
IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI, BENCH AT AURANGABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 108 OF 2014

DISTRICT : DHULE

1. Dilip s/o Usman Shah )

Occ : Service as (Unskilled Artisan, )

Regional Workshop, Health )

[Transport], Aurangabad. )

R/o: C-47-11, Shivaji Nagar, )

Cidco, Aurangabad. )

2. Nitin s/o Ramnath Pawar, )

Occ : Service [as above], )

R/o: H. No. P-2/2/2, )

Ram Nagar, Aurangabad. )

3. Anil s/o Mukund Ogale, )

Occ : Service [as above], )

Kasliwal Tarangan, Mitmita, )

Aurangabad. )

4. Nilkant s/oMadhukar Patil, )

Occ : Service [as above], )

R/o: Mayur Park, E-1, Harsul Road,)

Aurangabad. )

5. Rahul s/o Devidas Deshmukh )

Occ : Service [as above], )

R/o: Mayur Park, Shivaji Colony, )

Harsul, Aurangabad. )
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6. Balu s/o Rajaram Patil, )

Occ : Service [as above], )

R/o: E-Shivaji Nagar, Garkheda )

Parisar, Cidco N-11, Aurangabad. )

7. Raju s/o Manganlal Karware, )

Occ : Service as Semi-skilled )

Artisan, Regional Workshop Health )

[Transport], Aurangabad, )

R/o: Teesgaon, Mhada Colony, )

Behind A.S Clubd, Aurangabad. )...APPLICANTS

VERSUS
1. The State of Maharashtra, )

(Copy to be served on C.P.O. )

Maharashtra Administrative )

Tribunal Bench at Aurangabad. )

2. The Secretary, )

Finance Department, )

M.S., Mantralaya, Mumbai 400 032. )

3. The Secretary, )

General Administration Department,)

M.S, Mantralaya, Mumbai 400 032. )

4. The Secretary, )

Public Health Department, )

M.S., Mantraaya, Mumbai 400 032. )

5. The Director, )

Health Services, M.S, )

Mumbai 400 001. )
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6. The Deputy Director, )

Health Services [Transport], )

Pune. )..RESPONDENTS

Shri A.S Deshmukh, learned Advocate for the Applicant.

Mrs Priya R. Bharaswadkar, learned Presenting Officer for
the Respondents

CORAM : Shri Rajiv Agarwal, (Vice-Chairman)
Shri B.P Patil (Member) (J)

DATE : 08.03. 2017

PER : Shri Rajiv Agarwal, (Vice-Chairman)

O R D E R

1. Heard Shri A.S Deshmukh, learned Advocate for

the Applicant and Mrs Priya R. Bharaswadkar, learned

Presenting Officer (P.O) for the Respondents.

2. This Original Application has been filed by the

Applicants who are working in the Transport Wing of the

Public Health Department as Unskilled and Semi-Skilled

Artisans and who claimed that they are entitled to be given

pay in the Pay Band /Scale to Group ‘C’ employees.

3. Learned Counsel for the Applicants argued that

the Recruitment rules for unskilled, semi-skilled and other
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employees of the Transport Wing of the Public Health

Department has been notified on 27.3.2002.  (These rules in

Marathi are at Annexure ‘A’ and are called ‘Recruitment rules

of 2002’, hereinafter).  Rule 8 of the Recruitment Rules of

2002 deals with the appointment of unskilled workers in

Group ‘D’. Such workers are required to have the following

qualifications, viz.

(i) S.S.C

(ii) I.T.I Certificate in the relevant trade recognized by the

National Council of Technical and Vocational Training

(NCTVT) or equivalent qualification recognized by the

Government.

Learned Counsel for the Applicants argued that the

unskilled and semi-skilled artisans in Transport Wing of the

Public Health Department discharge duties of technical

nature and the qualification for appointment is Certificate

from I.T.I.  The duties and responsibilities of the Applicants

are similar to duties and responsibilities of Technical Staff

working in Workshops and Laboratories of Technical

Institutions like Government Polytechnics, who are given pay

scales of Group ‘C’ post.  After the Sixth Pay Commission

submitted its report, the State Government has appointed

Pay Revision Committee, 2008, also known as Hakim

Committee.  This Committee in its report stated that no new

appointment in Group ‘D’ post (except on compassionate

basis) should be made and all Group ‘D’ employees holding

requisite educational qualification may be given appropriate
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training to absorb them in Group ‘C’  posts.  Though, the

Government did not accept recommendation of not making

fresh appointment in Group ‘D’, the other recommendation

regarding providing training to those Group ‘D’ employees

who have requisite educational qualification with a view to

absorb them in Group ‘C’ post was accepted and it was

stated that General Administration Department (G.A.D) will

take further action in this regard.  However, no action has

been taken in this matter.  In the present Original

Application also, G.A.D has chosen not to file any reply.

