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herein. If the Expert Committee has specifically
recommended that the Boot;makers are not entitled for
Grade I and Grade IIflthen the applicant‘should be
informed of it suitab%y. But the impugned letter does
not indicate any reason for not granting them the higher
scales, Further,'if éhe higher grade post is to be
created on the basis éf percentage on the total number of
—posts in the grade it{is not understood why the same
percentage cannot be granted to the Boot-maker trade and
the applicant herein.? 1f the Expert Committee has given
reason for denying hiéher grade posts to the Boot-maker
trade the same should“also be informed to the applicant.
The letter dated 15-1;-1984 clearly 1ndiCates.that in case

the number of posts do not lend itself for prescribing

percentage in higher ;scale as the cadre is small then the
equitable posts in'similar category have to be clubbed so
as to provide higher grade posts. It is not understood why

- (,.;Lu‘dn‘\/
on the same analogy,the trade of the applicant may also be

L
considered for h;ghef scale without r%stricting the higher
trades only to five %rades as indicated in Annexure-I.

The letter dated 15-10-1984 indicates that all the cate-
gories mentioned in ?hat letter .are eligible for higher
grade posts, That letter was iséﬁed as upgradation to
Grade III. Iniélally it was granted to only 10 trades
which was challenged;and on the basis. of the orders of
Court all the otheri%ategqries were also upgraded to Grade~III
including that of B&ot-makers. :

6. in view of what is stated above, we aré of the
opinion that the reﬁlY given to the applicant by the -
impugned letter is incomplete and itizg;§§=that the
authority gave the éeply without looking into all those
issues deligently. |
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Para-2 of the letter which is relevant is reporduced
.

below : .

"The Petitioner Sri Kedarnath, Boot-maker has

been granted the pay scale of #%5.260-400 wef

22-8-1983 based on the CAT Hyderabad judgement.

He 1is still Group 'D'employee (NCSUEs Bootmaker)

and cannot be considered as skilled grade at par

with Industrial employees."
3. Aggrieved by the above he has filed this OA to set
aside the impugned letter dated 27-10-92 and for a con-
sequential direction to grant him scale of pay of k,330-
480/1200-2040 and 380-560/1400-2660 attached to Highly
skilled Grade I and Grade II with effect from the date on
which he became eligible to that grade,
4. A reply has been filed in this 0A. The main conten-
tion of the respondents in not providing the posts of
Highly Skilled Grade 1 ahd Grade II to the Boot-makers is
. due to the fact that the Expert Classification Committee
has not recommended that Grade to the Boot-maker trade and

that Expert Committee has recommended only to five cate-

T

gories as indicated in Annexure I to the letter dated
15-.10-1984.

5. -The impugned letter shows that he is still a Groqgn
employee whereas the letter dated 9-3-93 (vide No.506/EST/
CIV) indicates that Boot-makers who are in the Grade of
Rs.260-400 are Group-C staff. Hence, the applicant should
be treated agZGroup-c emp loyee ‘and notZ&roup-D employee
and the impugned letter showing the applicant as Group-D
employee is incorrect and has to be corrected. Further,
letter dated 15-10-1984 indicates percentages in the Highly
skilled grade I and Grédo II. It is no£ understood why

that percentage cannot be made applicable to the applicant
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7. In view of the above a direction may have to be

given to the respondents to 4ispose of the representation

of the applicant at Annexure-III in the light of phe
observations made asgbove and on the basis of the review

if they are entitled for the higher grades the same

should be considered in accordance with law.

8., In_the resulF, the impugned order No.DG EME(gIV)

AHQ L/No.B/21892/66/EHE Civ.3 dated 27-10-1992 (Annexure-4)
is set aside. Respondent No.2 is directed to issue a
suitable reply to the representation of the applicant at
Annexufe-III on the basis of the observation made by us

as above expeditiously preferably within four months from
the date of receipt of this order. In pursuance of the above
direction if the trade of Boot-maker is also made eligible
for higher grades, suitable notification may have to be
issued by Respondent-1. NG
9. OA is ordereﬁ accordingly. No costs.

10. (Memo No.506/EST/Civ dated 31-3-1993 is taken on

record.)
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