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CF.N Ill.jL AA\UNI STRATI yc WI BUNnL 
AJ..LAtiABAQ B eNQi 

Orpginal Application No. l]Q6 Sf 1994 

Dated : 12.1.1995 

Hon' ble J\U'. s. Des Gupta, Member~A) · ' 
Hon'ble Mr. Jashtr s. Dhaliwal. Member(J) 

• 
Vijai Bahadur Ve.rma sjo ~i Mewa Ram T.No.2/SM 

R/o 51 Anand Vihar ~aubasta, Kenpur & & 87 Others 

Applicants 

By Advo<oa te "ri v. Nath, 'f. Singh 

Versus 

The <11airman. Uxdnance Factory Board, 
JD-A, AuckllMld fbad, Cal cutta-700C01. 

o ~e Nt-fAU . . o 
General Manager, !:j :!:J • s Factory, K.,r,tft ~e~ 
Kanpur 11-:, ~ 

2. 

3. Union of India, through Secretary, 
Ministry of Defence, New Delhi. 

Respondents. 

By Advocate -----------

Q B .Q .J !!(Oral) 

Hon' bl e Mr . s. Da s Gupta. Member{A) 

Heard, the learned counsel for the 

applicant on aanission. 

2, 88 applicants have joined in this 

Original Applica t ion filed under ~ec.19 of the 

Adninistra tive Tribunals Act, 1985 pra~ing for a 
HA~ 

direction for their upg r adation as I;wzller 'Highly 
"' r 

Skilled Grade-l! w,e~f. 16.10.1981 with all con-

sequenti al benefits. 

3. The a pplicants are all working .in 
ordNW--t.< 

I 
the 1 

t ·rade: of •achinist in the !:iRall AflitS Factory, 
lA. 

\ 

Kanpur. They were initially recrufted as aachinist. 
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Ssni .. Skilled. They were · promot ed· at different poin~ 
· Machinist 

of times to the grade of .. L ~ ... Scilled on dates 
• 

prior to 16.10.1981. An Expert Gla ssi fica tion 

Gommittee(f. C.C. for Short) set up on there­

commenda tions of the Illrd Pay Commission . studied 

and ev al ua ted the job contents of the various trades 

and oo•rel ated the evaluation to suitable pay scales 

within t he frame work of the recommendations of 

the Illrd P ay Commission. The Expert ..:COmmittee 

recommended upgradation of di fferent g r ades of 

certain trades but the trad e of Machinist. was .. mt 

one qf them. Thereafter, an a-namolies connli ttee 

was appointed t o examine certain anornolies ari sing 

out of t h e im plgn enta tion of t he recommenda tions 
• 

of the E. c . c. and 'this committee recommended up-

gradation of certain other trades which were not 

covered by t he E.C. c . However, even the Anamolies 

Gommi ttee did not recomm end upg r ada tion of the 
exceP.t its semiskilled grade. 

tra de of MachinistZThe upgra dation iri the ot.Der 

trades covered by the E.C.C. and the Anamolies 

Committee were allov.ed w.e.f. 16.10.198 1. The 

apP-licants who belong to the trade o~ Machinist 

submitted re pre sen t ation s for upgr ada tion to 

h.::i. Gr ade 11 w. e .f. 16.10.1981 at ~I vVith 

other trades whi ch 'll( ere .dllqwecj the f a cility of 
by 

upgrada tion but this wa s no t acceded t oLthe res-

~nsents . 

4. 'Ih e onl }' g roun d on Ythi d1 the ap~li cants 

have prayed f o r upgrada tion of their trade is that 
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Machinist 
the L _. perfo .rm jobs of simi! ar di ffi cul ty 

and ability as pe rfo nne d by persons working in 

other trades like Tool Satter, Fitter{ 'I&. G), Ins­

truments Fitter and Jig Borer • 

5. It is the settled principle of law 

that equal pay should be g ranted for equal work. 

This follo ws from the provisions of Articles 14 

and 16 of the COnstitution. However, an indi scti-.. 
. 

minate use of this princi ple can lead to adninist-

rative chaos. In the case of Shyam Babu Vezma Vs. 

u.o .r.tl994) 2 SOC 521. it was observed by the 

SUpreme Oourt tha t the principl e of equel pay for 

eq..~al work should not be applied in a mach dni cal 

or casual ma nner. Classifications made by a body 

of expert after fully studying and analysis of the 

womk could not be disturbed exc ept for strong re­

a sans which indi Cd te the cl a ssi fi cations made is 

unreasonable. 

6. In the case before us, admittedly, the 

, 

upgrada tion to certain trade wS{s allowed on the 

b a si s of study of the job cont ent by an expert body. 

Cetain modifications to the recommendations were 

also allowed after study was carried out by another 

body, called the Anamolies COmmittee. If , these 

2 committees did not consi:lder the trade of Machinist 

as deserving upgradation on the basis of the job 

cont ent, this 1ribunal can hardly come into the 

me tter and on the basis of meagre ddta placed 
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before us, 'come to the conclusion · that the 
Machinist 
L ~ . a re ~doing a job which can be equated 

' 

to the job content of o'tb.er trades which have 

been allowed upgradation. This is really a job 

of expert commi ttee. ~nee already another Pay 
• 

Co:fiamission is functioning, we are of the vieW 

that any grieva nce that those in the trade of 
Machinist . L have can be brought to the ooti ce of the 

Pa y 6ommission for a ppropri a t e redressal. 

7. So far a s this Tribunal is concerned, 

we are not in a position to come to a conclusion 
Ma chinist 

tha t the trade of L . is deserving upgrada tion 

on the basis of. its job content. Th e petition 

before us is, therefore, dismissed on t h e acinission 

stage itself. 

--
Monber(AY 

jM.M.j 
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