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The Hon'ble Mr. J'ustic G. L. Gupta, Vice Chairman. 

The Hon'bfe Mr. A. P. · ag rath, Adrilinistra tivee I·11embe~. 
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1. Whether Rep 1 rters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

~ To be referre to the Reporter or not? 

3. Whether thei Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? 

4. Whether it n. eds to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? 

( A • 11? • N"i.GR1 'lH ) 
Administrative/Hember Vice Chaiz:man 

\.__________ ___ _ 
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CENTRAL ~liNISTRAT.rVE[TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH; J AIPUR • 

. , riginal Application No. 346/97 ,, 

esh Kumar Sharma, S/o Shri Ram Bilash Sharma 
House No. 4-Gha-7, Mahaveer Nagar-III, Kota. 

Su hdev, S/o Shri Gopi Lal Ji, r/o Dpp. to 
Mi dle School, behind Marshi Mata Temp~e. -

Mjlidhar Tiwari, S/o Shr.l Ram Karan, · 
r/~behind Sangam Pan Bhandar, ShiyPura Crossing 
Ko- a. - -

Bh ,. endra Singh t4an. S/o Shri Jag-deep Singh I>1an 
r*;il . _ ~r. 1\Jo. 9/1 J.I(&S Col ~ny, Kota. . 

Ra, NJ.was, S/o Shri Kanhiya Lal, 
r I 308/4 near G'L'QJl Line Pump House 
ME , Kota. 

Ha uman f'rasad, S/o Shri Jagganath 
I .... • . 

r H.No. 341, Nayapura Kota. 

Na1b1r Hussin, S/o Shri Abdul Husain 
.r;;j t4ukadam Saifi Colo riy, Cbotti Mazid, 
Ki horepura, Room No. ·10, Kota. 

ndra Hoban Ja:rrant, S/o Shri lvlathura 
Jayant, r/o H.No. 216, Keshav;pura 

• 6, Kota. 

endra Kumar Sharangi S/o, Late Shri Basanti 
Ojha, r/o S/1 l111ES Colony, Station Road, 

. ' . 

R sh Chandra Sen, S/o late Shri Kalyan !1al 
se·i r/o No. 33/3 MES ·Colony, Army Are a 
Dtwara, Kota. ·· 

R~bhey Shyam Sharma, s/o Shri Kanhiyalal Sharma 
r lo 23/54 Sarai Kayasthan Kot?• 

u ar Singh, s/o Shri Suraj Singh 
I 

o MES Colony, Nehru Park, ~aharaja Land 
tion Road, Kota. · 

G · rdhari Lal Yogi .. S/o Shri Bhanwar Lal Yogi 
Mahavi~~~aga~ III Kota. 

JL ' ? . ~./ .. v\ - , 
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_ __j 
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17. 

18. 

Shiv Prakash Nagar, S/o Shri Ram Kalyan Nagar, 
r/ 1 No. 6-S-4, Kota. 

ya Kumr Shastri, S/o Shri Prabhu Lal Ji Shastri 
Haldion Ki Brahampuri, l?uraiti. Dhan Mandi Kota. 

De·· ndra Singh Hada, S/o Shri Bhanwar Singh Hada 
r/ 853, Shastri Nagar, Bada Bhawan Dadabari 
Ko 'a. · · ' 

! ' 

Ji endra Singh i'iastana, S/o Shri Gopal Lal 
1-ao 23, Sarai Ka Sthan, Kota 

Gi I raj Prasad Sharma, S/o Shri Deve:1ki Nandan Sharma 
r/

1

• 8/2; r'iES Colony, KES lEota •. 

19. Ka 'miya Lal, S/o Shri Ram Narayana J i, 
tJe r Power House, Malipada, Naya Pura, Kota! 

· 20. Ki han Lal, S/o Shri Dokhri Lal 
Na! apu:ca .i!Power House, llfaar f1lataj i Ka Cho-.gk 
Ko a. 

