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I THE CENTEAL ADMINIS TRATIVE TRIBIMIAL, JATIPUR RENCH, Jaipurs.

OB no. 41/93 s Date of ocder 10,2.94
Vijay Rajan & Cthers : applicants
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Counsel £or the applicants

Qoanasl for the rese
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Hen'ble dr, Gopal Frishna, Menber (Judicial)

Hon'bhle Mr, O.F. Shamma, Mernbwer (Adodnistrative)

FER HO'BIE MR, O,F. SHMRDNA, MEMSDR (ADMINISTRAT IVE)

S/chri vijay Rajsn, R.P, vadav, Pramod tuinar Sharma,
Uma Shanter Sharma, 1,10, Verma, Ghanghryain Das Sindhi, Bachhendra
Singh, Sudarshan [wwar, Vilkas Wadhwani, Gowverdhan Lal Tiwari,
goverdhan lal, Madbukar Fandya and Babu lal Verms have f£iled
thiz application v/s 19 of £he Adminisztrative Tribunals actk,
1935, praying that the respondents may be diracted Lo frovide
the revized pay zcale o the spplizante wee,f. 1.13.83, which
haz bzen granted to the enployess of the CPWL, with rwetrospective

effect and with all conseornential hensfits,

. The applicantes are at present working in the office of
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Chief Engineer MEE, Jaipur as Tracers, from varicus A

19281 and 1285, (0n 20.5.20 chere waz an award of Board of
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in the FEZ, .which werse svailable
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in the CMWD. The Rombay Bench of £h: Tribunzl had chesirved ¢
the rezpondznts hzd unnecessarily dsprived thz arplicantz of the

t of th
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gams sc3les of pay which were availsble o the
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corresponding employess of )
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ohasrvation wazs nade
by ths Tribunal in their judgenent in A no. 132791 (A.M. 3adge

& Othere Vzo Union of India & Cehers) Azlivered cn 11.7.71.

3. The precis:s <claim of the applisants iz that they should
e samz scalzo of pay in the MES which kas beaen

rafisman Grads I1I in ths CFWD.
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. The ceszpondents in thels reply have stited that there
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iz & major Aifference betwesn the worlr done and qualitative job

givan Jdetails to chow the diffecense dn the Juties and resoonsi-

Liliticeas of thess posts in ths fwo Deparktmnts. They have furthsr
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fa Th: learned counzel for the applicants has produced

hefoes 12 an order dated 25.1.92 which iz a part of £he applie-
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In £this ovder

passed by the Ministey of D2fzncs, TraZers have been granted
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learnzd counssl
Rse 250550 may be granked o the apclicants. The ie;a*tmwnual |
representative hae prodused bpefors us a oopy oF 2 judgsment of

Jcdhpur Benoh of £he Toibunal in 0a no. 49/@2'(A.K. Arnihceri
Vs. Unicn of India & tkherz) dzliversd on 22.0.93. In “his

judgsment, @ notz has been talen of judgemsntof the Brmbay B
‘ b

of the Trilunal in CA 133,91 (A.M, 33dge & Others Va. Unicn of

zn resied upon by the learned
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Cjudgenent of th: Borbay E:—rp’h of the Tribunzl and if thes
ili
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coungel for the zpplicart for sesling an upwWward revision of
pry scalss of the spplicants. In this judgement of Jodhpur

Bencth of £he Tribunal deliverad on 22.9.92, it has bean
1

"In the julgemen: of f£he Bom:

s has bzen menticoned that this .3.
1+ afcswan Zn JEUD was

the Government o5f India +o Draf
variong Deps As this an

B=naoh, it

ez £it whioh has been
]..3" ertendsd 3"’
working 11’x other
jaz nct zrkended
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b Ll Drafosman sorliing in MES, thesz Draftemnan
apprachss Administrative Tribunals =t
Calontta, 3l and h—endlgit‘h and these Tribuhale
have allcwed thr— © oapolications and direched hhat

the =zams pay 3/:&1.': may also Te given £o them ag thoirc
antizs, funchticng amd J_w"‘Lh*I’tSﬂ'illtl"’ Care identicsl
and there appsars tu be no reason why they shzuld he
Aeprived of the same pay soales when they are ding
the sams work.

We direct the
judgerert and £o decide £he caze
and irf +he applicsat fulfils al
if ion and is working as
suld e given the
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then e ghe

been externded by Bondhay and ok nene 3. 0A zhands
Adizposed of atcordingly. o cedsr as £ cost s,

7 In ths clroumztazncss of ths pressnt cass, we are of the
ricw that th: deciszion of £hze Jodhpar 3:znch of the Tritunal

refezrezd £o shove chonald i
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alecs In cther words, the respondente shall consider the

arplicant = are performing the duatlzs 2nd responsibi

ih
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which are identical with thoss perforned Ly Drafteman 3rade

Y

I1TI in the CPUL and sre Wworking as Drafhsman Grads IIT in

the MBS, tthey should be given th: sane bene £it, which has
beaen gr-nt.:d by he Mew Bombzay of the Tribunal in the c3ze

of BR.M. Gadgs & Ckhers.

zzary atticn shyll ke talen by the respondernt s
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within a pericd of four months foom the date of reczipt of a

5 ~ The G4 standz dizposed of with no crdsr as Lo 20ts.

(0P »anu)‘) (GO, FRISEHA)

MEMRER (A) MEMRER () -



