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SENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL, ~JABALPUR BENCH o
CIRCUIT CAP § mNpoRE® - T -
origl Nos.i21 & 122 of 20 ’

Indore, this the 147h day of Januazry, 2004

Hon'ble Shri M.P.8ingh - Vice Chairmgn
Hon 'ble &hri GeShanthappa = Judicial Member e

‘) gelotnal Aoplicetion No.121 of 2000 N

Udairsj Dubey 8/0 shri Devnarayan Dubey,
&dentitic Officer-D, Centre for Advanve
TQChnO’.OQY (CAT). M. - 0'0/27/20 CeAdTe
Colony, Sukhriiwas Palace Campua, Indore - APPLICANT

(By Mdvocate - shry A.K.8ethi)

VQISU!

1. lnion of maiae through 8ecretary to Government,
Department of Atomie Energy, Ce8.McMarg, o
Mumbai-39,

2. Centre For Advance Technology (CaT)
Through Direotor, Sukhniwas Palace, Indore - RIEBPONLUENTE

(%

(By AMdvooate - shry R.da.Blive) i

(20 Original Application No.122 of 2000 - - -
M . .

CAT Staff association, Sukhhiwas Palace, =
Indore through ; President Shri Abrar Ahmad - APPLICAn__T
(By Advocate - shri A.K.Sethi)

Versus
l. Union of India..Socrotuy to Government &
of India, Department of Atomie Energy, )
C.S.M.Marg, Mumbaj -39,

2. Centre for advance Technology (car), ,
Sukhniwas Pslace, Rajendra Nagar, Indore !
Through ~ Director : = RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate - shri B.da.Silva)

Common Order

By M.P.Singg‘ Vice Chairman -

t

As both the Oas have sim.lar facts, grounds, and

N

7"“\ 1ssues, &nd reliefs claimed are €180 similar, we are

B

| di8posing of both these OAs by passing this common ordar.,

| OA 121/2000 - .

2. In GA 121/2000, the 8pPplicant has claimed the g
following main relief -

e Reapondenta he direated to Oive benegit of the - .

! Rovised pav. ,
\ ed Vay-scal
&J$ L v ® with Feospaat to ngrﬂdltion

Contd..¢.,.2/;, o
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TERT, &

from 1.1.96 to 31.7.99 byjgiving the pay-scale of
Rs.10,000-15200 or in'the al%srnative to sanction

4 additional inc:cnonel‘botwcdn:thc,uforocaid poricd
and the Respondent be further-directed to give tha
applicant the pay scale of .10,000-15200 for the post
of Scientific Officer Grade-D + 2 increments and to
Pay the entire arreurs for the same within a specified .
time alongwith the interest Salculated @ 18% per annum

a® Per market customs®, ' : |

2.1 ; The brief facts of the case are that the applicant

is ﬂorking a8 Scientific Officer,Grasde-D. He was promoted from
the post of scientific Offiger Orade<C to Bcientific Officer
Grade-D in the pay scale of niizo.ooo - 18,200/~ by orde:x )
dated 10.12.1999, The griévance of the applicant is that he I
has not been granted the upgradation and banefits of revined  __.
PAYy a0ale Wenifo 1.1,1008 to 31471992 whoen he was winrk dny on‘_;g_-
the post of Scinntific Officer Grade~C. According to him, the

respondents have provided incentive to the Scientists/ -
Engineers in the Depacztment, kaeping 4in view the rols played

by them in the development of high technology and system for

the strategic applications and to attract them tc motivate

such scientists/engineers to give their best consributicn,vide
of fice memorandum dated 3.2.1999, Sirdilarly, the respondents )
have also granted special pay of Rs.2000/- per nionth to the
Scientists/Bngineers in the department in the pay scale of .
R8.18400-22400 w.e.f. 1.1.1996. The other ‘Scientiste who are
in the pay scalas of Rs.10000-15,200; Ra.12.000516.500:
Rs.14,300-18,300 and Rs.16,400-20, 000 have been granted two
sdditional fucrements Wemof, 1.1,1000 urter iholr normal

bay fixation. According to O.M. dated 4.6.1999, additional
increments for Scientists/Engineers Grade-D,E,F and G affs to

ke treated 8eparately and not to be merged with the basic Pay
fixed under normal ruleas and on recrultment promotion the pay
will be fixed under the normal rules without taking into account
the normal incremant and after such normal Paygiixation the
additlona) increments will ba granted each time in respeotive

