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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH

ReAe 17/99:.
in

O.A, 1354/96

Betveens:

ig P. Satyanarayana
2./ Bn.Suraparaju
3. P.V.Ratnacharyulu
4. GePrebhekara Rao
5. B.Vasantha Kumarl
6. Ch.Madhava Sankar
7« Se.Sai Kumari
8. R.Ramachandra Rao
9,BvSarada Devi
10.P.B.Sarojini
11,VVv Swarnalatha
12.PVEN Raju '

'~ 13,PVN Raju
14.85R Murthy
15.,A.3.Prakasa Rao
16.L.Venkata Rao
17 «KeRamu
18.¥P Roy ¢e Applicants

1. The Union of India
Secretary, :
DRDO Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi,

2. The Scientific Advisor to
Raksha Mantsi. &
Director Getleral DRDO ‘
Ministry of Defence, Govt. of India,
New Delhi.

3. The Director,
Naval Scientific & Technology
Laboratory,
visakhapatnam.

»+ Respondents
counsel for the applicants 3 Shri S.Laxma Reddy
Counsel for the respondents : Shri B,N.Sharma
Corams

Hon. Shri R.Rancarajan, Member (A)
Hon. Shri B.S.Jal parameshwar, Member (J)
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Dates 24, 3,2000
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R.A. 17/99 l

N

O.h. 1354/96 OCRDER
(Per Hon.Shri B.S.Jal Parameshwar, Member (J)

Date:

The appli?ants have filed this application
praying to review the order dt. 3-2-99 passed in
OA 1354/96. This Bribunal dismissed the said appli-
cation declining‘theif7reliefs claimed by the

applicants,

2. In the said OA applicants had claimed the
pay scale of Rs.425~-700 which was attached to the
post of PrecisioL Mechanic on the basis of the

recommendation of III Pay Commission and also on

;

the basis of Tecommendations’ of.the Expert.
.;ciasgifiaéti@ﬁ_epmmittéem¢§ S W

3 The appliLants were recruited/promoted as

Radio Mechanic just before issue of SRO 221 of 81

and after issue of SRO 221/81 some of them were

promoted as Tradesman'A’,

4, They submit that they were eligible for thL
scale of pay of L.425-700 on the basis of the
findings of the 'III Pay Commission and the recow=|

mmendations of the Expert Classificetion Committe

W

evaluating the value of the output turned out by each

of the 14 trades designated as Tradesman-A category.

The SRC 245/75 wnich came into effect from 11-7-7BH

in which the Precision Mechanics, whichg‘w%éﬁearlier
- and ;..

a promotion grade £ the other 13 trades Were .ROW

clubbed and brought on par with other 13 trades and

Eﬁifgguently re~designated as Tradesman~-A under SRO 221/81
3
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|
without any traﬁe%ﬁiﬂgﬁﬁﬁétinction.

5. The applicants were also -ITI Diploma/Lertin
£icate holders and recruited through the Employment
Exchange in the scale of fs¢ 380-360 as per SRO 221/81.
ikﬁter coming into force of the SRO 245 and subsequent
Sro 87/71 -3;. f-,here was no rational basis for giving g
preferential treatment to one +rade viz. the Precision
Hechanic ignoring the findings and recommendations
rof the III Paﬁ commission and the Expert Classifidation

committee. The respondents could not have ignored

R

' |
the recommendatiéns of the expert body.' & : . s m.ed

6.~ The respondents have
.3, justified their action by taking the Precision

Mechanlcs as a oLe'time promotion grade to those

L1

13 trades which in fact had no relevance after the
recommendation oﬁ the IIT Pay Commigsion. They submit
that the PrecisiLn Mechanics who were now given a
higher pay scalq were in fact drawing the scale of
Rs4205=280+&t; the time of recruitment while the

applicants herein were drawing only Rse150=240, This

statement made #y the Tribunal is not correct.

They were in the scale of Rse380-560 as per SRO 81/77.

, I
6e The Precision Mechanics were re-designated

as Tradesman=A ?nd the said post was maintained as
|  the

a Separate category.As per SRO 221ﬁ8ya=tra6e-wise
i .

distinction was abolished and all of them were

treated as Tradesman-A in the scale of pay of Rs.380~560.