Learned Counsel for the Applicants stated that the matter

was subsequently considered by the Pay Anomaly Committee

(Bakshi Committee), which has rejected the case of the

Applicants on the ground that the Recruitment Rules of 2002

provide for minimum educational qualifications for the post

of unskilled and semi-skilled artisans much in excess of work

requirements.  Learned Counsel for the Applicants argued

that this decision is irrational and unjust. The duties

assigned to the Applicants are technical in nature, and are

comparable to the duties assigned to Fitter, Turners etc.

working in Workshops attached to Polytechnics.

4. Learned Presenting Officer (P.O) argued on behalf

of the Respondents that the Applicants are assigned duties

like keeping motor vehicles clean, keeping the instruments

clean and counting them, loading and unloading of trucks,

changing of tyres or changing engine oil etc.  These works

can hardly be called technical. These are duties of unskilled
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workers.  For semi-skilled workers also, changing the wheel

bearing, overhauling of certain motor parts, differentiation of

different spare parts etc. are the duties prescribed.  These

duties are not comparable to the duties assigned to Class-III

workers in Government Polytechnics/Government

Engineering Colleges [Annexure C, page 45 of the Paper

Book], who are entrusted with repairs and maintenance of

instruments in Laboratories/Workshops. They are also

required to assist students in Practical Classes.  Learned

Presenting Officer contended that for seeking equal pay for

equal work, duties and responsibilities of two posts should

be similar and comparable.  In the present case, there is vast

disparity between the duties and responsibilities of the

Applicants and those working in Group ‘C’ technical posts in

Government Polytechnics/Engineering Colleges. Mere

educational qualification cannot be invoked to claim parity in

wages.

5. We find that the Applicants are basing their claim

for pay of Class-III technical employees based on Hakim

Committee recommendations and they have challenged

rejection of their demand by Bakshi Committee. This Original

Application was earlier dismissed by this Tribunal by order

dated 28.4.2014. The present Applicants had filed Writ

Petition no 6973/2014 before the Aurangabad Bench of

Hon’ble High Court and by order dated 8.9.2015 the matter

was remanded to this Tribunal for hearing by a Division

Bench, as the order dated 28.4.2014 was heard by a Single
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Bench.  Another reason for remitting the matter back to the

Tribunal was that the submission of the Applicants that in

several other departments of State, similarly placed

employees are receiving higher pay scale, was not considered

by this Tribunal. Hakim Committee has recommended

upgradation of unskilled and semi-skilled employees working

in Group ‘D’ and that decision has not been implemented.

6. Let us examine the recommendations of Hakim

Committee first.  The Committee in para 3.3 of its report has

given recommendations about Group ‘D’ posts.  The relevant

recommendations is in para 3.3.3, which applies to Group ‘D’

employees holding qualification for Group ‘C’ posts. The

Applicants have Certificate of I.T.I which may make them

eligible for appointment to some Group ‘C’ posts in the

Government.  The Applicants are stating that Committee has

recommended, inter-alia, that those Group ‘D’ employee, who

cannot be accommodated in Group ‘C’ should be given

training for upgrading their skills.  The State Government

has issued G.R dated 27.2.2009 regarding recommendations

of the Hakim Committee.  The recommendation no. 3.3.3 and

the decision of the Government is reproduced below:-

v-dza- jkT; osru lq/kkj.kk lferh] 2008 P;k vgokykrhy ‘kklukus ?ksrysyk fu.kZ;

ifjPNsn
dzekad

f’kQkj’kh

v½ lsosrhy deZpk&;kaP;k ckcrhr f’kQkj’kh&
5 3-3-3 lgkO;k dsanzh; osru vk;ksxkP;k f’kQkj’khuqlkj

xV &M e/khy deZpk&;kaP;k xV &d e/khy
Js.kho/kZuklkBh R;kauk dq’ky dkjkxhjkaps izf’k{k.k