Pay scale and since the additionsl increments are not to be

mexged with the basic Pay and will have to be treated

a{parctoly and dintinctly. there ig no heed to revise the .
AR

/'—_-.
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~ R8.4500-7000 increased to Rs:3000-8000 ,
 of Tradesman Grade 7 was enhanced'from Re.5000-8000 to -

. L t -~
| B

’ 183 g3

i ! ' ‘;C: <
Pay already fixed on or after 14141996, e

l SRR BF Ry SRR ; ‘

l  alam Ty ; ; ;
2.2 ' Thus, the pay acple,.;95&@;;«13_‘3:%,%%%%_:B_‘. which wn‘:j‘ po ]
.’ &nd the pay scale
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B -y ~1} .-‘}‘y’x!‘% - __ . )

Ra.5500-9000 and Ehe pay scale 9f;?rgdesman”Gr-G was enhanced
from Rs.5500-9000 to R8.6500-10,500 and the pPay scale of |
Trsdesman Gr-H was .nhanéod from 81.6500-10500 to Rs.7650-11500, }__,
It'iu also stated by the applicant that the poat of Tradesman

Grade-E is equivalent to Draftsman Gr.A and Scifntific Assistygnt
Grade~A. Similarly the post of Tradesman Gr.F is cquivalent tg
Draftsman Gr-B and Scientific Assistant Grade-B, Similarly, the

boat of Tradeamen Ur~GC i equivalent to Drafteman Ur-C ynd

Scientific Assistant Grade-C. S8imilarly, the post of Tradesman

Qr.H ie equivalent to Draftsman GreD and Bolontific Aseiatant
Grade~D and Sclontific Officer Gr«B,

2.3 The case of the applicant has been taken up by the
C.A.T.Staff Associaticn by filing a Tepreeentation but the same

wag rejected by the reapondent no.1 on 4.10.1999 witrout
considering the details ang facts menticned in the representation

by ore line nen-spenking ozder, Aggrieved by thiw, the nppf&énnt
has filed this Qa.

13

@
044.122/2000 -
3. CA 122/2000 hae been 1led by CAT Btaff Ackocleticn, |

In this OA the raelief sought for is as followse. &>

“The respondents be directed to correct the anomaly
in the pay scales of the Centrel civil Servicen
(Revisicn of Pay)Rules, 1997, which were made applicable
with effect frem 1,1,1996 with respect to the posts of
Tradesman—Jm= Draftsman E = Scientifie Assistant-E =
Scientific Officer-C and Tradesman ¥ = Draftoman F =
Scientific assistant-F by giving the pay scale of -
10,000 -~ 15200 ang 12000-16500 Iespectively and be

- further directed to Pay the entire arrears of the same

. alongwith intesrest @ 18X per annum a8 per market
. customs™,

-
S

4, ! Thejfeapondents in their reply in oa 122/2000 have
since

stated that fhe benefit of further revised Pay scale was given

to some grades of Tresdesmen, Draughtsmen ang Scientific

Assintants upto the level of Scimntific Azsitant /b

-
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F8deo also demange hicher aanley of
bay, The dinparity Or rather the l’ck of unifcrmity in the

extension of ‘specia) Pay} 'ipcremonta'_vr 'upqradation of ,f

S. The fespondents jp OA 121/2000 have Stated thyt the

issue of Ubgradation of pay 8cale ang Or grant of addI::;;al iiijh
increments to Group 'a¢ (non-Cazetted) Technica} Category and