They submit that there was a trade-wise distinction

buithe precision Mefhanics were also one out of the

N
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14 trades treateﬁ as equals on the basis of the
1 ‘

output turned oué by each tradee The merger of the

posts of Precisikn Mechanics with Tradesman-A werg

put to disadvantage. After the recommendations of

———

the III pay'com“f‘ission, the SRO 245 dt. 11-7=75 had "
come into fdrce[and only those Precision Mechanigs

who were holding the said posts prior to 1-1-73
r .

were given ‘thefbenefit of the higher pay scales
| .

and the same anﬁlogy cannot be given to such of

those persons w%o are recruited as per SRDO 245 dt. 11=7~75

|

or SRO 87/77 or SRO 221/81 in which the precision

mechanics werejtreated as egquals with all the other

13 trades in tﬁe scale of Rs¢380~-560 and there : | was

no distinction.in the trade.
7 In the éircumstancesthey pray for the review

|

of the order, .

8. The respondents have filed their reply. They

subnit that thg post of precision mechanic being the

highest indusgrial post, needed more experienc#.
expertise to ﬁarryout precision job on various machines
and higher deéree of proficiency than those required

for the feedeé grades. The Technical Supervisory.II

in the scale ?f F5¢205=280 prior to the reccmme*ﬂations

of III pay Commission were given a replacement |Scale of

m;3804560 which were later changed to %.425-70& by the
Government. The Precision Mechanics who were glso in
the pay scale of R5.205«280 prior to 1-1=73 were alse

:)j3£geé'pay scale of Rse425~700 on par with Tech-Supervisor
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4
II/CM~-I1 (CM-II)Tech.Super?isor were converted as
CM=-II in 1979) énd Precisioﬁ Meqhanic in the scalle
Of R54425~700 were made'giigible for promotion ' to
Chargeman=J. They“feiied upon the decision of yhe
Bangalore Benchlof the CAT in OA 868 to 869/89
(Sh.K;Putta%ingéppa and 31 Ors.) and they submit
that one of the)applicants in the said OA had
approéched the éon..Supreme Court in SLP No.7764/92
and that the Ho%. Supreme Court dismissed'the SLP.
The applicants ?n the éaid OA also prayved for scale
of pay on par w&th Precision Mechanics gnd their

J

claim was turn%d down by the Tribunal, %hey Subnilt

that the applic%nts never worked as Precision Meghanics
in the scale of Rse 205=280 and hence they are not

eligible for gﬁant of higher scale of pay.

9, he rec%uitment and promotion of Precision
Mechanics were maded during the years 1977 to 1980
in the scale o%’%.BBO;SGO (11T Pay Commission). The
post of Precis%on Mechanic was a separate grade
having 1/3rd ﬁosts against direct recruitment |guota
and 2/3rd agai?st proﬁotion quota. The seniority list
of Precision Mechanic was maintained separately

till such timf the SRO 221/81 was issued and
operative w;e.F. 22=8«81, The applicants were initially
appointed as ﬁadio Mechanics and some of them ywere
appointed in the lower grades of industrial categories.

The Radio Mechanics were appointed against the direct

recruitment quota of Radio Mechanic post and th% others

L
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wete promoted as Tradesman'a! from the feeder
| .

grades after thﬁ‘issue of SRO 221/81. No Precision

1‘ n 4 A
Mechanic was aapointed/recruited after the issue

|
of SRO 221/81. ?he applicability of SRO 221/81

in respect of Precision Mechanic along with other
grades of emplo&ees in the grade of Tradesman'A' |is

_ | ]
not justifiable. It is submitted that all the 14

! .
trades including the trade of Precision Mechanic

waé clubbed togéther and designated as Tradesman'h®

upon -
only consequent/ *Jthe issue of SRO 221/8l. No Precision

-

Mechanic after.redesignation as Tradesman'A' was

granted the pay scale of Rs.425-700, Hence there Ere
|

no grounds to %eview the order.

10. The applicants attempted to show some fagtual
|
discrepancies as error apparent on the record. That

alone is not spfficient to warrant review of thg order.

1

The main grounds for declining the reliefs to the
' I
applicants was:that the applicants were never w$rke&
| )
as Precision Mechanics earlier to SRO 221/81, Further

i
they were in the feeder categories to the post of
! :
precision mechanics. Merely because the post of
i
precision mechanics and other 14 trades were re-designated

1 , ,
as Tradesman 'A' category it does not mean all the

: i l v Fal — = g’ :\
workers in the feeder cadregcould be given {the*scale of

S

pay-attached to the Precision Mechanic.
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11.

was negatived by
In that view of
on the face of the record. Hence there are no gro

to review the order.

12,

MD

A +. aimillar attempt made by certain worke

The RA is| dismissed,
S pM/
FTAR) (R RANGARAJAN)
%5 ) Member (A)
3 |
@

6

the matter we find no error appar:

the Bangalore Bench of this Tribunal.




