
IN TK2. GcNTR^L AD.vilNISrr^f IV5 TRIBUNAL
PillNCIPAL BENCH: DELHI

^•%gn. No.OA-1139/36

Mrs. J. iVorrison

Vs.

1. Union of India
through the Secretary ^
Ministry of Health 8< Fa:-uly
'''•Welfare,
Mi r raa1 B h av a n ,
New Delhi-HO Oil<>

2.The Director General of
Health Sorvicas,
Nirman Bhavan,
Nev; Dalhi-llO Oil.

3.The Principal 2. Mediaal Superintonciant,
Lady Harding^ iviodical College & Hospibal,
Now Delhi-llO 001.

tor applicant

For respondents,

Date; 5.1.1988

... Applicant.

Respondents.

....S^hri K.L.Bhatia,
Advo c at e.

,-vlrs.AL^j Kurnari
Chopra, Advocate,

CORA-'/i : Hon'bla Mr. B.C. .vlathur. Vice Chairman.

JUUG£-£Nr

This is an application unoer Section 19 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 against non-revision

of applicant's scale of pay at par v.'ith the pay scales-

of other P.iysical Instructors of Delhi Administration

or identical post of Physical Directors in the Colli?ges

under the control of the Government of India. This

application is based on equal pay for equal work.

2. The applicant v-/as appointed in the Lady Hardinga

Atedical College in November,1962 in the pay scale of

Rs.200"25-500 as Physical Instructress under tho

Dir3ctorata General of Health Services in the .Ministry

of Health S. Family Vlolfare. The applicant is governeo by

the rules framad" by the Central Governmant, The designation

Physical Instructor is also known as Director of Physical .
Education and teacher under Delhi University. This nas been

mentioned in the ^fcnistry of Education and Culture letter
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dated 15.12.1982 (Annoxure I to Hnnexura IV) at page

19 of the application and Annexure III of tha application.

The pay seals for the post of I'-^-iroctor/Instructor of

physical education has been shown as Rs.700-••1600/-.

The. applicant has b^-on recognised as a teacher of the

University for all purposes and all tho.terras, conditions

and facilities provided to tha teachers of the Delhi

University are nutatis-autandi applicable to him. The

pay scale of the applicant v-vas revised from Rs.200-500/'-

10 As.440-750/- on 20.5.1974 with a concurrent financial

loss to the applicant, as the rate of annual increment

'.'.'as reduced from Hs.2d/- to Hs.lS/- in the revised pay
s'

scale. The Department of Education had decided that the

post of Director/Instructor in Physical Education in various

Universities/Colleges should be upgraded and their pay

scales be revised. It has been stated that in other

Colleges affiliated to the University of Delhi the pay

scale for the post has been as follows:

Rs.400-800/- since 19.6.1961.

Rs.400-950/- since 1.4.1966.

Rs.700-1100/- since 1.1.1973

Rs.700-1600/- since 1.4.1980

The applicant has been representing for revision of pay

at par v./ith the incumbents of the post of Directors/

Instructors of Physical Education in other Colleges as

they perform identical and similar duties but no action

has been taken on such representations.

3. The applica'tas^^a has filed a Misc. Application

bringing out the fact that in a similar case W©.OH-853/86,
\

Shri R.G.Mittal Vs. Union of India and Others, this Tribunal

has decided that Shri Aiittal was eligible to get the

revised pay s-cale as applicable to Physical Directors/

Instructors in other Institutions and Colleges of Delhi

Administration and Government of India. The learned /-advocate
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for the applicanc has stated that tha facts of the case

and the prayar raada in the applicant's case are identical

and similar in all respects to that of the case of Shri

R.G,;vIittal, who was also appointed as Physical Instructor

in thG r/iaulana Azad r.fedical College on 14.5.1965 in the

scale of iis .203-500/-. He said while the pay scale of the

applicant was revised from Rs.200-500/~ to Rs,440-750 on

25,5.74, in the. case of Shri ..iittal it was revised to

Hs.400-750/- from 28.5.76. He said that like Shri Mittal,

th.e applicant possess the n^crassary qualifications and

experience as.prescribed for the posts of Physical Director/

Instructor and that the instructions issued by tha Governi-iant

of India, Alinistry .of'Haalth 8= Family Planning letter No.

F.7-13/66 :/E/UG/ dated 13.3.1966 and iVlinistry of Education,

and Culture - letter No,F.2-1/82 U,1 dated 15.12.1932

mentioned in the judgarae^nt of Shri Mittal's cass are equally

applicable to the applicant. Tne learned Counsel for the

respondents does not dispute the faci^ in ths case and

accepts tliat this case is similar to the case of Shri R.G..

i-'littal' already decidsd by this Tribunal,- It does not appear

nocessary to go.into all the details and it is directed that

th<s directions in the case of Shri H.C.iVlittal would also

apply in the present case. Ths applicant is entitled to the

same pay,scale as admissible to other Physical Director/

Instructor in other institutions under the Delhi

Administration, liis pay scale undor tho reco.nmendations

of the Third Pay Commission and th^e Fourth Pay Commission

should also be refix^d after fixing h.is pay in the

appropriate scale as recommanded by the Second Pay Commission

or U3G for similar posts which should be Hs,400-300/-.

Trie respondents are directed to refix the pay scale of the

applicant accordingly and all arrears should also be paid
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to har from the date pay scales have been revised in

respect of Physical Directors/Instructors in other institutions

under Delhi Administration or the Central Government.

Fixation o^f pay and payment of arrears should be' completed

vvithin a period of six months from the receipt of theso orders

by the respondents.

There v«ill bo no ordor as to costs.

( B,G. Mathur )
Vice Chairman