Group A'(Guzetted) Sclentifye Category (bmloQ 80/D) wag ———
Conaidered by an Mdvisory Committee Callea 'pg), Committee ¢ _ .
Set up ip the yeér 2000, Which wag non-functicnal 8s8ince —

the 'Sharma Committeq it is the nature of Work and net bay



e

\

- grant of additional’ing:gjngq}&i

83 3 a3
and the OA being devoid of any mori%iip limble to be dismissed —'
A
with costs. ‘ SR AL

6. | Heard both the learnocd counsel for the parties and

i

perused the records.

7. The learned counsel | for the respondents has
DR

submitted that the Questicn of upgradation of pPay scales or

to Group 'A’(Non-Gazetted)

Technical category and Group ‘A' (Gazetted)Scientifié_sziegbry .
(below SO/D) wes considered by the deparEment through a —*
Committee called 'Sharma Comnittee‘, The Sharma cOmmité;e

in its recormendations has not recummended to extend the
benefit of additicngl increments to other technical/scientific
employees having identical scales of Pay and, therefore, it

is not possible to acceede to the request of the applicant.

He has also submitted that the Hon ‘ble Supreme Court hag

time and again held that the Tribunals or Courts should not
interfere in the matters of grant of higher pay scales as

it is the job of expert bodies 1like Pay commissicns etc. T6
support his claim, the learned coursel for the respondents
has relied on the decisions of the Hen'ble Supreme.gourt in
the case of Un%on cf India Vs.Tarit Ranjsn Das, 2003 (8)scaLg
350, ~

8, On the other hana tﬁe learned counsel for theJL

dccepted this anomaly and in their Teply they have stated that
the dispari;y or rather lack of unitormity in the extension -
of 8pecial Pay,; incrgments or upgradation of scales of pay,

a8 the case may be has been noticed and the ;§:ter is stil}
under consideration, He has, therefore, submitted that since

athe disparity has been admitted by the respondents, they
fshould consider the same 8ympathetically and remove the
anomaly noticed by them after the irplementation of the

revised pay scale of 5th cpc,
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that the Tribunals

10, | It is the settléd~19§q;1p6qifi¢nﬂ

‘the'’ uestion of grant of ay scale. ' —
W %"v“””’#‘&?"" ',SE'T’:W\, e g p y Ay . .

It is the‘functiona of the expgrgggcdies:like pPay commission. @ -
It is also well settled tha%?equal P2y must depend upon the
nature of work done. It cannot be judged by the mere volume of

work done.There may be qualitative difference as regards
reliasbility and Fesponsibility. In the case of Tarit Ranjan
Das(supra) their loxdships.have held a8 under - ___
*10.....Further, the Tribunal ang ‘the High Court .
Proceeded as if it was the eiployer who was to show -
that there was no equality in the work. oOn the
contrary the person who asserts that there is equality
has to prove it. The equality is not baaed on
deaignation or the neture of work alone. There are
Several other factors like.responsibilitiea,
reliabilities, experience, confidentiality involved,
functional need and requirements commensurate with
the position in the hiergrchy, the qualifications
required which are equally relevant®,
In view of the fact that the Tribunal cannot interfere in
such matters, we cannot direct the respoﬁdents to upgrade
the posts and grant two additional increments in these cyses,
However, this will not Preclude the respondents to consigder

in future the qQuestion of grant of two increments or ubgradation

"I pay scale as they themselves have admitted in their reply =
that there 1s dispgrity or rather lack of uniformity in the ——
extension of ‘special pay', ‘increments® or ‘Upgredation'of

scales of pay, as the Case may Be. In this viéw‘bf the matter

both the cag are disposed of, with the above observations.

No costs.
\ P ——— e
- \5.\{//»_/‘ . ('r 5’76/; s . T
\Yeananctnappa) : (M.PJSlngh) _
dicial Member Vice Chairman



