CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINDIPAL EENCH

T4 N 2153 of 199

New Delhi, this 24th day of March, 2000
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Hon"ble Shri Justice V_Rajagopala Fecdy, vi{I)
Hor ble Smt. winta Shastry, Member(A)

1. G.P.Sharma
F/0 Shri Bhajan Lal Sharma
RAo HM_oNo. 5277 q.re@t ML 18 Nal Basti

Metw Dl hi-~110008

2. Shri Pradip Singh
Sfo Shri R.K. Singh
R 3168 Sector 12
R.OK. Puram, New Delhi v Apelicants

(By Shri Mukul Talwar, sdvocate - not present )
VR

1. Union of India, -
Through Seocretary
Ministry of Information.
vaernment of India, 3‘
Mew Delhi-110007

2. The Director Sensral of Doordarshan
Daordarshan Bhawan

Mandi House

MNexe Dl bl 116601

2

The Director General
ALl Thncdia Radio

Skashwani Bhawan, Parliament Street
New Dlhi-11eea1

4. The Superimtendent © N e r
Doordarshan Kendra
Nm@mmﬂiﬂmwm,ﬁ rliamsnt Strest
New Delhi-11eea7] Respondsnts
By Shri MoM. Huclan, Acdvocate - not presemt)
ORCER(oral)
By Redoly  J

Nowe appears for either of the parties in

person or through counsel.  Sifce the matter is

of 1996, we digspose of the same on ey ites
. In  this 04 the applicantdsesek parity  of

pais sizales with Ligheting Agmistants in

Dooradarshan .
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3. The apelicants the who

the Engineering Wing, and the Lig
are somplovess of the Doordarshan Kendea, Delhi.
They have been initially paid the zame scals  of

ray . In 1973 their LS ancl in

1988 atter ez “th Pays Commission s

recommendations  were acospted by the SBovernment,
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the pay scales were rovised bto Rs | 1200 1806 In

view of the decision given by the Suprems Court

»

ight:ing assistants hawve  Leen

the pay scales of Ligh 1

revised to Rs. 14002200 with =ffect from 1.71.1986
whereas the pay scales of the applicants wh are
Technicians cortinusd to e at Rs_ 12001866 . The
applicants  submit that the qualification and Jaob
description of the two posts clearly demonstrate
that the Technicians are better qualified and
hianse bicther  Job rm«pﬁHWIhilitieg than the
Lighting Assistants. Thiea aPPllwﬂHtV thars fore
claim  that their pay scales should be revised at

par with the pay scales of |

4 It is howsver the case of the responderts
that the Technicians  do ot belong to the
technical cadre. Both the ocadres are oifferent.

Tt Recruitmsot Rules are not similar and  that

thers iz no comparison between the fwo posts.
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Job reguiremsnts also are irely different.

The Techricians are to Fulfil tchnical
gualifications whereas Lighting dssistants
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5. The law is well settled that thé fiwation

of pay scales is the domain of the eqpert bodies

which are constitured for the purpose. In DL &

PEY STl We o BN L Haribharan & b&nr 1997 300 (L&5)

h
Z3% the Suprems Court has  also  warned  the
Tribunals  and other courts against Interferanoe

in pay scales fixed by the esxpert bodies, unless
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it e found that thers is hostile discrimination,

Tn the abapnce of such discrimination In  the

present  case, we ares2 unable to grant any relief

-

the applicarts.  The D& therefore fails and is

accordingly dismissed.
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