IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BEMNCH, JAIPURgiij

0.A,N0.130/93 Dt, of order: 10,3,1994
Gop2l Ram MeenAd ¢ Applicant

" VS'

. L)

Union of India & Ors, : Respondents
Mr.T.P.Sharma s Connsel for @pslicant
Mr.Prave=zn Balwaja : Cnunsel for responlents
CORAM

Hon'ble Mr.Gon2l Krishn2, Member(Judl.,)

Hon'ble Mr.o;P.Sharma, ﬁember(Aim.)

PER HON'BLE MF.GOFAL EFRISHIA, MEMBER{JUDL.)

Applicant Gopal FAm Meznd in this application under Sec.19
of the Administrative Tribqnals Act, 1925, has prayed for @ dire-
ction to the respondients to provide the revised p3y sc3le to him
w.e.f, 1.11.1983 when th: s3am2 revised sc2le was granted to the

Whployees of the CEWD,

2. Ve have’heard the le3rned counsel for the parties ard have
gone through the recoris of the cizse carefally. The applicant is-
emnloyed as Tracer in the office of the Military Engincering
Services (MES) at Alwar, The sum a8nl subst3nce of the &pplicant's

8se is that @s @ resgult of @8n award of the Bo2rd of Arbitration

(9}

ir regard to the revision of sc2le of Dranghtzmdn Gr.I, Gr,II and

Gr.III of the CFWD, the pay scaleg enjoyed by the employees of the

_.CPWD on the post of Draughtsman Grajes I, II and III aye equiv@lent

i!;> that of the empleyees serving 3z Dra@ughtemdn Grades I & II in

the MES ani there i ns difference in the niture of dutigs aﬁd

job responsikilities. The applicant therefore claims parity in
p2y ccale with his counter p2rt in the CFWD on the doctrire of
equal pay for equal wWork. The contenticn of the respondernts is
that there is no post of Dréaughtsm2n Cr,.III &pl that & Dragghtsman

Grale III ir the CPWD is asgicned more duties and responsibilities

than the Tracers working in the MES, It ie specifically stited

( ﬁ'mkfthat no post of Draughtsméan Cr.III exists in the MES,

La . '.2.
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3. The lea@rned counsel for the responlents has produced
before ne & decision dated 2£.%.93 in 0.A, In,42/92 rendered by

the Jodhpur Bench of the Tribnn2l in the cdse of A.K,Agnihotri

-,
™o,

Vs, 7.0.I & Ors. The relev@nt portion of the judgment reads as
fodllows:

"In the juigment of the Bombay Bznch, it ha@s been ment-
ioned th3t this bensfit which has bezen given to Draftemi@n
in CPWD was also extended by the Govt., of Iniia to
Draftem@n working in other va@ricus Depertments. As this
benefit was rot extenled to the Draftsman working in
MES, these Draftsman approdched varicus Administrative
Triktunals at Calcnttd, Hylerahad amd Chanligarh apd
these Trikunals have 2llowed thelr @pplications anpi
directed that the £ame pay sc@le may 3lso ke given to
them 2s their duties, functions apl responsihilities
are identical and there aprped@rs to be no redson why they
should be Jdeprived of the s&8me pay £ci@les when they Ere
doing the same work.
We direct the respondents to consider the judgment and
to decidle the case of the applicant and if the applicant
fulfils 211 requiremente of gualification &nd is working
ag Draftsman Gr,III, then he should be given the sare
' benefits which has been extenied by Bomk@y and other
Penches .... 0,A, stands disposed of accordingly. 1
order a8s to costs.,"

4, We, therefrre, direct the responlents to decide the case
nf the 3pplicant in terms of the aforesaid judgment ani if the
applicant fulfils the requirements of &he qualification, etc.
ard he is presently workirg As Draftsman Gr.III in the MES, he
should be grantel the same hencfits which hive been extended by
the New Bombay and other Benches of the Tribunal, Action in
this regard zhall ke t2ken by the respondents within 4 months
q‘?&om the date of the receipt of @ copy of this order. The appli-

cation is decided accordingly with mo order s to costs.

(0,P.She rmj ' (Gopal Kyxishna)

Member (A) . | | Member (T).



