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ORDER (ORAL)

Ron Die Sh. S.R. Adige, Vice-Chairman(A)

Appl icants seek a direction to respondents to

grant them the higher scale of pay as are being given

to Junior Engineers (JEs for short) according to the

recommendations of the 5th Pay Commission Report with

al l consequential benefits.

2. V/e have heard appl icants' counsel Mrs.

Rani Chhabra and respondents' counsel Sh. VSR Krishna.

3. Mrs. Chhabra herself states that

pursuant to the recommendations of the 3rd ,

Commission, appl icants who initial ly were ̂  as

Technicians, were placed in the scale of pay of Rs.

260-480 whi le JEs were placed in the scale of Rs.

425-700. ~ Simi larly pursuant to the recommendations of

the 4th Pay Commission, appl icants, who meanwhi le were

i gnated as Telecom Technical Assistants ̂  were

placed in the scale o Rs. 975-1660 whi le JEs were

placed in the scale of Rs. 1400-2300. We are informed

that pursuant to the recommendations contained in the

Agarwal Committee report, these Telecom Technical

Assistants were subsequently placed in the higher scale

of pay of Rs. 1320-2040, and as per the

recommendations of the 5th Pay Commission have been

presently placed in the scale of Rs. 4500-7000, whi le

JEs have been placed in the scale of Rs. 5000-8000.

n
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4. AppI i cants base€ the i r c i aim on vhe

contention that they possess the same academic

qual ification as JEs, and are also classified as

General Central Service Group-C non-gazetted,

non-ministrerial employees (ike JEs.

5. Mere academic qual ifications, and/or

indeed classification in the recruitment rules

themselves, would not be sufficient to successful ly

claim parity in pay scales on the basis of equal pay

for equal work.

6. No materials have been furnished by the

appl icants to establ ish that they are performing the

same duties and responsibi l ities as JEs and that their

workload and criteria of performance is the same.

\l indeed, JEs belonging to the engineering services as

has been made clear in Para-37 of the 5th Pay

Commission's report whereas appl icants upon their own

showing are designated as Telecom Technical Assistants,

tver since the 3rd Pay Commission, there has been a

difference in the pay scales in the 2 sets of posts.

T. That apart, Paras 60.23 and 50.24 of the

5th Pay Commission's report make it clear that such of

those members of the engineering services who were m

the scale of Rs. 1400-2300, were recommended a higher

pay scale of Rs.1600-2660 and on that basis they have

been placed in the scale of Rs. 5000-8000. For

appl icants to claim successful ly the aforesaid scale of
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Rs. 5000-8000, they have to eetabl ish that they W^e

in the pay scale of Rs. 1400—2300, which was

subsequently proposed to be revised to Rs. 1600-2660.

No materials have been furnished before us to establ ish

that appl icants were in the aforesaid scale of Rs.

1400-2300.

8. Mrs. Chhabra rei ies on Para 50.24 of

the 5th Pay Commission Report, but a perusal of the

same make it clear that it would be appl icable only in

respect of those who were in the pay scale of Rs.

1400-2300. As appl icants were not in the pay scale of

Rs. 1400-2300 at the relevant point of time. Para

50.24 does not come to their assistance.

9. In this connection our attention has been

invited to the order dated 30.09.93 passed by the

Central Administrative Tribunal Calcutta Bench in OA

No. 81T/87 (Debasish Kundu & Ors.. Vs. U.O. I . &

Ors). In that OA, respondents had been directed to

consider the claims of those appl icants in the l ight or
r\

the report of/&Agarwal Committee and if the Central

Government was satisfied that the appi icants were

entitled to higher scale of pay in consideration ot

their recruitment, qual ifications and job contents,

respondents had been directed to pass necessary orders

in that regard within a specified time period and it

had been held that they would be entitled to the
j

benefits of the report of the Agarv/al Committee,

/?
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10. Mrs, Chhabra has contended during

hearing that the aforesaid recommendations of the

Aggarwa! Committee have not been implemented as yet.

This assertion has been denied by Sh. VSR Krishna and

in their reply also respondents have stated that the

Aggarwa! Committee Report has been implemented.

11. if the appl icants are identical ly placed

as Debasish Kundu & Ors. who were appl icants in

OA-617/87, and the recommendations of the Aggarwa!

Committee Report have not been implemented as yet,

respondents should have no difficulty in extending the

benefits of the recommendations of the Aggarwa!

Committee Report to the appl icants, to the extent that

those recommendations have not been superseded by

subsequent events including the recommendations of the

5th Pay Commission, and Government's decision thereon.

12. Subject to the above, no good ground

has been made out for warrant our interference in this

matter. The O.A, is accordingly dismissed.

Mo costs.

(Dr. A. Vedava i i i) v S.R. nd i ge)
Member(J) Vice-ChairmantA)

/vv/


