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Shri 5.5, Taneja

F/o Shri 3.D. Taneja
Workshop Instructor
Science Branch

5c, Centpre No.3

Now Delhi

Shri R.K. Madan

S/o Shri Rem Chand
Workshop Instructor
Science Centre No.2,
New Delhi

Shri Rs,R. Tejayan

S/o Shri G. M. Lal

Workshop Instructor

Science Centre No.4
New Delhi

Shri S.S, Bhatia
S/o Shri Sehib Singh
Workshop Incharge
Sc. Centre No.

New Delhi

Shri S,D. Keswani
S/o Shri Hot Chand
Workshop Inchargs
Sc. Centrs No.4
MNew Delhi

Shri K.K. Malhotre

S/o Shri T.R. Malhotra
Lorkshop Incharge

Sc, Centre No,3

New Delhi

frs. Kiran Ugdhue

W/o Shri M.L. Wadhwa
Curator Museum Incharce
Sc. Centre No.4

New Delhi '
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Advecate Shri S.K. Bisaria, Counsel for Applicants

VERSUS
Lt. Governor of Delhi
through

Chief Secretary
Govt. of NCT, Delhi

Director of Educetion
Govt. of NCT, 0ld Secretariat,
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JUDGEMENT

In this application Shri 3.5. Taneja and 6 othars oll
employed as Workshop Instructor/Incharge, or as Curatce in
Sdéience Cantre 3 and 4, New DOelhi have impugned thao
respondents order dated 9.3.94 {Annexuro 1) rejecting the
representations of the applicants dated 15.2.94 holding that
the applicants are neither teachers, nor ars they performing
teaching functions, nor are thay academically qualificd and
henca are not entitled to stagnation increment, teaching
allowance and medical allowances admissible to teachers amplayéi '

in Delhi Administration.

2. Shortly‘stgted, tho applicants case is that fcour Scimnﬁa
Centres wers opened in Delhi by the respondents for imparting
Science Education where the applicants are employed; =nd thoy -
aleohgwith Senior and Junior Science Concillors, and ;;ﬁgi‘Offﬁbnﬁﬁ
aro collectively imparting training to Science Toachors, Lsb.
Assistants and also students through refgesher couzses/seminazs,
group discussions, sciance fairs, workahops etc. The SppliCaﬁ#B
claim thag they were appointed on the basis of &m bmads &F thaipr
A
technical qualifications and it is avédied that Woskshop
Instructors are being treated as TGTs while Workshop Inchargca; ,
are being treated as PLTs and by lettor dated 16.,9.87 tha paatﬁ
held by the applicants are being tresated as analogous and |
interchangeable with that of school teachers, It is atated that
by letter dated 6.9.83 Govt, of India sanctioned medicel |
allowvance @ Rs,15/= p.m. instesd of reimbursemsnt schoss to
teachers, and by letter dated 23.8,84 stagnation incremont we ﬁ
sanctioned to them. Further more, it is stated that by lettsyk
dated 28.3,87, the Scisnce Branch was declared as a school

within the definition of the Delhi School Education Act and

aggordingly the benefit of stagnation increment, msdical
allowance and teaching allowance was sanctioned to the applicznis -

alonguith school teachers w.e.f. 20.3.80, but the samo was,
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was, howover, cancelled vide lottor dated 25.4,88

(Annexure 6). It is contended that several pestiticns wozo
filed by different groups of employees working tha Scionco
Centraes before the Tribunal challonging the order of |
cancellation dated 25.4.88;ﬁbentually the Tribunal allnwod?
those petitions declaring that Senior Sc. Eoncillors, |
Jr. Sce, Councillors, etc, Qorking in the Sciencs 8ranch,
TV Branch ste, woere entitled for all allowances vide D.Aa.i
No,1350, 1351 and 1347 of 1988 dated 14.10.93 but in the cioa of
the applicants, the Tribunal instgad of allowing their |
claims, disposed of the D.A. with the direction to tho
respondents to considsr the case of the applicants for thece
benefits vide O.A. No. 1502/88 decided on 15,10.93 (knnsxuza‘7§;-
The applicants contend that on the basis of the 3said juﬁga;ﬁntg
the respondents issued a show causse notice to ths )
applicants on 3.2.94 in resply to which they submiited =
detailed representati on, but the same was dispcsed of by
non-speaking order, without proper applicaticn of ming,
rejecting the claim of the applicants., Thoy centend that

