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Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, ~~mber(A1~.) 

PER HC1N' BLE MP .GOPAL f:f.~!SHtJ.~, NEMBER {JfJDL.) 

Applicant Gopal Pam f.1eena in this ar:·.plication 'ln1er Sec.19 

of the Ajroinb:tr3tive Tribun.'5.l~ _ZI~ct, 1935, has prayed for a dire-

ction tt:> the resp.:mdents tt) provide the revised pay scale to him 

't-l.e.f. 1.11.1983 when thE sam:! revised scale \\'•:ts gr·:lnt~d to the 

~ployees of the CPWD. 

gone through the rec-:>rds of the C:i$e caref•1ll}'. l'he applicant is· 

employe1 as Tracer in the office of the Military Engineering 

Services (HES) at Alwar. Th-.! Sl.lm an:l substance of the cpplicunt's 

case is that as a r-=s"..llt of an a,-wa:::,) of the Board of Arbitration 

Gr .III of the C.PWD, the pay sca!E:S enjoye,d by th,!! emplc·yees: of the 

,....C'PVJD on the post of Draughtr;nr3.n Grades I, II aoo III am equi,ralent 

~o th3t of the emplc-~oees s"=rvir1g as Drallghtsman Grades I .Sf II in 

the t"llie an:'i ther~ ~is no diff!!rence in th•? nature of duties am 

job resy;tOnSibilities.- The applicant therefore claims parity in 

pa}r ~cale "t-;ith his counter part in the CFWD on the doctrir:.e of 

equal pay- for equal work. The contention of the r.~sponder,ts is 

that there is no post of Draughtsman Gr. III an:3. that a DralJ.ghtsman 

than the Tracers workinr.;; in the l'~ES. It is specifically stated 

~lfthat no post of Draughtsrnan Gr.III exists in the .t-1ES. 
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3. The learne<::t counsel f•:>r the rl!'spon:lents 

bef,,re us a decision dated ~8.9.93 in o.A. No.48/92 re:n:lered by 

the Jodhpur Benc~1 of the Tribunal in the case of A.r-:.Agnihott-i 
'I!!. n • 

Vs. u.o.I & drs. The relevant portj_on of the judgl'll€nt reads as 

fmllows: 

• 
4. 

11 In the judgment of the Bom}'jly B=nch, it has been ment­
ioned th:tt this 'benefit which has b-=en given to Draftsman 
in GPvlD was also extended by the: Govt. of In:1 ia. to 
Dra.ftsman workirlg in other varic·us Departments. As thif­
benefit was not ext~nied to the Draftsman working in 
MES, these Draftsman approached various A:J.ministrative 
Tribunals at Calcutta, H~,derabad an.1 Chan:liqarh anj 
these Trib!.mals ha,re .:tllo'\lted their applications an] 
directed that the same pay scale may also be given to 
them as their d.utieE:, functions anj responsibilities 
are t:ientical and tr.ere appears tc' be n•:) reason why ther 
should be .J.eprived of the same pay scales when they ar~ 
doing the same work. 

'ile direct the respondents to consider the judgment and 
tc• dect:ie the cae;e of the applicant an.:t if the applicant 
fulfils :ill reqiir£!ments of qualification and is v1orking 
as Draftsman Gr. III, then he should be give:n the same 
benefits Which has 'been eY.tenjed. by Bombay aro other 
Eenche-s •••. o.A. stan:1s d.ispose."'=l of accordingly. t-b 
order as to costs." 

Ne, therefore, dir-:.-ct the r.espon:1ents to decide the case 

of the applicant in terms of the aforesaid judgm~nt an:! if the 

applicant fulfils the requirements of t'ke: qu~lification, etc. 

an:} he i::. presently workirJQ as Draftsm'3.n Gr.III in the HES, he 

should be grante·"l the same: ben,;fits which have been extendec b}' 

the I\le\'1 8-:>mbfty am other Benches of the Tribunal. Action in 

this regard sh3.ll be taken b'lr the res.pondenU within 4 months 

..,rc.rn the date of the receipt of a copy of this order. The appli-
"· 
cati._:,n is decided at::cordingly with no t:,rder as t • .:, costs. 

<o.P .sGrnJ. 
Member (A). 

(f~ 
{Gopal K:r;ishna) 

t-1ember (,J) • 