;kiq<s xV&M e/;s
¼xV&d e/khy inkoj
fu;qDrhlkBh ;ksX;
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ns.kkjk dk;Zdze v’kk deZpk&;kauh /kkj.k dsysyh
‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk o R;kaph dk;Zdq’kyrk ;kaps Lrj
fopkjkr ?ksowu vk[k.;kr ;kok- njE;kuP;k
dkyko/khr fofgr ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk/kkjd xV &M
e/khy deZpk&;kauk ‘kD; frrD;k yodj xV&d
e/khy dfu”B fyfid inkoj ¼fdaok brj lerqY;
inkoj½ lkekowu ?ks.;kr ;kos- vls djrkuk
vko’;drsuqlkj ,dk foHkkxkrwu nql&;k foHkkxkr
fu;qDrhpkgh fopkj dj.;kr ;kok- xV&M e/khy
deZpk&;kauk dfu”B fyfid fdaok lerqY; inkoj
vFkok ;ksX; izf’k{k.kkuarj dq’ky dkjkxhj lgk;d
;k inkoj lekos’kuki;Zar xV&M e/;s o &1 ,d
;k osru cWaMe/;sp Bso.;kr ;kos o fofgr ‘kS{kf.kd
vgZrk /kkj.k dsY;kuarj vFkok ;ksX; izf’k{k.kkuarj
R;kauk dfu”B fyfid fdaok dq’ky dkjkxhj
lgk¸;d ;k xV&d e/khy inkoj lkekowu ?ks.;kr
;kos- ;kiq<s xV &M e/;s ¼xV&d e/khy inkoj
fu;qdrhlkBh ;ksX; ulysY;k mesnokjkaP;k
vuqdaik rRokojhy fu;qDrh[ksjht½ deZpk&;kaph
uohu fu;qDrh dj.;kr ;sÅ u;s-
vuqdaik rRokoj xV&M e/;s fu;qDr dsysY;k

deZpk&;kauk &1 ,l ;k osru cWaMe/;s Bso.;kr
;kos o xV&d e/;s inksUurhlkBh fofgr vgZrk
izkIr dj.;kps R;kauk lqpfo.;kr ;kos-

ulysY;k mesnokjkaP;k
vuqdaik rRokojhy
fu;qDrh&[ksjht½
deZpk&;kaph uohu
fu;qDrh dj.;kr ;sÅ
u;s gh f’kQkjl vekU;
dj.;kr vkyh-

;k ifjPNsnkrhy brj
f’kQkj’khackcr
foHkkxkekQZr Lora=i.ks
dk;Zokgh dj.;kr
;sbZy-

It can be seen that this is a composite recommendation.  It

recommends that training programme for skill upgradation of

Group ‘D’ employees may be organized to accommodate them

in Group ‘C’ posts. There were other recommendations like

not making any fresh appointment in Group ‘D’ posts (except

on compassionate basis). The State Government has not

accepted the recommendation that no fresh appointment

should be made in Group ‘D’ post.  The State Government

was well within its powers to accept or reject

recommendations of the Hakim Committee.  The Applicants

are claiming relief that G.A.D has not organized any training

programme for their skill upgradation. So they should be
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given promotion to group ‘C’ posts. In para 7(x), the

Applicants have made the following averments:

“……the Hakim Committee in fact had gone ahead and

recommended absorption of employees like present

applicants working in Group ‘D’ cadres of unskilled and

semi-skilled Artisans in Group ‘C’ cadre if necessary by

creating a new cadre of “ dq’ky dkjkxhj lgk¸;d ”. It is needless

to state and stress here that by making the said specific

recommendation the Hakim Committee in principle had

accepted the demand of the employees like applicants

urging for grant of higher/revised pay scales, on the

basis of their technical qualifications, equivalent to the

ones granted to employees occupying similar technical

posts in lower cadres in other Departments of the State

Government for which same technical qualification was

required.”

7. We have very carefully perused paras 3.3.1, 3.3.2

and 3.3.3 of Hakim Committee report.  We are unable to find

any basis of the conclusion drawn by the Applicants that

Hakim Committee has made ‘specific recommendation’ to

grant equal pay to all employees, having similar

qualifications in all the departments of the Government.

