligibility for pnama%&an as Tracers ar=—differeat, the

¢ ..Sii ?
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Tracers in MES are not eligible to claim the pay scale

of Draughtsman Gr.III in CPUD, But as in view of |the
\

nature of duties of Tracers in MES and those of Draughts-

man Grade II1 in CPWD, and as the designation of Tracers |
in MES prior to 1966 was Draughtsman Gr.III,and as] ths
promotion of Tracer is to DOraughtsman Gr.II in MES{ while

it is = promotion of Braughtsman Gr.III to Draughtsman

 Gr.II in CPWD, we respectfully agree with the judgement

of the order dated 22-11-1991 in OR,138/91 on thel|ifile of

Bombay Bench and hence on the principle of equal pay for

same

pay scale which is applicablefta Draughtsman Gr.IJ{l in

o .
equal work the Tracers in MESyhaélto be given the

the CPWD.

i :
i

7. Even the respondants had made applicable the|jpay scale.
?

F
of Draughtsman Gr.II in CPWD to Draughtsman Gr.II|[in MES.

B. Ofcourse, the monetary berefits was directed|{to be

given from 1-11~1983 as per order dated 22-11-19971 in DA,
[N | vl N A 7 ko) Ao - ‘
138/91{_ But in all such cases of continuing right, this

Bench is restricting the monetary benéfit from nnl year
prior to filing of the OA if the notional beneFitihad to be

given Prom more than one year prior to flling of the OA,

e do not fihd any reason to deVLate from the sama in regard

to this 0OA, So, while ordering the notional baneflt u1th

effect from 13-5-1882 as ordered by Bombay Bench in OA, 138/

91 ,the monetary berefit hag to be dimited only frgm
1-10~1991 (this OA égjfilad on 28~1-1992),

S. In the result, the pay of the applicants 1,203 & 7 in
the category of Tracers haﬁ to be fixed as on 13-2-1982 in
the pay scale of Rs.330-560 on notional basis,and ga—that- /T~

|
: ..4.
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basks their pay, scalea appllcable to Draughtsman Gr
CPUD had to be fixed from the respectlve date of th
promotion as Draughtsman Gr,II., The pgy of the oth
applicants had to be notienally fixed in the pay scé

of R5,330~560 (pre revised as on 13-5-1982),

10,

regard to all the

The 0OAR is ordered accor-diﬂgly./

.)B(\__‘ RN
(A.B.. G;:;EE;ZﬁS- {v. Neeladiz*ﬁhn)

Member (Admn,) ' Vice Chairman

6.

Te
8.
S.

10.

pvm

N |

The monetary benefit on the basis of the above

I3

Dated : June 6, 95 /gﬂ"@ﬁ

The ®“ecretary, Unlon of India,
Ministry of Defence, New pDelhi.

The Engineer-in~Chief, Army Headquarters,
New I:Elhi .

The Chief Engineer, Southern Command, Fune,

The Director General, Nava] Project,
visakhapatnam=14. -
The Commander Works Engineer.

visakhapatnam-2,

The G.E.Dockyard Maintenance{(Independent),
visakhapatnam~14.

Cne copy to Mr.K.S.R.Anjaneyulu, Advocate, CAT,
Cne copy to Mr.N.R.Ievraj, Sr.CGSC,CAT.Hyd.
One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.

One spare cCOpy.

t_
1L‘i3’éf’;’?c'£;""’-f

Dictated in Open Court Deputy Registrar(J)
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applicants had tg be given from 1510-91,
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
'HYDGRABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD. ‘

" THE HON'BLE MR,JUSTICE V,NEELADRI RAO
VICE CHAIRMAN ‘

AR A8 Gesdli

THE HON'BIE MR,INEANGARAMEAN 3 { M(AD M)

—(0BRDER /JUDGME NT 3

M. A./R.A./CLAJNO,
7 in - :
oa,No, R g(-’\q IC\)"‘

' _ I TA.No. (W.P, )

Admitted and Interim directions
issued,

Alloyed.

Disposed of with directions.

»

Dis—issed.
Didmissed as withdrawn
Dijsmissed for default

Ofdered/Rejected.

No,order as to costs.
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