21. Rru Sahai, S/o Shri Phool Chand, 
Ne r Shop of Kathu Kha:ti, Khatik ~1ohalla 
Ga· ;,dhi Nagar, DQil, Kota. 

22. Bh 1 ru Lal,. S/o Shri Bhawani Ram, r/o 1/4 
ME I Colony, Kat a. 

I 

23. (-Qf-a§>_ Maha,p~i_::;_~ltLMa,napati Chawrerar 
rf,7- ~:No;. 4 ~z""r3'fu. Tql wanf:-~ ::. - ·: ;:-~ - -._ """= l} 
<e-aec--:.,__.:._ ·-~ -~ · ;'-~---=··-~·=---=-----....r4."'·'-----· ------- -~~-~----/ 

~-~ ' 

24. Ba t1ukand, S/o Shri Ram N'arayan, r/o 

25. 

I\'e :c Khai Road, Sobhgya Furniture Hc..use, 
Kh i Road, Kota. 

esh Kumar Saxena, r/o No. 3, Sarswati Colony 
1 No. 8, Baran Road, Kota.. 

: Applicants. 

rep. b VinOd Goyal : COunsel for the applicants. 

1. 

2· 

-versus-

Union of India through the Engineer-in-chief 
Army Head -k~a.l.·ters, Military Engineering 
Service's, Ke·shar House, New Delhi. 

Comnander-in· .. ·Chief Engine:3Ir, So~rn Conmand . _ ______. 
iiE:.S, Pur:e. 



...__ __ _ 

3. 

4 .. 

5. 

-3-

Chi~f Engineer { Jaipur Zone), MES Power House, 
Ban] Park, JaipUr. 

Ccmnpnder ~'lorks Engineer, MES, Power House, Road, 
Banii Park, Jaipur. - · 

;: 

Gar ison Engineer, l•lES, !:-lear Circuit House, 
I Kot • 

:; Respondents. 

rep. by Hr. Sanj ay i?areek ; 

\.¢ COR.Ai.'i: The Hon'ble Hr. Justice G .. L.Gupta, Vice Chai.man 

.. - The Hon'ble 1:-ir. A.P. Nag-rath, Adtuinistrativa Member • 

Date of the order: :lo, \' ,0 ')._ 

'1\t.renty five applicants, ·who are the civilian 

emplo in the various offices of the Military Engineering 

Servi es ( MES for short) seek higher pay scale, which 

is be ~g paid to the employees in the Centr al ;-ublic 

Works Department ( O?'wD for short ) • Their claim raised 

! 

by w 'y of notice was rejected by the letter vide 

cam nication dated 27.2.97 (Annex. A.l). 

2. It is' averred that the educational qualification 

for the posts, mode of recruitment/ funct,ions 

discharged oy the applicants are the same 

the employees in CP~iD, yet the applicants 

not been granted the same scale of pay. It is 

that the applicants are D~plcma Holders in ITI/ 

and have been working as t•1otor Pump Attendant, 

~/~L 
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Lineman ~;a1.·eman, li'Jelder, Pipe Fitter, Carpenter etc 

for th last more than 15 years and in s erne cases 

for mo .,·e than 20 years, but they have not been given 

pro mot · ons as there are no prcm.ot ional avenues in the 

Depart! ent. It is averred th;;1t the applicants are 

being , aid in the scal-a of pay of as.950-20-1150-EB-1150~ 

while heir counter-parts in other Central Government 

De_part,nents ar,e gettiil) pay in the scale of pay 

of ~.1 00-30-1440-EB-30-1800 and thus the applicants 

are being discriminat~ and there is violation 

of Arti·'cles 14 and 16 of the Constit:.ution of India. 

It is further averred that there being no promotion<".il 

has led to stagnation in service. It is 

point that the. Supreme court has held in a 

numbe of judgements that there has to be prcmotional 

It is further pointed out that All Irxiia 

r~ms C vilians Drafts ll'&n Association, had filed O.A. 

No. 2q;aa in the Principal Benc~~which was decided 

on 12.8.91, directirr:J the respondents to grant the 

I 

pay sl ale to the Draftsman Gr.I and Gr .. J:I as ~·las l::eing 
I . 

gran :_d to Draftsman Gr.I and Gr.II in. Cl?\tJD. It is 
i ' 

pray d that t-he respondents be directed to grant the 

pay cale of Rs.;l200-lSOO initially in Technical Group •c• 
to a 1l the applicants with consequ~:mtial benefits and 

that the respondents be directed to provide pro m:>tional 

avenes t;o the applicants in their respective posts. 
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3. The respondents in their reply have resisted 

the c aim of the applicants. Denying that there is 

stagn I tion it is stated that the a;,op licants have got 

pran ions. It is averred that @otional avenues are 

avail ble toMES employees on passing departmental trade 

test. It is also averred that under the Assured Career 

Pr OJr ssion Scheme c~unicated vide letter dated 9. 8. 99 

emplo ees who could not get prorrotion after completion 

of 12 years get higher pay scale aii(i> further after 

24 rs·of service get another upgr~ation of pay 

It is pleaded tha.t the a.Pplicat ion is 

liabl to be dismissed as being barred :1:¥ 1 imitation. 

