
IN THE CENTRAL ^^JVUNISlRanTHiBUMw^.

PRIHGlP/i BENCH

C.>^. 2013/93

NewGelhi, dated the 2dth March, 1994

Hon'ble 3h. N.V.Krishnan. Vice Chairman (/•»)

Hon'ble 3h.B.3. He-icfe, Member^J)

MS S'jcheeta Adhikari,
lyo B^yiCuE, Munirka, Flats,

(By Advocate Shri N«.Amaresh )

• «. Applicant

The Braployee s State Insurance Corporation,
throunh its Chairman,
Panchdeep Bhavvan, Kbtla Road,
Ne w Qelhi

.. Responcfent

(By Advoca+e Sh. Anil Kumar proxy counsel
for Sh.Vivek Gambhir )

QHIHR^CRaL)

(Hon'ble Sh . N.V.Kri shnan, Vice aiairman(A))

Vfe have he arc The grievance of the applicant

is that the pay scale of the applicant is loweer on the post

of Artist .as compared to similar posts in the under the

Central Government. In otherwords, the claim is made on the

principle of 'fegual work for equal pay'

Vife are of the view, that in the first instance

it is the duty of the applic^t to ^proach the authorities

concerned placing before them the relevant facts to convince

them that the duties done by him as Artist are the same as



the duties done by the Artists in the D,-.VP and

request the authorities for granting the seme

pay scale, j^plicant has in fact filed a

representation (Ann,4) dated 16.9.91. 6he has given

therein some details of the duties done by her.

She has not explained how the duties assigned

to her in ESI as an Artist is the same as the

vvork assigned to the Artists in the OATP. No

comparison of the duties has been made.

Irt ihe circumstances, we are of the vi*

that the applicant should first file a proper

representation so that the respondents may consicfer

ner request. Vfe, the re fo re, dismiss this application

4t the admission stage vdth permission to the

applicant to file detailed representation to the

respondents in this behalf. If she is aggrieved

by the order that may be passed by the re^ondents,

it is open to her to seek remedy as may be advised in

accordance vjith law,

(B ,5, Heg cfe ) (N.V.Krishnah)

Vice Chairman (a)


