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IN THE CENTRAL ADnINE TRATFi/E T RiBUf'̂ AL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

• [Cy UELHI.

REGN. NO. OA 28/88 Date of Decision 8.1»1988

Shri Flanohar Lai & otiTers Applicants

'l/S,

.Union of India & Others Responaents

CCRAf-lJ- H.on'ble Mr. Justice 3.D. Jaing, Vice Chairman

Hon ®bla Rr« Birbal Nath, Adfriinistrati'v/e Fiembar.

For the applicants

For the respondents

. • Shri P.P. Dunaja, Advocate

.».. Nemo, ,
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The applicants in this case are employed as

Field Assistant/Sample Packer in the pepartment of

Prsyention of Food Ad'ultrat.ian, Delhi Administration,

which is a class I'J post carrying the pay-scale of

Rs. 195-3-220-EB-3'-232j as per recruitment rules

(Annexure III) to the application* They sseks eq-uation

and parity uith another class of officials called Field

Assistant /Packar in the unit for the Prevention of

Food Adultration in the Directorate General of Health

Services, uhich is a class III 'post and carries the

pay scale of Rs..25Q-5""30Q-EB-3-340-38D-EBt1 0-430e The

contention is that the applicants are doing similar

type of uork and discharging the same nature of duties

uhich are being dischargedjby Field Assistant Class III.
,1 •

However, ue notice that the essantial Educational

qualif ications for Field Assistant in Class III is

Hiqiier..Secondary uith Science subjects and experience

in fiald uork being desirable. Houever, it is not so
I '*

in the case of the applicants for uhom the educational

>-qualification is just Matric/High School from any

contd...
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recognised ins titute/Board and the desirable qualiif ic-.tion

is experiencs of sealing and packing of articled

preferably food prooucts. Qbuiously, no technical

knouledge and educational qualification in a science

subject as ^iuch is essential/required in the case of the

applicants. Therefore, the applicants c:innot claim
I

equation and parity 'Jith the Field Assistants in Preuention

of Food Ad alter--.t ion Unit of Directorate-General of Health

Sariyices. The mere fact that the designations of both the

classes of employees is similar would not warrant a conclusion
/ 1

th<t they carry the sams degree 'of rasp onsibilitiss and

discharge duties of the same nature. Jo, it cannot be

said to be a case attracting the rule of 'equal pay for

equal uork ' . Hence, this applic.?.tion is dismissed.

(BIRBAL NATHj
fiember

8th January^ 19a8(

(D.Di/3AIN)
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