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The spplicants after making resrescntatiens fer trade
testing and premetien tsiyighnr grades ef charge electricisns
highly skilled grade Izzgaving failsd te get any relief,
appreached thie Tribunal. Their juniers, Lineman and wireman
have baen’proﬁntad te highanggades ignering thair claims.

The applicants were werking ag Armature Winder end Instrument

Repairer which pests afe classified as skilled peste and the

" ghannal ef premetien is skilled grade (Rs.2€0-400), highly skilles

arade.1T( Re.350-480) and highly skilled grade I (Ps .380-560).
The pay gczles sllstted te varisus skilled pucts uwere revissd
sn the basis ¢f the reéommanﬁatinns ef the Expert Cemmitties

(Classificetien Cemmittes). The pay ocale af Armgture Winder/

Inetrument Tepgirer wa® revised te Rs,260-400, Cable Jeinter
Rs, “ ’

' te 330~ 480, Linsmaen/Wireman/SBA te 260-400 ard that ef

. RB‘. ) ,t h e
Wireman/SBA te/330-480, The pests which caimiey/  say scale of

Re ,210-290 uefe alletted tus pay scales ef Ra,ZﬁG—éﬁG and
Re,.330-4460 te the extent of 10X of pests eof wireman te be

upgraded, The asplicants are in thé‘milita:y Engirmering

Service, The applicants allege that the categeries of Lireman

and Uixsmgn have bsen trested a= feeder categeries fer pramstien

te the pest ef Instrument Repairers and Armature inders



T
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as per recruitment rules andﬂﬁhey'have been brought equal
to their erstuhile juniors by beipg placed in the same
pay scales. 'Thesejfeédgr Categcries'of Lineman and

Wireman have been brought ehual-tp their jumniors unjuétly

iand unfairly.- The,énomalies_ccmmittee' which was appointed

did noﬁ-tqych the Catsgq;ies oF'Armatdre Winders and
Instrumgnt;ﬂepairé#s yeﬁ aﬁothér catego;y knouwun as Cable
Jgintef'in the_military Eng;neering Service was upgraded

to theigcale of RsJSSU—ﬁBU. These categories of posts which.
£he applicénts ére' holding have bsen entirely left:out

for upgradafion in. restruéhﬁﬁgAthe cadre and the applicants’
were promoted to tﬁe present’ posts only after passing the

requisite trade test énd'the'persons junior to the applicants

have been promoted in preference tc them.

2o The respondents have contested the claim of the

applicahts. They ﬁaue contended that the post of Armature

‘Winder has been redesignated as Electrician anﬂ that the

category of Armature Winder hgs been included iﬁ three
grade structure for promotion to‘HS Il and HS I, As
regards instrument repairer, thié category was not
considered fit to be included in the three grade structure
by the Expert Cla;sification\éommiftee and fhat the

category QF Wireman and Lineman have been brought to the

skilled grade with effect from 16th Octcber, 1984 and these

lcategories have been included in the three grade structure.

They have relied upon the judgment of the Ernakulam Bench
of the Tribunal dated 1.2.1989 in K.243/87 (P.K; ASOKAN . &
ANR. VSQ.UOOQIQ &URS).

The said apblicgtion was closed in vieuw of the_'
statement which was made on behalf of the respondents,
BeForeithe Ernakulam Bench it was stated that with the

change in the designation of Armature Yinder to Electrician

as per 0.M, dated 24.6. 87, the applicants as Electricians



are entitled for promoﬁion to the next higher grade.
it is further stated by the respondents that prior to
introduction of five scales of pay to the industrial:

persons- of MES, the caﬁegories of Lineman and Wireman were

'placed on the semi-skilled grade. Houwever, on introduction

AN

of five scales of pay,?the categories of Lineman gnd

Wireman were upgraded to the scale of Rs.260-400. This

"upgradation was done based on the point score given by the

Expert Classification Commltteerheaded by a judicial body.
The Ancmaly Committee permltted the claim of Electr1c1ans
and not of other categorles. So far as the Armature

Vinders are concerned;’they'have no claim in view of the fact
that they have beenvcatggor;éed'as'Eleciricians and they

are entitled to promotidn to the next higher grade. 8o

far as the.category of Iﬁstrument Repairérs is concerned, the
Committeelafter takingiinto conéideration various facts
recommended that they cannot be included in the restructuring
category. It was the'éxcluéive jurisdiction of the
Committee which was the Expert Committee which after taking
into consideration all thé circumstances reached this
particular conclusion and this Tribunal cannot sit in
judgement over the decision of the Expert Committee given
long back in the year 1981. So far as the upgradation

is concerned, obv10usly it was respondents' jurisdiction and
after taklng into consideration the various cther factors,
the pay scales have been made equali As such, we do not

flnd any Justlflcatlon in the claim of Instrument Repalrers
also., Houever, taking into consideration the fact that they
were equated to Armature Winder and further that Lineman/
Ulreman whouuwere earller in Feeder scaTg uere brought to

the same scale, the Tribunal directs that,the case of the
Instrument Repairers ﬁay.be considered. The application

is otherwise dismissed.
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The application is disposed of with the above

directions.,

There will be no order as to costs,

o (I.P.GUPTA) . ' . (U.C.SRIVASTAVA)
gl MEMBER(A) - VICE CHAIRMAN(3J)
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