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The applicants inm this case are emplﬁyed as
Field Assistant/Sample Packer in the Department of
K Praventidnﬂoﬁ Food Adultration, Délhi Administration,
uhi&h is a class Iﬂ‘gést carryiﬁg the pay-scéle of
- Ase 196—3¥ZZQ-E8—3~232, as per recfgitment rules
(Aﬁnsxure II1) to the application. They seeks eq-uation
and parity uith anothar class of oﬁﬁicials called Field
Assistant /Packer_in:the unit for the Prevention of
Food Adultration in ﬂhe Directorate General DF-Health
ﬁ§i= ‘ * Serpvices, which is é class III post and.carries the
» pay scale of Rs.260=B=300=~E5~8-340~380-E8-10-430. The
| contention is that tﬁé aoplicants are doing similar
type of work and discharging the sams néture of duties
. ' ' which érevbeing diéchérg%ﬁ;by field Assistant Class III,

However, we notice that the essential Educational

o

gualifications for Field Assistant in Class IIlis

. ' Higher .Secondary with Science Subjects and experience
in field work being desirable. However, it is not so
, | .

in the case of the ajsplicants for whom the educaticnal

C ~qualification is just Matric/High School From.any
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recognised institute/Board and the desirable gqualiification

is experience of sealing and packing of articles
preferably food products.  UObvicusly, no techniéal
knowledge and educational quzlification in a science
subjsct as »uch is essential/required in the case of the
appliqants. Therefore, the applicaﬁts cannot claim

equation and parity with the Field Assistants in Prevention

of Food Adulter:tion Unit of Directorate-General of Health

Saryvices, The mere fact thzat the designations of both the
classes of employeas is similar would not warrant a conclusion

1
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th=t they carry the sams degree of responsibilitiazs and

W

discharge duties of the same nature. 30, it cannot be
sald to be a case attracting the rule of 'equal pay forv

equal work!'. Hence, this appliczxtion is dismissed.

8th January, 1588,



