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Govl< of NOT of Delhi
yn ainjn its Chief Secretory.
5i Sh,Ci!i Noth Marg^ Delhi ,

Commiesionei" 'F^i,t5
. Govt. of NGT of Delh-^ . ' ' '
5, Under Hill Rood,
Authority Buildinq,
Delhi,

'' Delhi.®'"®'''®'" ters.
■i , Respondent;

By AuVooaS;®. Shri Railncier Pandlta.

flffia..

nu OA has been filed by the applicants, yrSo
BO in namben and «ho are working as ton-Technical

Superaisors ihereinafter referred to as NTS), seeking p.y
parity with tlis Supervisors of other departments.

. ■-.■-vs in urief are. that all the appll,cants
are torking i,r the Irrigatior, and Flood Control department
Of respondent to.S, Barller they were employed on casual
oasis but by Virtue of a iudgment of the Hontole Supreme
Court, the applicants clainr to have been regularised in

Bs. 950-1 500 < pro-revised) but they are
claiming that they should have been given the pay scale ,cf
Rs. 1 400-2300,.

S- They further claim that they were employed as
Class ..III employees and are entitled to scale uf
Rs. j 400-2.30n hiit- B hrv.r ,

regular iced in the payscale of Rs.950-1500, which is admissible to class-iy
employees.

fV



^  It is further stated that the appncants are
entitled to the pay scale of Rs. l400-23GG right from the

oate-i. Wiiei i they were regularised; i.e.; w.e,f, 1.6, 1939

arid they are entitled to the arrears as well.

claim parity with employees of the

posts working with the Central Governmeiit.

;-iu «nd Corporate Bodies who have been given the

pay scale of Rs. 1 400.-7300 so the respondents cannot deay

tiis'iJi tiie pay scale as given to the employees of similar

status in other departments.

J'

—claim that on the basis of equal pay
for equal work. they are entitled to the pay scale of

"  "Suu. They have also quoted ari example of office

suai i working in organisation outside the secret.ariat and

stated that there are Supervisors and Technical Assistants

who are getting the pay scale of Rs.1400 2300 and since

the applicants are holding the post of NTS and keeping in

View tne nature or duties arid respoiisibili ties they a? e

nut 01TterOut in any category to those Supervisors of

Social Welfare department and Assistants who have been

teu/ King in various other Goverriment departments^ as such

it is stated that they are also entitled to the pay scale

of Rs.1400-2300.

Respondents contested the OA and in their reply

they have stated that all these NTS workers had been

employed in deference to the order of the Tribunal in OA

No. 131/96 and Writ Petition Noi 253/33 before the Hon'bie

oup'ei)!.-' uuuf Oi ihuia and hhey had been appoii-ted agai r-st

^iie ;..'uv:>i. ui work charged establ i shmes'i t as NTS/work



assistants wnich carry the pay scale of Rs. 950-1 500, Tht^

further claim that no■ employee of the work charged

estabi ishmen t is bsiriy given the pay scale of

Rs. 1400-2300,

8,

pai'

It is also stated that the applicants are being

lalary in compliance with the directions of the

Fribunal and the directions given by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court and they had also been given the replacement scale

as per the recommendations of the 5th Pay Commission. A

comparison drawri by the applicaivts is also erroneous ar;d it

IS stated that the applicants are not entitled to the pay

scale of Rs, I 400 -2300,

have heard the learned coiinsel for the

parties and have gone through the i-ecords of the case,

J

V y&ll settled law that pay fivation is

not the job of the Tribunal rather this job has been left

for the Expert Bodies like the Pay Commissions etc. But

in case if any group of employees have been treated with a

hostile discrimination at the hand of the employers then

the Tribunal can certainly interfere,

case though the applicants have tried to

draw comparison with the Supervisors of the varioiis other

Governmeivi: departments and Corporate Bodies but the

applicants have not provided any material to show the

Recruitment Rules of different set of employees and as to
what are their qualifications at the time of entry into

yiee auo v^hat IS the iiature of job being performed by the

ouiiei employees with whom the applicants want to draw a



p.o.ne, on t..

■espondents have submitted that on the work^-^n&rQeri 9siabli%rumnt, the NTO , .
■■ ' ' «■ cii-i being paid

-.1; t.lie e.-:! y SCom' !-:' of' R'o o r; p i r-,^ r> ' , .•■ ' — and It is only ths jr,, wto
are yetting pay y f-s,;, .... ^ ,., ^-■ -n- snail, of Rs. taoonisoo. so the
aopiicants cannot Ciali, parity with them.

■K

»e hove also oone throngt the entire pleadlnos
' ̂"™P®hison alleged to have been drawn by the

'  "'S eoiployees with wnoB,t'.o applicants want to draw a oocparison are werhing ™
-rl Charged establishment and the employees ot t;

"RlRfl bald Rs, l«0...yghg,

"""" =» ^Lia2I_J.l_LJi:c^^Saae s.sUiS.,C[., ciS ...y.i_, 0.,,.I_..,._, & Qth^r s Vs . P , V y...
Wherein the Hen'bie Supreme Court has

•  s.io.:tOi veu CIS under 1

this sinniChM "ui. bsrting with
■^^sw J-Pelled to make a
weekS; w« tew

Kaisis "dSoisStK

being -'itikcr; s ,v btbout
fixation of no v sr- that
^5 funct{on";;tnormaiiv "■■:r..::"^ ^^uvornmohnt

commisstiS:
"■ efSo;r ^

-uia^ed: as^-;;o?i
forwarii in-ff! " ok. pat
-•^oh Chang;:' of
rea,liso that i ntarfvv; ̂  ^
Prescribed n.v .;::..i the
matters The'";;^^ ^ Per loas
into the which goes
tapnens to h^^irj o^n f
its j 5. 1 !'i o n >- r. e. -. f i "7 f '''''" O bef^O i" O
"i"'on this^ 7: ciecide
doctrine of '-i ,. ""i.'' ton, the
to also ^ork-^.np^erstood and
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IPrcr- . •

mis applied. trsexy ' .r^!"
enhancing the pay scales ;-;■;
beard,. W© hop© and crusv. u,a
Tribunals will exercise oue tcstfaxuu
in the vnatter, Unless a oxear oa>e ui
hostile discrimination is_ iuaue sue,
i-here would be no justirioa rion re/
interfering with the fixation ov pay
'S0&. i. i

So from the entire aryuments and material on
we find that no case of hostile discrimination is

mad© out and in view of the observations made by the Apex
Court in the case of Hariharan (Supra), quoted above. we
find that this OA does not call for any interferer/oe which
is accordingly dismissed. No costs,

13,

r eoor d

^  ̂ Kuldip feingh )
/ i Member CJ)Member (A)
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