It isl averred that the service conditions of employees 

in J D are entirely different and the::::e cannot be any 
. I 

compa ison between the employees of two departments 

i.e. I ES and Ci?viD, for the purpose of parity in 

the PI 'I scales. It is pointed out that in M&S, Industrial 

fit:me t policy was notified l':1:l the Government of India 

I ~ 
'J"ide etter dated 11.5.93 and the policy has b-3en 

adoptl d with effect frO: 15.10.84 and that the 

pay s' alas of Industrial Staff of l'1ES was determined 
I . 

on th basis of the . recommsmdations of the llxpert 

Class "fication Co.n.-:nittee ccmprising of Senior Officers 

of th ftlinistry, Members of Federation/anion and 

assoc ation of various categories~ appointed by the 

G011e) ent in terms of the reccmmez:dations c f the 

3rd PI y Ccmmission. It is averred that the employees 

in different departmant cannot claim parity 

matter of pay scales. It h.:its been prayed that 

be dismissed. 

( 
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4. In the rejoinder, the _applicants have reiterated 

the fa ts stated in the D •• ~~.. 

5. We have heard the learned counsel for the 
I 

parti and perused the documents placed on record. 

6. The lea:cned counsel for the applicants 

conteJ ed that there is no difference·:::: in the educational 

quali~~·cation required .for the emplqyees working in 

MES a ld CP~IJ"D and hence.!) there cannot be a valid 

justiflica~ion for different scales of pay. He pointed 

out that in the matter of pay scale of Draftsman, the 

al Bench has accepted the claim. He has cited 

dger;tents in which the Hon 'ble Supreme Court 

that equal pay should be qiv-en for 

7. '.On the other hand, the lea.:cned counsel for 

the r spondents contended tho..t Tr ib unal cannot be 

justi,ied in decidiiJ;J as to in which scale of pay the 

empl~ees should be paid their salary. It \'las canvassed 

that ~his is a policy matter and it shOuld be left it 

to th Government which acts on the basis of recomnendations 

of Ext 1ert Body 1 ike Pay Commission. It was urged 
-I 
I 

·that , ere the employees work in different departments 

I i.e. ere the empl~er is not the same, the principle 

"equaJ pay for equal work• is not applicable. 

8. We have ccttsidered the rival cOntentions. 
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9. It has to be accepted that it has ·been the 

consi tent view of the SUPreme Court that Court/Tribunal 

shoul not interfere in the matter of pay seal es fixed 

by th I Government. 

In t.he case of State of Hifyana and anotpe£ 

Civil Seer tariat Person tion 

{2002 SCC L&S 822 ), it was observed that the cla~ 

of ~..][,--~ pay for. equal ·work~;~ is not a fundamental -

right of employee although it is a Constitutional 

goal , o be achieved l:f..J the Government ... It was further 

obserj d that fixation of pay and dete_rmina.tion of 

parit in duties and_ responsibilities is a complex 

! 
matte, which is for the executive to discharge. The 

relev' nt obser;.;ations at para 10 of the report are 

I 
repro uced hereunder; 

" It is to be kept in mind that the claim 
of equal pay for equal work is not a fundamental 
right vested in any emplc:yee thou9h it is a 
constitutional goal to be achieved by the 
Government.· Fixation of pay and determiretion 
of parity in duties and responsibilities is a 
complex matter which is for the executive 
to dischatge. ~ihile taking a decision in 
the matter, se·Je.ral relevant factors, some 

