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5. The Director

Doordarshan Itendra,
•Akashwani Bhawan,
Sansad Marg,
New DeIh i-21 .

( By .Advoca te ; Sh . S . M . Ar i f )
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ORDER CORAL)

By Sh. V.K.Majotra, Member (A)

This app I I cat ion has been made seeking review of order-

dated 26.2.2002 in OA-1737/2001 . The Tribunal had observed

that there was no cogent material to estab! i sh that at any-

single point of t ime the pay scale of Senior Storekeepers was

on par with that of Property Assistants; that two sets of

posts stand on equal Foot ing regarding recrui tment,

qual ifications, duties, responsibi l it ies, performance,

standards etc. and as such the claim advanced of equal pay

for equal work fai Is and the OA was dismissed.

\
-— 2, Learned counsel stated that thei^e is an apparent error on

the face of record as material was aval IabIe to estabI ish that

recrui tment, qual ifications, duties, responsibi l i t ies,

performance, standards etc. of the Senior Storekeepers and

the Property Assistants were the same. On being asked to

refer to the material in the OA on the basis of which claim

was made that qual i fications, duties, responsibi Mties,

performance, standards of the two categories of staff were the

same. No such document could be referred to in the OA.

V ■

3. Learned counsel stated that he has now with the RA fi Ied a

comparative statement of nature of dut ies and pay scales of

Property Assistants and Senior Storekeepers. Such a statement

cannot be taken into account at this stage when no such

material had been adduced at the outset in the OA and before

i t was final ly disposed of. Learned counsel then referred to

Ground-1 in the OA in this regard stating that i t had stated

in the OA that the appI icants have been discharging the same
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3 f mI 1ar .and i den t i caI duties, funct ions and respens i bI 1 t t ies

as discharged by Property Assistant . He then stated tliat

respondents had not rebutted this averment .

4. Respondents have in their reply given the background why a

di Pferential had been kept between these two categories of

personnel and from the records we find that no material had

been fi led in the OA on behalf of the appl icant much less the

cogent material to esta^ish that the two categories of staff

"vj had the same recruitment, qual ifications, duties,

responsibi l ities, performance, standards. Thus, in our

considered view there is no error apparent on the face of

order in question. RA is an attempt to reargue the case which

is much beyond the scope of amb it of RA. It is, therefore,

dismissed.. No costs.

( KULDIP SINGH ) C V.K. M/ijOTRA )
Member (J) Member (,A)
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