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(OA No . 060/00047/2014) 

CENTRA~ AOMINIST~TIVE TRIBUNAL 
CHANDIGARM. BENCH 

II 
!I l 

ORIGINAL A~PLICATION 0.060/00047/2014 

. Chandigarh, ~his the 9•• Jay of February, 2017 

CORAM:HON'BLE Mk JUSTI<:iE _I_ :s. SULLAR, MEMBER (J) & 
HON"BLE !VJR. UDAY KUtAR VARMA, MEMBER (A) 

;:r 
I 

1. Balbir Singh s
1

on , of Shri Gurdial Singh, working as 
t; 

Draftsman Grade-l. 
> 

il 
2. So han Singh ~on of Shri Mehar Singh, working as 

j' 

!,; 

Draftsman Grad~- II. . n 
\i 
I 

3. Jasbir Singh s~n .of Shri Lshish Singh, working as 

Draftsman. Gradt 'III . (Left the reparttnent) . . 

4. Pritam Singh s'bn of late S h Kapoor Singh, Foreman 
·· I tf 

(Production) (Re~ired); 
. , 

I ' 

d 
5. Rajesh Kumar 9-oswarni son of Shri Brij Mohan Lal, Jr. 

~.: 

Design Enginee~ l. 
· ' 

.... APPLICANTS 

(Argued by: Shri Om:1Pal Sharma, dvocate) 
:: I it 

[' VERSU· 
;: 
II 

1. Union of Indi~ 
i 

Additional Secretary-cum-

Development Qommissioner Ministry of Industries, 
i! 

Government qf India, 
.I[ 

Development, N~w Delhi. 
1! 

(Argued by: None) l 

epartment of Industrial 
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2. Central Tool Rq·om, A-5, Foe 1 Point, Ludhiana through its 
I' 

il 
General Manag~r 

1·. 
i 

ii .... RESPONDENTS 
" i: 
r 

(Argued by: Ms. UpasJ:tna Dhawan, Advocate) 
il 
i,': ORDER lfral) 

JUSTICE ~.S. SULLA r, MEMBER (J) 
d 
r 

The Applicants \Balbir Singh son of Shri Gurdial Singh & 
;I 

h 1 .. h )1 1 b ot ers, c aiming t e~~se ves to e 

' 
instant Original Ap~1lication (OA) 

1.i 

order dated 7th M~rch, 2013, 
i: 
~ i 

raftsman, have preferred the 

challenging the impugned 

conveyed to them vide 

Memorandum dated ~th March, 2 13 (Annexure A-1), whereby 
;·t 

their claim for the grant of equal pay scale, on the Central 
I' 
: ! 

Government pattern,lJ has · been rejected by the Governing 
r_: 
I ' 
c 

Council of Central Tq91 Room (for 
~ ! 
H 

::' 

I' No.2). 
ll 

revity "C.T.R" - Respondent 

2. The epitom:e :I of the facts. nd the material, culminating . . ··.' . I i:~ ,, 
~ ; 

into the commencen1~nt, relevant fbr disposal of the instant OA 
:r 

and emanating from ~~he record, i that the applicants joined 
.! 

Grade-III posts, betw~1en the years 1980 to 1994, in C.T.R Focal 

Point, Ludhiana. 

) : 

!!ultimately, hey were 
i: 
r 

Draftsman/ Design As;sistant. 
! I 
'I 
~ r 

appointed as 

3. The case se(up by the a_Rplicants in brief, in so far as 
:1 j ii 

relevant is, that they tffiade numer!us representations regarding 
~ ! 

revision of pay scales tl at par with he Draftsmen working in the 

Central Government 6ffices, follow d by legal notice but in vain. 
'I ii 

It necessitated them tb file a Civil rit Petition No. 731 of 2004, 
1:, 
[! 
il 
d 

which was decided qn 26.3.2012 (Annexure A-ll) by Hon 'ble 



• 

• 

..~ · · .. 

3 

(OA No. 060/00047/2014) 

High Court. In the lake of an application for recalling j review 

filed by the respond~nt departmJnt, the order Annexure A-ll 

was recalled and m'atter was tralsferred to this Tribunal. The 

Transferred Application No. 16-Pl-2012 was disposed of vide 

I 
order dated 11.10.2012 with a direction to the respondent 

department to placl the case of the applicants before the 

Governing CounCil o1 the C.T.R fJ redressal of their grievance. 

The Review Applicatiom filed by thlm was dismissed vide orders 

dated 30th May, 2013 by the Tribudal. 