I
. of wh.iQl have been noted by this Court in 

1 
the decided case, are to be cOnsidered 
keeping in ·;;~w the prevailing financial position 
and capacity of the State Governnent to bear 
the additional liability of a revised scale 
of pay.· It is also to be kept in mind 
that the priority given to different types 
of posts under the prevailing policies of the 
State GO"vernment is aJ.s o relevant factor for 
c6bs ideration by the State Go-.;ernment. In 
the c ontex·t of the c c:mpl ex nature of .(!~sues 
involved, the far reaching consequences of 
a decision in the matter and its impact on 
the administration of the State Government, 
courts have taken the view that ordinarily 
courts should not try to delve deep into 
admin~strat~ve g~isions perta'ini.Il;J to J2.aY 

fixation and pay paritv. That is (pot: t~ 
that· the matter is not justiciable or 
that the courts cannot any proceeding 
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against such administrative decision taken by the 
Government~ The courts should approach such matters 
with restraint and in~erfere only when theY are 
.sati.§fied that the decision of tbe G,gy:ernnent is 
patently irrational, uniust snd QFejgdiciaJ to 
a section of emPl~ye~s and the Government while taking 
the decision has ignored factors which are 
l[ateri!iiil a1!9 lei en,p'[for a deCision In 9'@ matter. 

Even .in a case where the court holds the order 
passed by the Government to be unsl?-staina~le then 
ordinarily a direction should be g~ven to the 
State Gover:n.-nent or the authority taking the 
decision to reconsider the matter and pass 
a proper order. The court shOuld avoid giving 
a declardtion ifran'f lrlg a par t.Lcular scafe Of 
~ and c Qnpelling the Go-..rerr.ment to implement 
the same. - · · · · · · • · · · · · · . . . . . . .. . .. . . :· . . 

{ emphasis supplied. 

In the judgement, tbe observations of the 

Supereme COurt in 'the case of Si:cretarv, :t'inan::e Department 

and { 1993-SCC (L&S ) 157 ) , il'rere reiterated. 

The rele'vant observations appearing at para ~lo. 12 of 

the are re-produced hereunde-r.: 

" 12. "Vie do not cOr1sider i·t necessary to traverse 
the casJj~n wnich reliance has been placed by 
counsel for the appellants as it is we.!1 ... J;t~ttled_ 
tQa.t eQJ.'@tiou of posts aEd detenninsti9Ji:q£ pay 
scales is t~ primarY. function of the execu~..=. 

anq, noj; the iudiciary and.J therefore, ordinarily 
courts will not enter upon the task of job 
evaluation which is generally left to expert 
bodies like the ii?ay Com.'Uiasions., etc. But 
that is Dr.) t to say that the Court has no 
jurisdiction and the aggrieved employees 
have no re~edy if they are unjustly treated_by 
arbitrary State action or inaction. Courts must, 

·:.._.~'.·J 

however, realise that job evaluation is both 
a difficult and time consuming task which 
even expert bodies having the assistance of 

. staff rJ~ith requisite expertise have fOund 
difficult to undertake s Q'ne times on account 
of want of relevant data an:l scales for evaluating 
performances of different grOUps of employees..... n 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XX X 

XXX 
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'rhere can, therefore, be no doubt that .stqvatism 
of pos,ts and equation of salaries is a cctnplex 
matter: wbiCh is be~t to §P ex:rer:t b~ 
unless there is gogent ma.teri al on record to corna 
to a firm conclusion that a grave error 
had crept in while fixing the pay scale for a 
given post and Court's interference is absolutely 
necessary to undo the unjustice. a. 

( emphasis suPplied~ 

In the case of Ugion of Iggi-a and others 

•1s. t.tlakhan Chandra Roy ( 1998 sec (L&S) 104 )~ 

precated the interference by the Administrative 

in deterrnining the pay scales. It was 

obser d th;;o~t what pay scale should be gi•.ren to a particular 

e"1Dlo lee is within the domain of the authori ti~es and 
""' I . 

the T 1 i:bunal should not venture in the "f.Orbidden field. '* 

In the case of Union of IP;li§ and another ....;;:§..:. 

P.V. ariharan and anot~r ( 1997 sc C (L&S) 838 ) 

also jt was observed that 

hostile discrimination is 

unless a clear cut case of 

made out, there shOuld not 

be ju I icial .interference with the pay seal es fixed by 

I 

the G : vernment on the recom.'1lenda tion of Pay Commission. 

