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CENTRl\L AD~IINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH 

NEW DELHI 

Friday, this the 29th day of November, 

. ;\\! 
1996.v 

HON 18LE MR. JUSTICE CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR, CHll,IRj\11.\N 
HON 1 8LE MR. S.P .. BISWl.\S, MEMBER (A) 

1 • Dr • Sad ha na r'l3. t e , 
D/o late Mr. s.D., Chakradeo, 
R/o 13-F, K-Block, Saket, 
New Oelhi. 

2. Dr. Anuradha Bali, 
D/o Sh. S.K. Shariria, 
R/o 96-B, Pocket-I, -
Phase-I, M3yur Vihar, 
New Delhi. · 

3. Dr.' 1"9era Choudhary, 
D/o Sh. R.C.P. Choudhary, 
R/o D-164, Sak et, 
New Del_hi-17. ••• J\pplicants 

(By Advocates Sh. Pavan l~u mar and Sh. M3 noj Goel) -

Ve rs us 

1. Delhi Administration 
through Secretary (f\Sdical), 
Deptt. Health & Fa~ily Welfare, 
Old Rajpura Road, 
Delhi. 

2. Government of India, 
through Secretary, -
Ministry of Health 
and Family Welfare, 
Nirman Bhawan, 
New Delhi. -

3. M3ulana Azad ~1edical College, 
through its Dean, 
Bahadur Shah Zafar M:trg, 
New Delhi. 

(None for respondents) 

••• Respondents 

The application having been heard on 29.11 .1996 
the Tribunal on the same day delivered the following: 

0 R D E R 
CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR (Jf~;.\CHAIRAAN --

Applicants who a re "Demonst rat a rs (0enta1) 11 

claim parity: in: pqy scale and promotional opportunitJ:es 

with "Demonstrators (1"1edical) 11
• To begin with, 

Demonstrators (Dental) and Demonstrators (non-IV!edical) 



the pay scale of Rs 35 Ci~9C0^ uhi I0 Ddmonstrrators

(fiadical) uera in the scale of Rs «650-90 0. That difference

or anomaly has been obliterated by Annexure A-13 order.

All the three categories are nou in the scale of Rs.2200-

4GD0. But this scale has been granted to different

categories from different dates,and that according to

applicants violates Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution.

2. Learned counsel for appliaaitsrslisd on the decision

of the Supreme Court in Shapuian Sahai Carpenter and Others

° MulS-h of India and Another. 1969 (2) SCO 299 to contend

that prescription of different dates for grant of a common

scale uould militate against Articles 14 and 16 of the

Constitution. The.Suprerne Court obssrveds

"Ue are unable to accept the contention that employees
of different trades cannot be (sic) treated
differently by allouing higher scale of pay to
employsss of some of t fie trades from an earliar
date and giving the same benefit to members of
other trades from a later data. This uill per se
be discriminatory and this would be contrary to
the equality clause envisaged in Articles 14 and
16 of the Constitution as well as the fundamental •
right of equal pay for equal work."

Ue understand this to mean that differentiation with

reference tctiffie ofgrai.tof scale^, ca nnot be justified.

It follows that respondents will have to grant the same

scale to similarly placed groups from the same date.

Respondents will do so,

3. Applicants have also sought a direction to grant

them similar promotional avenues as Demonstrators (l^ledical) .

This is a matter which has to be considered by respondents.

They will do soj. pass a speaking order and communicate the

same to applicants.

4. liiith these directions and to this extent^ we allow the

application. Parties will suffer their costs.

(7
Datsdj this the 29th day of Novemberj 1996.
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(, S.p, BISU'AS) ( CHETTUR SANKARAN NAIR, 3, }
f^smbert 'A) Chairman