4. As a conseqmences thereo~, the matter of parity of pay 

scale of the applicants was placed, considered and rejected by 

the . Governing CounL of C.T.R Lde impugned orders dated 

7.3.2013 (Annexure 11). . . . . . 

5. Aggneved tHereby, the apphcants have filed the Instant 

OA, challenging the I impugned Jrder, Annexure A-1, and 

claimed the parity 0f pay scale, invoking the provisions of 

Section 19 of the AdJinistrative Tri unals Act, 1985. 

6. According tl the applicants, their claim for parity was 

declined by the Govelning Couricij on the ground of change of 
I . 

nomenclature of the post and dirrerence in qualifications for 

Draftsmen of C.T.R than that of the Draftsmen In Central 

Government Offices. I!t was alleged that change of nomenclature 

has no bearing on their case. As regards difference in 

~qualifications, it was raimed that rualifications for the posts of 

Draftsmen and Design Assistant are the same and further, the 

Drawing Staff incluLes Design Assistant and Tracer etc. 
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far as factum of t~wo years' d'ploma is concerned, it was 
'I 

submitted that two t ears ' ITI ce tificate in Draftsmanship or 
:i 
j • 

two years diploma ~k one and th same thing. The Draftsmen 
i 

Grade II & Grade III ~s well as De ign Assistant Grade II and III 
p 
;· 

have be.en placed in ~he same pay scale and their qualifications 
11 r· 
t'! 

are also same. Their r:jdaim was st ted to have been rejected by 

means of baseless a~~k illogical stal d, by the Governing Council 

of the respondent no f!2 . The respoldent Department was stated 
i ~ 

to have implemented i ~the revision f the pay scales to almost all 
i: 
1:· 

of its employees, exce~t the catego of the applicants . 
' I 

r,: 

7. Levelling a \variety of allegations, and narrating the 
:1 . , .. 
!I 
I I 

sequence of even ts it1 .. detail in ~an , the ··applicC;l.nts claimed that 
':-·. . f.; .. ·. ·. 

:~ 
:t 

the impugned order iS! arbitrary & llegal and they are entitled to 

parity of the pay sc1 e at the patlern of pay scal·es of Central 

GovernmeNt Brafts~~n. On th strength of the aforesaid 
~~ 
II 
I [ 

grounds, the applica.rlJ s seek to ch llenge the impugned order in 
' t 
jj 

the manner, indicated: hereinabove. 
r~ 
'·i 

8. Sequelly, t9e re$ponde ts have refuted the claim of 
i 
f' 

the applicants and tiled a writte reply, inter-alia, pleading 
i! 
i! 
I 

certain preliminary ~bjections of maintainability of the OA; 
;, 
:j 

cause of action and 14:cus standi of the applicants. However, on 
,, 
II 

merits, it was plead'ed that the applicants joined C.T.R on 
' 

different posts, which;! are inter-ch ngeable depending upon the ,., 
; ~ 

requirement of the ~ I department. The applicants were not 
n 
' 

appointed on the pos~~ of same no enclature of the Draftsman. 
\i 

The Department has nalready revis d pay scales as per norms 

fixed by the Central o fbvernment Jd approved by the Governing 
'! 
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Council of the resprndent depar ment. The respondents have 

tabulated the initii appointmejts, and pay scales of the 

applicants m the following mannJ ·-
I 

S. Name of 
re 

Appointed Date of Pay Scales 
No. employee as joining (Rs.) 
1. Sh. Pritam Singh Draughts 20.8 .1980 425-700 

I man (Mech 1400-2300 
Foreman 25 .01.1989 1640-2900 
Production Revised w.e.f. 5500-9000 

1.1.96 
2. Sh. RlK. Blue Printe 18.6.1983 330-560 

Go swami I 
Draughts 29 .8.1984 380-560 
man Revised w.e.f. 1320-2040 

1.1.86 
I DAG-I 21.5 .1990 1400-2300 

I Junior 23 .12.1993 1640-2900 
Design revised w .e .f. 5500-9000 
Engineer 1.1.1996 

3. Sh. Balbir Sini Blue Printe 12 .10.1984 330-560 
Revised 
w.e.f. 
1.1.1986 1200-2040 

DAG-II 04.10.1989 1320-2040 
DAG-1 30.12.1993 1400-2300 

Revised w.e.f. 1500-7000 
01.01.1996 

4 . Sh. Sohan Singh DAG- II 02 .03.1994 1320-2040 

! Revised w.e.f. 4000-6000 
1.1.96 

r---

I 
-· 
Promoted 26 .03.2004 4500-7000 
as DAG-I 

5. sh. Jasbir singf DAG-IIIA 24.05.1994 950-1400 
Revised w.e .f. 3050-4590 
01.01.1996 