In t t case their Lordships passed se~re strictures 

againll t the Tribunal ~hi ch h.:::.d pa'ised the order on 

the q estion of pay scales. It was observed at para 5 

of th report as under: 

5. Before parting with this appeal, we feel 

impelled to make a few observations. Over the 
past few weeks, we have come across several 
matters decided by Administrative Tribunals 
on the question of pay seal <=s. We have noticed· 
that quite often the Tribunals are interfer.ing 
i.rith nay scsles withont proper reas9ls and, lt~ithout 
being conscious of the fact th<:~t fixation of pay 
is not their fynction. It is the function of 
he Government which normally acts on the 

recomrnendations of a Pay Comnission. Change 
~~a~ 'sc~le of,~ category has a cascading 
-~; 
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effect. Several other categories similarly situated, 
as well as those sita~ted ~~e and beloW, put 
forward their claims on the basis of such change 
The Tribunal should realise th<lt interferiD:J 
wfth the prescribed pay seal es is a serious 
matter. The Pay Comm.ission, which gOes into the 
problem at great depth and happens to have a full 
picture before it, is the proper authority 
to decide upon this issue. Very often, the 
doctrine of •equal pay fO.r. equal work" i.s also 
being misunderstood and l!lisappl,..ie_g, .f.x::ee~y 
revising and-{€;~90$"ing th~ · p~y seal es ~cr9ss 
the board. We nope and ~~st that t~ Tr~bo,nalS 
will exercise due restrain~) in the matter. 
Unless a clear case of hostile discrimination 
is made out, there would be no justification 
for interferillJ with the fixation of pay seal es. 
We have cQne across orders passed by Single 
Members and that too quite often Administrative 
Mernoers, all owing such claims. These orders 
have a serious impact on the public exchequer 
too. It would be-in the fitness of things 
if all matters relating to pay scales, i.e. 
matters asking for a higher pay scale or 
an enhanced pay scale~ as the case may be, 
on one or the ether ground, are heard by 
a Bench com.pris ing at lfast one Judicial Member. 
The Chairman of the Central Administrative 
Tribunal and the ~~airmen of the State 
Administrative Tribunals shall consider 
i.ssui EtJ appropriate instructions in the 
matter. 

Copies of this Order shall be com~unicated 
to the Hon'ble Chairman, Central Administrative 
Tribunal and to all the Hon'ble Chairmen 
of the State Administrative Tribunals·for 
bringing this order to the notice of 
all the learned Vice-Chaipnen and 
l'lember. '' 

Similar observations were made by the Apex 

Court in the case of State of U .1?. and. others V§.:. 

J.P. ( 1989 sec (L&s) 71 ). 

10. True it is
1 

in some other cases,· the Supreme 

Court has passed orders or has ppprO'led the orders passed 

by High Courts/Tribunals on the pay seal es. However, 

it noticed that the fact situation in those cases .,__._ 

ry different. 
/l 

I 
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In the case of Al varq Noronha Far:riera am 

( 1999 4 ·sec 408 ) 

t situation was that the emplcyer was common to 

tegories of judicial officers working at Goa and 

Delhi nion Terr:-itories, and the parity between the 

pay sc~les of judicial officers in Goa and Delhi 

erritory was disturbed :Eor the first time when 

working in Delhi were given the 

pay scales but this benefit was not given to the 

judie al officers worki\nq in Goa. In that peculiar 
c~ 

fact ituation, their Lordships all Or..red the claim 

of 1::h judicial officers wOrking in the Goa Union 

Terri ory. 

all 

of 

In the case of State qj, U .l?'. and other& 

the Diploma Holders in Frinting and other 

subjects workic9 as Lecturers but the benefit 

e pay scale was withdrawn vide notification 

in the year 1993. It was noticed that the 

it of hi9ner pay scale was given (£3tO,:~~ the 

Holder Lecturers after they had PUt in 13 years 

ce and that was based on the report of the Pay 

It is in those circumstances, the- withdrawal' 

of :;,1her pay scale granted by the Government wasC.::) 

hel to be arbitrary. 
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In the case of Chandigarh Adny.nistration 

· nd other 

42 ) , the claim of the teachers for the 

scale was rejec ted by the Chandi.garh 

on the ground that it had already info:rtned 

permitting the start of 11th and 12th 

that no more grant-in-aid wOuld be provided 

addi tiona! staff and that there was shortage. 