A
SUPW/ Work EBxperience Teacher and one or two othergnamaly

Shri Jeat Singh and Shri K.Co Day similarly situated in th§
Science Centres with the same qualifications, experiznce,
duties and responsibilitiss are receiving these allcwancas, énd fr
thefefore the applicants cannot be discriminated against by"_‘

denial of these allowancas to tham,

3 The respondents in their reply have challungad tho Q¢A¢
Vhile not denying that the pay scales of Workshop Insyructorafa 3.
Workshop Incharges is ths ‘same as that of TGTs/PGTo res;actigaly;
they point out that duties and functions are not ccmparabie;

and the posts are not interchangeable. In regard to SUPY/dork
axpe;ience teachers, the respondents point out that thay are
performing the duties»of‘teachers and similarly 3hri Jest Siaqh.v‘
and Shri K.C, Day were appointed as Craft Teachers tnlike th? :;

A whiih has nik Bon Vpecipeally cfeard 1n S PfcTnd er Fi
appLiCantif It is also pointed out that in compliancae of the



Tribunal's directions in judgement dated 15.10,33 In .4, 1532/88

filed by thejvery applicants, a show cause notice wes iseued ta thim,

A > a (%79
spekisents . thabzreprasentaticnhyeceivad and considerad, end,

thereafter rojected on the ground that they wers not holding
the posts of teachers; nor wsro they performing tho dutiss of

tezchors, Hence the application was fit to bo dismisszd,

4 . 1 have heard 3hri Bisaria for ths applicant «n? Shri
Trishal for the respondents, I hawe slso perused the peterizlw

on record and ccnsiderec the metter carefully,

5. Admittedly, these very applicents had filed ﬁ,z-x@mmsozf/'sa "
earlier which was decided on 15.10.93 (Annexurs- 7)e in thak J
judgment, it had been catagorically hseld that the applicents
could not be roaarded ﬁn par with PGTs and TGTs, That findimg.
which was based on merite, and reached after hearing buth
partiss is conclusive, cs no appeal or review petitison epposry -
to have been filads However, having regard tc the facl that

the applicents had besn enjoying the bensfits of thezs
allowances for sbout 7 months, which were suddenly uwithdreun
without giving them an opportunity to show caussj as woll &3

the nesd to avoid fruetration and lowering of morale; and

the necessity of examining more closely whether theso

allowances were to be limited to those wb:king in teoching
institutions alone; the respondents had been directec to

give the applicants a hsaring and then dscide as to uhothez
the applicants should be accorded the benefit of ctegnation
allowance, medicel allowance and to what axtent they desorvaﬁ 

grant of a non=teaching allowanco,

6, Accordingly, s show cause notice dated 2,2.94 uas

issued to the applicants, in reply to which thay cubmittod
a detailed representation{Annexure-1), but in that xa;rescntatﬁaﬁ:

once again the same grounds had: been taken which vare takor
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in O,A.N0.1502/88 and rejected by the Tribussl

by judgment dated 15,10,93 namely that the applicants!
dutieé, responsibilities, qualificatioms, pay scalez

etcd are equivalent to and fully comparable with
those of school tegchers and they are, therefore,
eligible for all the allowances azdmissible fop schoal

teachers ;After consideration of that representaticn,

the respondents by 1mpugned order dated 8.,3,24 have
re jected the same, holding that the applicants are
not entitled to these allowances as they are neither

teachers, nor are they performing tesching functioms ner

are they academically qualified,

7. As the applicants themselves did not press

any fresh grounds in their representation to the

respondents, but confined themselves to reiteratiﬂg'
the earlier grounds for continuance of these allowances,
which had been rejected by the Tribunal itseif on |
merits by judgment dated 15,10,93, they cannct have a
legitimate grievance and allege non=gpplication of
mind, arbitrariness, illegality etc, if the respondents
for the very reasons which prompted the Tribunai, -
re jected the representation,

8. Under the circumstances no good grounds have
been made out to warrant any interference at this
stage, The O,A, is,therefore, dismissed, No costsy
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( S.R,ADIGE)
MEMBER(A)