I 
Promoted 24.08.2004 4000-6000 
as DAG-II Revised w.e .f. Rs .5200-

01.01.2006 20200 (GP 
2400) 

I · I 
9. The case of the respondents further proceeds that 

the nomenclature of lhe applicant1 was not as per the Central 

Government offices. ),hey joined tJe respondent department on 

d · r... ar I · · lh · - ~ · d 1 .erent posts, ter restgnmg 

1 
e1r current pos1t10n an 

unconditionally accelted the terms and conditions of offer of 

appointment, by wf of direct jrecruitment, through open 

competition. They never objected 'o the pay scale, designation 

All the applicants got 
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opportunity to grow I the promotrnal avenue, as per the Rules 

of 2003 of the concetmed department. Applicants Sohan Singh 

and Jasbir Singh, Lere promotjd to the post of DAG I on 

26.3.2004 and olG-ll on 1.1.2006, respectively. Thus, 

promotional avenues are available to the applicants, at par with 

other employees of C.IT'.R. 

10. It was reiterated that at tthe time of appointment of the 

applicants, the basJ required qjalification in the respondent 

department was Matlc with IT! ald two years experience from 

a reputed factory alolg with one 1ear apprenticeship, whereas 

in the Central GoverJment offices,at was Diploma in Mechanical 

Engineering foHowel · by one yel exJ'erience in the drawing 

section of any IndustL or lnstitutj or National Trade Certificate 

m Draughtsman (Me!hanical) follo~ed by two years expenence 

m the drawmg sectJn of an Industry or Institute or Nat10nal 

Apprenticeship CertiJcate in DrafJsman (Mechanical) followed 

by one year experienl in the drajing section of an Industry or 

Institute. It was claiied that rulls of the . Central Government 

ff. .d · h I · · ~·lr· · d · f o Ices epict t e requisite qua l! Icatwns an expenence o 

Central Government employees, at the relevant time of 

appointment of the applicants, in 

in Annexure R-5. SiJce there was 

the basic qualificatiols for the 

respondent C.T.R 
. . . 

VIS-a-VIS 

the respondent department, 

inherent difference between 

post of Draftsman in the 

Draftsman in the Central 

Government offices, so the applicamts are not at all entitled to 

the same pay scale. It was averred lhat this aspect of the matter 

was considered and re Governing Council has rightly rejected 
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the claim of the applkants by pa sing the speaking impugned 

order, Annexure A-1. l 
D 

. llA. The reGsprndent dep I tment offered the post of 

es1gn ss1stant rade II to applicant no. 3 vide office letter 

dated 26.7.1989 and not as a Draf sman Grade -III which is the 

post prescribed for tlie Central Go1emment Offices. Siillilarly, he 

was appointed as DLign Assistant grade I in the pay scale of 

. I I 
Rs.1400-2300 and NOt as a Dnlaftsman Grade II 1 Senior 

I 
Draftsman as claimed by them. Hence, they cannot be compared · 

with the Draftsmen! working in the office of the Central 

Government. 

12. The respondents claimed that the applicants are not 

entitled to any relief In the relevjt behalf. It will not be out of I .· .. , . . 
place to mention here that the respondents have stoutly denied 

all other allegations Ld the groulds contained in the OA and 

prayed for its dismissL l 
13. Having !eard the le ned counsel for the parties, 

having gone through the record w

1
1ith their valuable assiStance 

and after considering the entire m . tter, we are of the firm view 

that there is no merit and the instant OA deserves to be 

dismissed, for the reJsons mentioned herein below. 

. I 
14. Ex-fac1e tllie arguments of the learned counsel for 

the claim of the applicants of pari~ of the pay scale vide orders 

I . 
dated 26.3.2012 (Annexure A-ll) and since change of the 

l fh I · · · h d · · nomenc ature o t e post or som~ var~atwn m t e e ucatwnru 

qualifications for the lost of Draftsmen in the respondent C.T.R 

I 
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I! 
!I 
!; 

and Central Govern~ent will not lis-entitle them of the relief, so 
''I 

the impugned order,[
1
Annexure A- . is liable to be set aside and 

the applicants are e~titled to the arne pay scale on the pattern 
i~_ 

of the Draftsmen of t~e Central Government, are not only devoid 
li 
i 

of any merit but mis-placed as wei for the following reasons. 
j l 
~~ 

15. At the fitst instance, the applicants cannot claim 
!! 

the benefit of the orcl~t dated 26.3.2012 (Annexure A-ll) of the 

Hon ble High Court, ;~hich has a]Lady been recalled and the 
y I ,.. 
i' 

case was transferrer toN. 