This conclusion is farfetched and totally unwarranted on

plain reading of Hakim Committee report. What the

Committee recommended was for almost abolition of all

Group ‘D’ posts. Other recommendations would have
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followed if this basic and far reaching recommendation was

accepted by the State Government. However, State

Government did not accept this recommendation and Group

‘D’ posts continue to exist in large numbers in the

Government.  Group ‘D’ employees may hold qualifications,

which may entitle them to be appointed in Group ‘C’ posts.

However, identification of such posts and to match them with

Group ‘D’ persons is not a very simple task.  In fact, the

present system of such persons applying for Group ‘C’ posts,

as and when vacancies arise in any department can be said

to be working satisfactorily. In any case by not taking any

further action on that basis, we are not convinced that the

Applicants are prejudiced.  The other recommendation of the

Hakeem Committee was to hold training of Group ‘D’

employees with a view of their skill upgradation.  As the

Applicants have I.T.I certificate, presumably, they are not

covered under that part of the recommendation as they

already have higher skills.  The claim of the Applicants that

the Hakeem Committee had made any specific

recommendation to grant higher pay scale equivalent to

those granted to other employees is without any foundation

and it is rejected. The Applicants could not have been

granted any relief on the basis of Hakeem Committee

recommendations in this regard.

8. The Applicants’ claim that they are eligible to get

pay scale of Class-III posts, was referred to Pay Anomaly

Committee (Bakshi Committee). The Committee has
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summarized the demand of the Applicants and its decision

on their demands as follows:-

^^ ‘kklu vf/klwpuk] lkoZtfud vkjksX; foHkkx dz-vkjVhvkj 1096@iz-dz-125@lsok&1]

fn- 27 ekpZ] 2002 vUo;s fofgr dsysY;k lsokizos’k fu;kekauqlkj dfu”B rkaf=d

lgk¸;d@ohtra=h ;k laoxkZr ukefunsZ’kukus fu;qDrhlkBh ek/;fed ‘kkykar ijh{kk mRrh.kZ

vkf.k vkS|ksfxd izf’k{k.k laLFksps izf’k{k.k izek.ki= gh ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk fofgr dsyh vkgs- gh

fdeku ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk vlysY;k ohtra=h o rRle rkaf=d laoxkZuk osrucWsM ihch&1%:-

5200&20200 vf/kd :-2400 xzsM osru gh osrulajpuk eatwj dsyh vkgs- ;kp

rRokuqlkj dfu”B rkaf=d lgk¸;d@ohtra=h ;k laoxkZauk osrucWaM ihch&1%:-

5200&20200 vf/kd :-2400 xzsM osru gh osrulajpuk eatwj dj.;kph f’kQkjl

dj.;kr ;sr vkgs-

ojhy vkns’kka}kjs fofgr dsysY;k lsokizos’k fu;ekauqlkj dq’ky dkjkxhj o vdq’ky dkjkxhj

;k laoxkZr ukefunsZ’kukus fu;qDrhlkBhns[khy ek/;fed ‘kkykar ijh{kk mRrh.kZ vkf.k

vkS|ksfxd izf’k{k.k laLFksps izf’k{k.k izek.ki= gh ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk fofgr dsyh vkgs- v/kZ

dq’ky dkjkxhj laoxkZr ukefunsZ’kukus fu;qDrh dsyh tkr ukgh vls lsokizos’k fu;ekauqlkj

fnlwu ;srs- ek= ;k laoxkZr vdq’ky dkjkxhj laoxkZrqu inksUurh fnyh tkrs Eg.ktsp ;k

laoxkZph ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrkns[khy moZfjr nksu laoxkZizek.ksp vkgs-

‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk fopkjkr ?ksÅu dkrkjh ¼VuZj½ @ lka/kkrk ¼osYMj½ @ tksMkjh ¼fQVj½ ;k

laoxkZizek.ks vdq’ky dkjkxhj laoxkZl :-2400 xzsM osru rj iq<hy inksUurhP;k v/kZ dq’ky

dkjkxhj o dq’ky dkjkxhj laoxkZauk vuqdzes :-2500 o :-2800 xzsM osrukph ekx.kh

vkgs-

dks.kR;kgh laoxkZph osrulajpuk dsoG ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk ;k ,deso fud”kkP;k vk/kkjs fofgr

dsyh tkr ukgh- rlsp dks.kR;kgh laoxkZph ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk gh R;k laoxkZP;k drZO;s o

tckcnk&;kauq:i fofgr dsyh tkrs- fopkjk/khu laoxkZP;k drZO;s o tckcnk&;k fopkjkr ?ksrk

