CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CHANDIGARH BENCH

(ORDER RESERVED ON 01.04.2016)

0.A No.060/00654/2014  Date of decision: i2.4.2016

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE L.N. MITTAL, MEMBER (J)
HON’BLE MRS. RAJWANT SANDHU, MEMBER (A)

Sohan Lal S/o Sh. Nihala Ram, R/o Village & P.O. Sagha, Distt.

Karnal.
...APPLICANT

BY ADVOCATE: Sh. Naveen Daryal.
VERSUS
[ 3 1.  Union of Indiav_ v,:thro'ugh" 'Sec'retary, Ministry of Urban
Development and.Poverty Alleviation, New Delhi.
2.  Director, D.T.E. of PriQtjng',-a;B,-Wing, Nirnﬁan Bhawan, New
Delhi. PEE T
3. Manager, Govt. oF%Indla, e5é

e "..{dff»‘N"iVIBI_gheri;;-District Karnal.
~ ...RESPONDENTS

¥ Lty

BY ADVOCATE: Ms. Nidhi Garg. - -
”‘ ' ORDER |
HON’BLE MRS. RAJWANT SANDHU, MEMBER (A):-

1. This Original Application has bee_n_ﬁle‘d under Section 19
of the Administrati\};"‘T-rib;u‘rfi."als“'A"ct',f"19.55;":"Seeking “quashing of
order dated 12.06.2014 or issuance of a direction to the
respondents to allow the 6™ CPC as per Rules 01.01.2006 and
the similar benefits has been granted by the Govt. Press,
Kolkatta and Delhi. However, the applicant is working on thel pdst
of Offset Machine Attendant in Govt. of India, Press Nilokheri, but
their pay has_not.been fixed as per Office Memorandum dated
20.11.2009 issued by the Ministry of Urban Development,
Directorate of Printing. The applicant is entitled the consequential

benefits alongwith interest. The sim'ilarly situated employees are
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drawing higher pay scale, which have édmittedly juniors to the
applicant and the respondents are admitted in the order dated
12.06.2014 that juniors name i.e. Mohan Lal, Parveen Kumar,
Sunil Bhushan, Sher Singh, Satpal, Mahabir, Sohan Lal, which

were appointed after the applicant.”

2'. It is observed that this OA is a very poorly drafted and
confusing document but the sam. and substance of the same

appears to be that the applicant is getting lesser pay .than some

Press, Nilokheri, and he seeks to have thlS posntron rectified. It is
also noted that this is the; 2nd round of htlgatlon as the applicant
had earlier filed OA No. 1607/HR/13 whrch was dlsposed of vide
order dated 10.12.2013 vwith'i'-.di_rection to the respondents to
decide the representatlon of the apphcant |n a time bound

manner and the |mpugned orden dated '12.06.2014 was passed
by the respor_ldent—department‘cddﬂsequen_tial_‘_t'o the order of the
' Tribunal. o

;8 | In the written .;stvatetn;ent filed on behalf of the
respondents, it has been stated that the Director, Dte of Ptinting,
New Delhi had issued OM regarding Modernisation of G_ovt. of
India PreSSes vide letter dated 09.10.2002. After implementation
of the scheme regarding modernization, the post of Machine
Attendant (Letter Press) was dec.lared as surplus. The applicant

who was working as Machine Attendant (Letter Press) was

declared surplus w.e.f. 31:12.2002 vide letter dated 30.01.2003

",'~.‘:"Z'Annexure_R-4). The applicant submitted his option for
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absorption dated 30.06.2007 (Annexure R-5). As per

absofption/re-deployment rules, the letter press Machine"

Attendant with six years regular service in that grade after
successful }completion of training in offset technology for six
months, is eligible for absorpfion to the post of Offset Machine
Attendant. As per his option dated 30.06.2007 he was given six
months training in offset technology. After completion of training,
the applicant was re-deployed to the post of Offget Machine

Attendant in the revised pay scale of Rs.5200-20200+1900 GP

- w.e.f. 03.03.2008 vide OM "A-11015/27/2008-Estt./2725 dated

10.03.2008 (Annexure R-6) granting one increment on

103.03.2008 and the next inc're_r'ﬁént%_ was given to him on

01.07.2009 as per 6™ CPC Rules. He had been given 2" MACP

w.e.f. 16.10.2011.

4. It is further stated that the Contentjon of the applicant

that some employees are'd_rawing more pay than the applicant,

are baseless and hence denied as-only 2 employees i.e. Sunil
Bhushan, Praveen Kumar (jo'ined on 15.10.1991) are senior to

the applicant and getting more pay than the applicant. The other

employees i.e. Sher Singh, Sat Pal, Mahabir, Sohan Lal (Joined :
on 29.09.1994) are junior to the applicant and they are gettingf .
: Y

less pay than the applicant. 'The applicant is gettingqr‘;;

Rs.9130+2000 (Grade Pay), but the 4 junior bemployees are
getting the salary of Rs.8800 + 1900 (Grade Pay). In regard to
Sh. Parveen Kumar, Sunil Bhushan amd Mohan Lal, it is stated

that these employees were not declared surplus during the

A
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period of implementation of modernization scheme, so they have
been given additional increment as compared to the applicant.
Hence there is difference of pay between these employees and
the applicant, which is as per the instructions issued from time to

time. Hence, the claim of the applicant deserves to be dismissed.

