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DUOGEnENT

In this application 5hri S.S. Taneja and 6 othara all

emjiloyad as UJorkshop Instructor/Incharga, or as Curator in

SdisncB Cantre 3 and 4, Nsu Dalhi have impugned tho

rsspondents order dated 9,3o94 (Annexuro 1) rejecting tho

reprasantations of the applicants dated 15,2.94 holding that

the applicants are neither teachers, nor era thoy porforniing

teaching functions, nor are thay academically qualified and

hence are not entitled to stagnation increment, teaching

o
allowance and medical allowaica admissible to teachers employed

in Delhi Administration.

2. Shortly stated, tho applicants case is that four Scioncs

Centres were opened in Delhi by tho rospondsnts for imparting

O Science Education where the applicants are employedj end thsy

alchgwith Senior and 3unior Science Concillors, and ri£& Officois.

aro colloctivaly imparting training to Science Toachors, Lab,

Assistants and also students through refoesher coursos/seminaES^

group discussions, science fairs, workshops etc. The applicants

claim thajk they were appointed ar» the basis of tesads ^ thoir

technical qualifications and it is ^&SlSad that tJori<shop

Instructors are being treated ae TGTs while Workshop Inchargos

0 ara being treated as pGTs^and by latter dated 16,9,87 tho posts

held by the applicants are being treated as analogous and

interchangeable with that of school teachers. It is stated that

by letter dated 6,9.83 Govt, of India sanctioned madical

allowance ® Rs.lS/- p.m. instead of reiisbursomsnt schamo to

teachers, and by letter dated 23,9,84 stagnation incremont we 3

sanctioned to them. Further morC} it is stated that by latter

dated 28.3,87, the Science Branch was declared as a school

within the definition of the Delhi School Education Act and

apGordingly the benefit of stagnation increment, madical

allowance and teaching allowance was sanctioned to the appiioeata ,

alongwith school teachers w.e.f, 20,3*80, but the samo was,

/A



- 3-

\

was, howovar, cancallad vide Isttor dated 25.4,!' I

(Annaxura 6), It is contended that several patiticns wojo

filed by different groups of employees working tho Scionco

Centres before the Tribunal challenging the order of

cancellation dated 25.4,BB.fventually the Tribunal allouod

those petitions declaring that Senior Sc. Concilloraj

Jr, Sc. Councillors, etc, working in the Sciencs Sranch,

TU Branch ate, were entitled for all allowances vixla OaAa.

NOo1350, 1351 and 1347 of 1988 dated 14.10.93 but in the cesa,of

the applicants, the Tribunal Instpad of allowing thoir

claims, disposed of the O.A- with the direction to tha

respondents to considsr the case of tho applicants for thaca

benefits vide (0»A. No. 1502/88 decided on 15,10,93 (Annexuro 7).

0 The applicants contend that on the basis of the said jtjdgersnt^

the respondents issued a show causa notice to tha

applicants on 3.2.94 in resply to which they submitted a

detailed representation, but the same was disposed of by

non-speaking order, without proper applicaticn of mind,

rejecting tha claim of the applicants, Thoy contonS that

SlJPli)/ ixperisncB Teacher and one or two other^namaly

3hri 390^ Singh and Shri K.C« Day similarly situated in ths

Q Science Centres with the same qualifications, oxperience,

duties and responsibilities are receiving these ollewancao, and •

therefore the applicants cannot be discriminated against by

denial of these allowances to them,

3, The respondents in their reply have challangad tho

\a^ile not denying that the pay scales of tiJorkshop Instructors/ ,

Uorkshop Incharges is the same as that of TGTs/PGlo respactiualyj

they point out that duties and functions are not conparabio

and the posts are not interchangeable. In regard to SUPd/yopk

experience teachers, the respondents point out that thsy are

performing the duties 'of teachers and similarly Shra ^set Singh

and Shri K.C, Day wore appointed as Craft teachers unliJts tha

applicant^ It is also pointed out that in compliance of tha'
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Tribunal's directions in judgement dated 15,10.33 in 0,A« 1S02/SS

filed by theia/ery applicants, a shou causa notice iiies issued to thE/r>

QjjjeMaBajtvta. thafcR raprasontaticsiyr^recaived and consand,

thera&fter rojectod on the ground that they uero not holding

tha posts of teachare; nor uaro thay parforming tho dijties of

taachorOo Hence the application was fit to bo dismisssd©

4 , I have hoard 3hri Biaaria for the applicant Hhri

Trishal for the respondents, I haws also perused tho paterislsi

on record and ccnsidored tho matter carefully,

5. Admittedly, those very applicants had filed 0<,A»Nc. ISO^SS

earlier which was decided on 15.10.93 (Annexurs- 7), in that

judgment, it had been catagorically held that tha appiicanta

could not be xrogarded on par with PGTs and TGTs, That findirtg

which was based on merits, and reached after hearing both

parties is conclusivo, as no appeal or review petition appoara

to have been filed, Howeuor, having regard to tho fsct that

the applicants had bean enjoying the benafits of theao

allowances for about 7 months, which war® suddenly ulthdrf-wn

without giving thorn an opportunity to show causej as wo 11 £.3

the need to avoid frustration and loworing of moral®? end

the necessity of examining more closely whether thoso

allowances were to be limited to those working in teaching

institutions alonej tho respondents had been directed to

give the applicants a hearing and then decido as to whothez

the applicants should be accorded the benefit of ctegnation

allowanco, medical allowance and to what extent thay dosorvod

grant of a non-teaching allowanco,

6, Accordingly, a show cause notice dateifi 2,2,94 was

issued to tho applicants, in reply to which they Gubxittod

a detailed rapresentatiofiiAnnexuro-l), but in that ropresontatioJT

once again the same grounds lhaci' been taken which war® takarp,
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in O,A,No, 1502/88 and rejected by the Tribunal

by judgment dated 15oiO,93 namely that the applicgnts?
dutiesp responsibilities, qualifications, pay scalea

etcj are equivalent to and fully comparable with

those of school teachers and they are, therefore,

eligible for all the allowances admissible for school

teachers .After consideration of that representation,

the respondents by impugned order dated 9o'3,94 have

rejected the same, holding thet the applicants are

not entitled to these allowances as they are neither

teachers, nor are they performing teaching functions nor

are they academically qualified,

7, As the applicants themselves did not press

any fresh grounds in theis- representation to the

respondents, but confined themselves to reiterating

the earlier grounds for continuance of these aUo-vsances,

which had been rejected by the Tribunal itself on

merits by judgment dated IS.IO.'SS, they cannot have a

legitimate grievance and allege non«3application of

mind, arbitrariness, illegality etc, if ths respondents

for the very reasons vdiich pranpted the Tribunal,

rejected 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 costsi

( S,R,M)IGE^
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