;k laoxkZph ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk gh fdeku vko’;d vgZrsi{kk mPp Lrjkph fofgr dsyh vkgs vls

lferhps er vkgs- oj uewn ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrk gh fdeku vgZrk vko’;d vlysys vkf.k :-

2400 xzsM osru ¼vlq/kkfjr osruJs.kh :-4000&6000½ eatwj dsysY;k laoxkZP;k ¼mnk-

dkrkjh@lka/kkrk@tksMkjh@ohtra=h b-½ drZO;s o tckcnk&;k fuf’prp tkLr vkgsr- R;keqGs

dsoG ‘kS{kf.kd vgZrsP;k vk/kkjs mPPk xzsM osrukph ekx.kh leFkZuh; Bjr ukgh-**
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The Committee has concluded that the educational

qualification prescribed for unskilled and semi-skilled

workers in Transport Wing of the Public Health Department

are far in excess to the work requirement.  Let us examine

whether this decision of the Committee is irrational or

unjust, as claimed by the Applicants. The duties of unskilled

workers are given in Annexure ‘B’ of Recruitment Rules of

2002. Some of the more onerous duties are as follows:-
^^¼6½ dkeklkBh ykx.kk&;k gR;kjkaph LoPNrk o eksteki osGsP;k osGh dj.ks-

¼15½ baftu vkWbZy@ xsvj vkWbZy ¼fxzflax@fjpvjhax ckWDl e/khy vkWbZy@ czsd

vkWbZy/fOgy csvfjax xzhl cnyh dj.ks-

¼17½ dk;Z’kkGsr ;s.kk&;k okgukaph rikl.kh dj.;kr enr dj.ks-

¼20½ midq’ky dkjkxhjkl fofgr dsysY;k nq:Lr dj.ks- mnk- Qsu csYV cnyh dj.ks]

jsfM;sVj@ okWVj iai@ cSVjh@xhvj ckWDl@fMQjsfU’k;y@vWDly] QzUV vWDly] Vk;j]

czsdMªe gok] jksM fLizax b- tMlap okgukiklwu osxGs dj.ks] mrjfo.ks o p<o.ks b-**

It is quite clear that none of these duties or other duties

mentioned in Annexure ‘B’ for unskilled workers, can by any

stretch of imagination, be called technical in nature requiring

certificate course from I.T.I.  Duties assigned to semi-skilled

workers are just that, i.e. semi-skilled duties, which also do

not require any technical qualifications.  In this context, the

decision of Bakshi Committee was logical and proper.

9. Let us now compare the duties of the Applicants

(who are unskilled or semi-skilled workers) with the duties

assigned to Class-III technical workers in Government

Polytechnics/Engineering colleges as prescribed by G.R
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dated 1.6.2012 which is at Annexure ‘C’.  These duties are as

follows:-

drZO;s o tckcnk&;k

1- Izk;ksx’kkGk@ deZ’kkGsrhy ;a=lkeqxzhph o midj.kkaph fu;fer nq:Lrh o ns[kHkky dj.ks-

2- ;a=lkeqxzh o midj.kkaph lqjf{krrsckcr n{krk ?ks.ks-

3- fo|kF;kZauk izkR;f{kds iq.kZ dj.;kl ekxZn’kZu dj.ks] izkR;f{kds iq.kZ d:u ?ks.ks- izkR;f{kdkpk
vgoky dk;Zns’kdkl@ izHkkjdkl lknj dj.ks-

4- vko’;drsuqlkj laLFkk o laLFkk ifjljkrhy ns[kHkky o nq:Lrhph dkes dj.ks-

5- laLFkse/;s jkcfoys tk.kkjs brj midzes tls] eglqy fufeZrh] lkoZtfud dk;Zdze b- e/;s
ofj”BkaP;k funsZ’kkuqlkj tckcnkjh ikj ikM.ks-

6- v|;kor ;a=lkeqxzhlkBh ofj”BkaP;k lqpusuqlkj osGksosGh izf’k{k.k iq.kZ dj.ks-

7- ifj{ksP;k dkedktkr ofj”BkaP;k funs’kkuqlkj dke dj.ks-

8- ofj”Bkauh osGksosGh usequ fnysyh dkes dj.ks-

The main and most important differences in the duties

assigned under G.R dated 1.6.2012 are the following:-

(i) They are required to repair and maintain all

instruments in the Laboratory/Workshop.