s Later, affidavit dated 21.10.2015 was filed on behalf
of the respondents, wherein, it has been stated that the applicént
Sh. Sohan Lal was working. as Offset Machine Attendant and not
Offset Machine Assistant. As plé‘r“seniority list as on 01.01.2014,
the name of the applicant Sh. Sohan Lal is at S.No. 9. As per the
seniority list (Annexure A-_;7‘)"‘“"t:hgé:’§é¢|5"’b‘li‘c?apt Sohan Lal was working

as Machine Attendant and one .Sjof"h_van Lal listed at S.No. 12 was

shown working as Labo}ure“r.:‘_:‘.A :':éjAnr]_e.xure A-7, in the second
last column it is cleéf':i*._ly mentlonedthereln that the applicant
Sohan Lal at S.No. 9 is wo;rking;; as Mschine Attendant whereas
Sohan Lal at S.No. 12 was working as Labourer and as per the
Office Memorandum issued by the Directorate of Printing, with
regard to the modernization of Indian Presses, the post of
Machine Attendant was declared surplus. The applicant was
consequently declared surplus w.é.f. 31.12;2002 _v.ide letter

dated 30.01.2003. The details regarding Career Progression of

the applicant have been indicated in the following table:-

Sr. | Name of the post of w.e.f Date of | Pay scale | Pay scale
No. | appointment/confirma order (pre- | (revised; °
tion | revised)
/promotion/up- , , g
| gradation !

1 1.. . Appointed as Labourer | 16.10.91 16.10.91 | 750-940 | 2550-
3200

=4 2. | Promoted as Machine |13.08.97 |28.08.97 | 800- 2650-
Attendant (letter ' 1150 4000

A
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| press) < ~ :

3. | Regularized as 18.05.2001 | 18.06.01 | 2650- | ------ |

; Machine Attendant 4000 ' |
(L.P) |

4. | He was surplus from 31.12.2002 to 02. 03 2008

5. | On 01.01.2006 his pay was revised as per 6" C.P.C and Pay fixed as
Rs. 5200-20200 + 1800 G.P (Pre revised 2650-4000)

6. | Redeployed as - 103.03.2008 | 10.03.08 | 3050- 5200-

| Machine Attendant ' - 4590 20200+
(Offset) _ - 1900/-
G.P

7. | 2"Y MACP given to him w.e.f 16.10.2011 in the pay scale of 5200-

20200+2000 G.P.

6. It has been reiterated in the affidavit that Sh. Sher

Singh, Satpal and Mahabir were juniors to the applicant and they

were getting Iesser pay than- hlm“H@wever Sh. Parveen Kumar,
o fe-?- g

Sunil Bhushan and*Mohan‘ ILaI weré worklng as labourers during

 the period of |mplementat|on of the modernlzatlen scheme and

us "On‘ grant o’r“,,mcrements due

to them thelr pay bec m‘ “hi an the pay ofwthe applicant,

ot

who was re- deployed to the post f @ffs_et Machme Attendant on

03.03. 2008 by grantmg hlmfao:neﬁ cn;em\e‘mtt%{and he was given

next mcrement on 01 07 2009 _{i’:

£ Another  affidavit- wasflledon behalf of the
respondents on 22032016toclar|fy the capacity in which the
applicant continued to WOrk with the respondents after being -
declared eUrpIus till his redeployment. It has been stated in this

affidavit that during the period of being declared surplus, the

applicant was working in the capacity of Machine Attendant

(Letter Press) and was re-deployed as Machine Attendantﬁﬂmm“;h

(Offset) vide order dated 10.03.2008 w.e.f. 03.03.2008.

& “u_‘i‘:“ 2 * A
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- 8. Arguments advanced by learned counsel for the
parties were h_eard, when both sides reiterated respectively the
content of ‘the OA, rejoinder, written statement and affidavits
filed on behalf of the respondents. The only reason stated by the

respondents for the applicant drawing lesser pay than Sh. Mohan

Lal and others who were junior to him is that the applicant was |

declared surplus as he was Machine Attendant (Letter Press) and
after training he was re-deployed as Machine Attendant Offset
w.e.f. 03.03.2008. At the same time, it is stated that tie
applicant contlnued to work as Machme Attendant (Letter Press)
during the perlod that he ‘was declared surplus Hence, when a
. common semonty hst |s mamtamed in respect of the Machine

Attendant (@ffset) and Mac' inel (Letter Press), it has

o

to be accepted that t;e sen uld no;;%‘be gettmg lesser pay

than his Junlor Hence we-:»ar i.of, the view that the ends of

justice, will 1be met-. lf'the respondents reﬂx the pay of the
applicant at- par with h|s junior: eﬁ' Sh. Mohan LaI Action in this

regard may be taken wuthm a period of- snx weeks from the date

o —"

,,,,,

o /\t: T2 CERAJWANT SANDHU)
%f gtm\., T MEMBER (A)

v > 'jusnce L.N. MITTAL)

| éﬁ/“swt MEMBER (J)
Place: Chandig 8 \)\Ué

Dated: /2-4. 2ol

‘rishi’
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