9£ s with the·Goverrment. ·~oserving that imparting 

of pritlary and secondary educatiOn to students is ·the 

bounden duty of the State Administration, as it is a 

Const tutional mandate thl>.:t State shall ensure prq;::,er 

edu ca.·· ion to the students on whom the future of the 

and that the standard of teach iZl;J cannot 

be al o·~1ed to suffer on account of paucity of funds, 

the c teachers for 11 equ.al pay for equal wor:k"' 

was a 

The other case\) relied on by the learned 

the applicant i.e. Surinder Singh and another 

C • .l? .vv. D. ( 1986 (1) sec 369 , 

was n respect of a daily wager t:..ro.tking in the CPWD. 

11. (I.~ is evident £"rem the decisions of the ........... . 

Sup Court that unless a clear cut case of discrimination 

out, the Cou1~t is not justified to interfere 

in t, e matter of pay scales. So also
1 
the parity of 

pay cale can '9e claimed where the ei'l\)loyer is the same. 

Keep ng in view the aforesaid decisions, we cannot be 
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justi i.ed in issuingri.recticn on the pay scales. 

12· A~ to the decision of the Principal Bench 

Tribunal decided on 12.8.91 in the case of 

MES 

· nion of· Incli and other -~__,..n~-~-·" No. 1929/88 ) 
~"'"·" 

it ma be stated that the employer was directed to grant 
I . 

the r· vised pay scale of Rs.425-700 to 'the Draftsman Gr .I 

on th basis of an earlier judgement of the Calcutta 
I 

Bench of this Tribunal in Satyen4ra Narayan Sirlha_ 

13. 

v • Union oU!!Q..;!.a aqd other§ ( ·D.A • No.111/89 

on 10 .. 11.89 ). 

Keeping in vie\v the 1 atest decisi.t.:ms of the 

Sup.ti . e Court cited above, ·we cannot be justified 

-
to ture into the field of pay scales, evea thOugh 

it is info1.1ned that ·the respondents had implemented 

the d-~cisions of the Calcutta Bench and .ll?rincipal Bench 

of t ,· s Tribunal in the cases cited Sl.lpra. 

14. It may also be pointed out that the CE.se 

for e respon e nts in ()the instant .O.A is 

all o.-~:ances of the appligants have been fixed pay td 
on t 1e basis of 1•1ES Industrial fitment policy as notified 

by t Je Goverrment of India., I•iinistry Of Defenc:e, letter 

11.4. 93, which provides for pr emotion in S'pecif ~c 

from unskilled to skilled Gr.I. It is averred 

i:be pay scal•es of Industrial staffs of ZvlES has been 

basis of the recommendations of the 

-----·-·-· ~----
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Expe Classification Committee appointed by the Go·.lernment 

of In ia on the basis of the recorru:nendations of the 3rd 

~ay. c! nission. The Expert Classification Committee consisted 

' f I . ff . f' .f-l.. •JI • • t d mb f F d t . o se, ~or o ~cars o ~oue jr,\l.n~s ry an me. er:s o e era l.On 

of th I employees and vari;::,;us Union of different categories 

This lact•as not been disputed by the applicants. 

appli ants, who are the members of the industrial s·taff 

of ME , have been determined on the basis of the 

repod of the Ex};lert Classification Committee, there 

cannol be justification of interferin:; in the matter 

of pa' scale on the ground that pay scales of the same 

I 
categ y of employees is different in O?t'lfD. 

I 

15. As to the averments that there are no 

ional avenues for i11e applicants, it is stated 

reply that promotion avenues are available 

to ME employees on passing the trade test and also 

ACP s~hema has been introduced. The employees who do 

not )t prcmotion are enti.tled to the uwraliation of 

the next scale in the cadre on ccmpl etion of 12 

service and for second upgradation after 24 years 

of Therefore it caunot be said that there are 

no pr otiOnal avenues to the a:ppli cants. 

16. As a result of the above discuss ion, we hold 

that o directions can be given to the respondents for the 

of pay scales to the ·apPlicants at par ~1ith the 
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in ~~a> even though the designation 

of the posts is th:= same in b th the establishments 

i.e. ME and Q?'i"JD. 

17. For 'the reasons stated above, we find no 

nerit 

costs. 

jsv. 

this O.A and disffiiss it. No order as to 

~~~~ 
G.L .Gupta ) 

Vice Chairman. 