(ii) They are required to help students in these colleges in

practical classes.

These duties and responsibilities are obviously of much

higher order and the Applicants cannot claim parity with

them in pay.  The Applicants have also placed a copy of

advertisement inviting application for the post of Craft
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Instructors in I.T.Is. The qualification for that post is

Diploma in Engineering or I.T.I Certificate plus four years of

experience in appropriate trade.  Obviously experience as

helper or unskilled/semi-skilled worker will not be covered.

There is no basis to claim parity in wages with Craft

Instructors in I.T.Is.

10. The Applicants have placed on record a copy of

advertisement dated 28.3.2013 issued by Konkan Krishi

Vidyapeth, Dapoli, for various technical posts in Group ‘C’,

which have Pay Band of Rs. 5200-20200 with grade pay of

Rs. 1900, 2000, 2400 etc. for different trades.  In fact, some

of the posts like Engine Operator, df”kZ=pkyd] grade pay is Rs.

1900 & 2000, while for Electrician; it is Rs. 2400, which is

same as for Electrician in State Government.  The Applicants

are demanding grade pay of Rs. 2400/- for unskilled and

Rs. 2500/- for semi-skilled workers, while on many posts

lesser grade pay is approved in this University.  This hardly

supports the case of the Applicants.  In any case, University

posts are not under the Government and are not covered by

the Pay Commissions.

11. In para 7(iv) of the Original Application, there is

some mention of Indian Ordinance Factories.  Some details

are given on page 83 in Annexure ‘F’.  The pay of unskilled

worker as well as semi-skilled worker is shown as Rs. 5200-

20000 + grade pay of Rs. 1800/-.  Semi-skilled workers are

required to have SSC + ITI Certificate.  In any case, unless
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the duties of these workers are known, it cannot be

concluded that their duties and responsibilities are

comparable to those of the Applicants.

12. In conclusion, we find that Hakeem Committee

had not made any recommendation to grant higher pay scale

to all Group ‘D’ employees holding qualification which may

make them eligible for appointment to Group ‘C’ posts.  The

Applicants are eligible for promotion to higher posts as per

Recruitment Rules of 2002.  They can also apply for higher

posts in Group ‘C’ in their own organization or in other

departments, whenever there are vacancies.  The Hakeem

Committee has not recommended wholesale upgradation of

Group ‘D’ post to Group ‘C’ post. It has only recommended

that Group ‘D’ employees may be helped in skill upgradation.

That part of the recommendation does not apply to the

Applicants, who are already having qualification of ITI

Certificates.  We do not find that the decision of Bakshi

Committee suffers from any infirmity.  The Applicants claim

that they are entitled to equal work for equal pay and are

entitled to pay scale given to technical personnel like Fitter,

Turner, Welders etc. in Government Polytechnics and

Government Engineering Colleges is not found to be valid.  In

Krishi Vidyapeth, Dapoli, there are various categories of

technical employees and they are getting different grade pay.

The duties and responsibilities of those posts have no

similarities with those of the Applicants.  The semi-skilled

and unskilled workers in Indian ordnance Factories of
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Government of India are getting grade pay of Rs. 1800/- only

and we have no means to compare the duties and

responsibilities with those of the present Applicants.  We do

not find that the Applicants have made out any case of

interference in the matter of pay fixation of the Applicants by

this Tribunal. Hon’ble Supreme Court in a catena of

judgments held that the work of pay fixation should be left to

expert bodies like Pay Commission or Pay Revision /

Anomaly Committees. In the present case, Bakshi Committee

has rejected the claim of the Applicants and we are unable to

find any shortcoming in that order.

13. Having regard to the aforesaid facts and

circumstances of the case, this Original Application is

dismissed with no order as to costs.

B.P. PATIL RAJIV AGARWAL
(MEMBER. J) (VICE-CHAIRMAN)

Date : 08.03.2017
Place : Aurangabad
Dictation taken by : A.K Nair
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