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Court Master in the M.R.T.P. ComnD iss ion claimed the

revision of the pay scale in the grade of Rs.2000-3500 on
the ground that he was simi IarIy pI seed as the Court
Masters of the High Court and the Supreme Court. After
extensively discussing the rival contentions, this Tribunal
held that the petitioner should approach the respondents
once again with a reoresentation. who shaI I consider the
same and communicate the decision to the petitioner within
three months. The Tribunal made the point that there might
be similarity in the functioning of the Court Master of
M.R.T.P. Commission with the Court Masters of the High
Court and the Supreme Court but it is not possible to
equate one post with the other and it is not the funcxion
of a court to examine and assess similarities of the duties
of functionaries in one organisation with the other. The
court, however. felt that there was no hostile
discrimination involved and accordingly dismissed the
claim.

5- We have carefully considered the submissions and
we are of the view that there is no merit in this O.A. The
Chairman.MRTP Commission may be drawing the same scale of
pay as the Secretary ,o the Govt. of India. His
qualifications as the Chairman.MRTP Commission might be as
that of a Judge of the Supreme Court or the High Court.
Those similarities only give strength to a possible claim
that the Chairman.MRTP Commission should be treated in al,
reapects as eligible as far as privileges are concerned to
that Of either the Secretary to the Govt. of India or to
the Judges of the higher judiciary. That does not
ipso-facto make the p c
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there are other distinguiehing features like eoucational
qualifications for apRolntment. mode of recruitment,
atatua. special assignmenta entrused to one category only
and different seniority lists. As the method of
recruitment to the post of P.s. to Chairman.M.R.T.P.
Commission Is not through open competitive examination and
as the quality, content, sensitivity and other aspects of

the performance of a P.s. to the Chairman. M.R.T.P.
Commission are not exact Iy simiIar to those of a P.S. to
the Secretary ,o the Govt. of India or a P.S. to the
Judge o, a High Court or Supreme Court, we are satisfied

court cannot interfere in the impugned order
dated 1.5.92 issued by respondent 3. It Is left open to
respondent 3 to espouse the case of either the applicant or
persons similariy placed like the applicant before an
expert body like the Pay Commission or through respondent 2
and seek re-consideration.

7. We find no merit in this O.A. It is. therefore.
dismissed. No costs.
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( N. SAHU )
MEMBER(A) ( SMT.LAKSHMI SWAM INATHAN

MEMBER(J)