0

t.· h.

1

is

6

. -PT.·.··. f __ ._ ~_· b2u0n1a2LwaNsot only that the 

Transferred Applicati~n ~ disposed of on 

11.10.2012 by this t ibunal direcring the respondent C.T.R to 

place the matter of tJie panty of the pay scales of the apphcants 

before the Governing ~ouncil. In p t rsuance thereof, the claim of 

the applicants for eqi~l pay on Central Government pattern was 

' I 
rejected vide orders d~ted 7.3.2013 (Annexure A-1). 

r·: 
Li 

· 16. What canljiot possibly le disputed here is that the 

Central Government kecruitment ules are not at all applicable 
1..: ,,, 
'- i 

to the respondent C.f.R. On the contrary, C.T.R (Respondent 
I 

. I; 

No.2) is governed by l:fts own Recruitment Rules. As tabulated 

herein above, the app~icants were i~itially appointed on different 

posts in different p~~ scales. C.t.R is an autonomous body 

' I 

under the Ministry of::Micro, Small Medium Enterprises and is 
[' 
l ' 

. governed by its own q~T . R rules. 
:ol ,, 
i: 

Departments for reJ~ewing the xisting rules and notifying 
i ' 
,. 
i · ,. 
li 

i 



I 

_) 
9 

(OA No. 060/0004712014) 

revised rules, woul~ l not come to the rescue of the applicants 
II 

because it is not a n;latter of disp te that the Model Recruitment 
I I 

ll 
Rules have not yet been imp emented by the concerned 

department. 
; 

18. Be that ~s it may, t e fact remains is that the 

respondentdepartm~rt is governe~ by its own C.T.R rules. The 

designation of the :!post in Ce tral Government Offices is 
i ,, 

Draftsman whereas i:h the C.T.R udhiana, the designation of 

I 
the post is Design As~istant. Not o ly that, even the educational 

t: 
i: e qualification prescrib#d for the post of Draftsman Grade I and II 

• 

in the Government ]': Offices is ,:0, years Diploma in Civil or 
•I 

i,;-r 
prescribed . for the p<)~st of IJe~tgn Assrstant Grade I and II tn 

n 
C. T. R is ITl certifi~~ate. In Cen. .. ral Go;vernment two years 

Diploma certi-ficate ih Draftsmanlhip is essential whereas in 
'I 

C.T.R the educationlkl qualificati, n of the Design Assistant 
~ ~ 

Grade III is ITI certifidkte. 
JL. 
;­,-

19. The matt'€~ did not test there. As is evident from the 
TI . ,, ,· 

record that in compli~nce of indica ed order of this Tribunal, the 
:I l: 

Governing Council h?-s duly consi ered the classification of the 
'· ., 
' • 

nomenclature and different basic educational qualifications in 
(• 

C.T.R Ludhiana and\1 Central Go ernment offices and rightly 
t. 

rejected the claim of {he applicant vide impugned order dated 
il 
i ~ 

7.3.2013 (Annexure Ai~ 1), which in ubstance, is as under:-

"AND WHR~~S, during the discussion, the Governing 
Council noted that the Applic ts had sought parity in pay 
scales with the [ pay scales ap · licable to Draughtsman in 
Central Govern.ment Offices, 011 the following grounds :-

! 
i l 
l i 
)I 
ll 
;· 

'I • 
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(i) Central Tool Room (C11 R) is an autonomous body 
.u:nder Ministfy of MSME, 1nd sho':lld not be treated 
differently from the Governmert Organizations. 

(ii) CTR havel been followin Central Government pay 
scales, and all0wances admissrble thereon. 

(iii) Therefore, I Government o{ders revising the pay scales 
of Draughtsman m Central Gol'ernment offices should also 
be applicable tf the Applicants . 

AND WHEREAS the GovJning Council was apprised 

that : ! 
(i) The ord~rs issued by Ministry of Finance (Department 
of Expenditure) regarding [evision of pay scales of 
Government s!rvants, are not applicable automatically to 
the employees tf autonomous odies. 

