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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL !;:<ENC;H

■Xy OA No-21 53 of 1996

NeiAi Delhi, thi>s 2Ath day of March, 2000

Hon'ble Shri Justice V.Rajagopala Reddy, VC(J)
Hon'ble Smt- Shanta S has try, Mem!::.er(A)

1 . G.,P-S?harrrta
S/o Shri Bhaja.n Lai Sharnia.
R/o H,.No. 52/7 Street No. 18 Nai Basti
Anei.nd Parbat
New Del hi 1 1 0005.

2. Shri Pradip Sinqh
S/o Shri R.K. Singh
R/o 31 S SeGtof~ 1 2
R.. K. P u ram, Ne-w De 1 h i . .. Appi i ca nts

'^Oy ohri Muikul 1 alwar,Advocate? not P'res-entC

versLis

1 . Union of India, •
T h r-o ug h Sec reta. ry
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting
Government of India, Shastri Bhawan
New Delhi-110001.

2. The .Director General of Doordarshan
Doo rda rs lia n B hawa. n
Mandi NoLise
Newi Delhi 110001.

3.. The Director General
All India Radio
A kas hiwa. n i S ha wa n, Pa. r 1 ;I. a.me nt St r ee t
New Delhi-110001.

•T.. T he S upe r- i nte nde nt E ng i rvee? r
Doo rda rs ha n Ke nd ra
A kas Liwa n i B kia wa. n, Pa. r 1 i ame nt St r e?e t
I'^ew Del hi ""I I0001 . R'espo nde nLs

LBy Shri M.M.. Sudan,Advocate not present)

ORDER(oral)
E^y Reddy.J

N'one appears for either of the parties in

person or through counsel. Since the matter is

of 1996, we dispose of thie same on merits .

this OA the ap^pl leant^, seek parity of

pay scales with Lighting Assistants in

Dioordarshan-
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3. The applicants lAiho are Technicians in

the Engineering Wing,, ci.nci the Lighting Assistants

are employees of the Doorda.rshan K.endra,, Delhi-

They have been initially paid the same scale of

pay. In 1973 their scal6?s were 330"'h80 and in

1986 after the Ath Pay Commission's

recommendati.ons were? acc«;?pted by the C'overnirient,

the pay scales were revised to Rs.1200— I800.. In

vie^w of the decisi.ion gi.veri by tl-ie Si.ipreme CoLirt,

the pay scales of Lighting Assistants have been

revised to Rs. 1A00--2300 with effect from 1 .1.1986

whereas the pay scales of the cApplicants who are

Technicians continijed to be at Rs. 1 200-1 800. The

applicants si.ibmit that the qi.ialification and job

description of the two pos-ts- c3.early demonstrate

that the Technicians are better qualified and

have higher job responsibilities- thai.n the

Lightingi Assistants. The applicants therefore

claim that their paiy sea.J..es shoi-ild be revised at

par with the pay scales of Lighting As-sistant-s.

It is howfever the ca.s?:' of tbie res-L^ondents

that the Technicians;- do not belong to tl'ie

technical c,3.dre. Soth the cadres are different.

The Recrijitrnent Ri.iles are not similar and that

there is- no com|:::'arisen between the two po^-ts.

-Job requirements also are entirely different.

The Technicians are to fulfil technical

q Lia 1 i f i cat i o ns w he reas L i g h t i ng Ass i s ta nts a re
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recCiired to fulfil job experience in addition to
academic qualifications prescribed for both the
posts

Wt. have carefully considered the
pleadings in the Tt 1- ^i. c IS Li Lie that at one

poiiiL o 1 time the pa'*/ sr-a i of -t-i--•-■-co, e-. ol L.he employees i.ri
both posts «ore sape. In vis,-, of the judgement
Of the Supreme Court, the pay scales of Lighting
Assistants have been revised but the applicants
remained in the sa„,e scale. rho,.,gh it is stated
that the functions and responsibilities of
employees of both posts are sam,e. but the
respondents have ta.Ken the stand that they ,.,ere

LiOhting Assistants perform
higher responsibill ^nH ^and form entirely

-rL cadre, subsequent to the filing of the
OA, the 5th Pay Commi-biinn ^ i- I submitted its

recommendafi nr.d; t-f-i -i-i-,-s /-■Oovernment and most of the
recommendations of thf- 5fh on-tr. Pay '-.omrnis-sion
recommendations have been accepted p.e yr.. ,I- Uw -1 - ..,-'0 C Li lt:? Or'Ci>r'P3

if" 3. nV Kvy -f-K—1  Ly lObf Government as regards to the
revision of the rv-n/ -f a-,l--.y vfcales of the applicants is
not placed beforf=>' i -Ucb.. The counter in this cas^
is filed in April before the recommendations
of the 5th Pay Commission have been accepte<l by
the Government.. Wr- arpi. qi.-,.-, r--  harK.I;i.capped in view
of the fact that neith-r th-- r-.r-hirp,

Lne i-'cu ties nor their
CO u rise 1 apioea, r.
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6., The law is well settled that tlie fixation

of pay sca.les is the domain of the expert bodi6?s

which are constituted for the purpose. In UOI &

Anr - Vs. P.V. Ha.riha.ran & Ann 1997 SCC

838 the SijpM-eme Court has also warned the?

Tribunals and other courts against interference

in i^ay scale?s- fixe?d by the e?xp"3?rt bodies, unle?ss

5t 5s found that there ie? hostile discriminatd.on.

In the abse?nce of such discrimination in 'bhe

p, cas-o, 'A*e a.re? rfna.b5.e to gra.nt a.ny re?lie1

to the ap'plicants- The? OA therefore fails and is

acco rd i ng 1 y d i srn i ssed. No costs..
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( M rs - S ha nta S biast ry )
MernbierCA)

( V. Ra. 0 agopa 1 .a R-eddy )
V i ce C ha 5. rrna n ( J )