(ii) Under the,existing instrultions issued by Ministry of 
Finance (Department of Expenditure), all proposals 
relating to erJolument structure i.e . adoption of pay­
scales, allowa!tces and revi~ion thereof in respect of 
employees of !utonomous bo~ies under Government of 
India, ne.ed pt~or app~oval o~ G?vernment of India m 
consultatiOn With Mmistry o~ Fma:nce (Department of 
Expenditure), cfud l 
(iii) Before refJring any prop sal to Ministry of Finance 
(Department oT Expenditure) lfor revision in pay scales 
seeking parity 'with pay scaleJ in any other Government 
Departments, ilt has to be ensJred that the designation of 
post, the natule and quanturb of work assigned to the 
post, an.d th~ 1 recruitment q~alifications are either the 
same or Identwr to the posts II other Govt . Departments. 

AND WHEREAS Governin . Council of CTR in its 
meeting held I on 11.01.20113 has considered the 
representation of the Applicants on merit and with 
reference to .t~.e recruitmen~· qualifications of the pos~s 
held by Applicants and of the posts of Draughtsman m 
Central Governbent Offices, d noted that :-

"(i) The desigjation of the po
1
st in Central Government 

offi~e.s is Dra~ghtsmru: , wh~r~as in CTR Ludhiana the 
des1gnat10n of the pdst 1s Destgh Asststa'1t. 

(ii) The E~ucational QuLification prescribed for 
Draughtsman (;Grade I & II) in Govt. Offices, is . 3 year 
Diploma in CiJl.l or Mechanicall. Engineering, whereas the 
Educational QJaiification presclribed in Recruitment Rules 
for Design Assi~tant (Grade I & II) in CTR is ITI Certificate. 

(iii) The Educational Qualification for Draughtsman (Grade 
III) i:U Centr.al ~Government offlce~ is 2 ye~s' Diploma j 
Certificate m Draughtsman I sh1p. But m CTR, the 
Educational Qlllalification for IDesign Assistant (Grade III) 
is ITI CertificatJ". 

I . 
AND WHEREAS GovernJng Council noted that the 

designations, n!tture of vvork, ahd educational qualification 
of posts held l Applicants in CTR are not similar to the 
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designations, nature of work d educational qualification 
of Draughtsmr in Central GTemment offices. 

AND WJjf~REAS the ~overning Council of Central 
Tool Room Ludh1ana after considering all aspects of the 
case came to !he conclusion, I that there are no sufficient 
reasons for wliich the propos~ to revise the pay scales of 
Applicants can~ be recommendJd for approval of Ministry of 
Finance (Dep~tment of Expentliture). 

. I . l 
NOW THEREFORE, th undersigned (Respondent 

in CWP No. 7:h of 2004), keeping in view the conclusion 
arrived at by Governing Cou cil in its meeting held on 
11.1.20 13, hJreby declares that in the absence of 
sufficient jus~ification with regard to similarity in 
Educational fuualifications, nature of work and 

revts1on of the11r pay scales at par with the pay scales of 
Draughtsman gn Central Gov rnment offices, cannot be 
supported ana recommende for Govt. 's approval in 
consultation Jhth Ministry o\r Finance (Department of 
Expenditure) a~ per existing in~tructions" . . I . 

20. Meaning thereby the Governing Council of the 

respondent C.T.R hls considere the matter in the right 

perspective. The leLned counsL for the applicants has 

miserably failed to paint out as to tow and in what manner, the 

impugned order suffels from vice mf arbitrariness on the part of 

the Governing Coun},l. Therefore! it stands proved on record 

that designation, nat!re of work ld educational qualifications 

for the post held by tJe applicants ln C.T.R are entirely different 
I . I . 

than that of the designation, nat~re of work and educational 

. qualifications of Draf!sman in ceJtral Government offices. ln 

that eventuality, indJ

1
ed the applicLts cannot claim the parity 

I . 
in pay scales on the nattern of Cenr.ral Government employees 1 

Draftsman in the obtJning circumstances of the case. 

21. In the ligt of the afJesaid reasons, we find that 

there 1s no merit, ant the instant OA deserves to be and 1s 

J 
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hereby dismissed, as such. However, the parties are left to bear 

their own costs. 

(UDAY-KUMAR VARMA) 
MEMBER (A) 

HC* 

(JUSTICE M.S. SULLAR) 
MEMBER (J) 

Dated: 09.02.2017 




