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sri $5.S5. dana,

Fhysicgl Irginmng instructor,
Lal Bahadur shastri '.\iatiuﬁal
Aczdemy ©Of ﬁdministration,
Mussoorie, gehradu,

(sri s.u. Singh, advocazte)

e o * o o hﬁ;,licant

VELsuUs
Le the union of inyglg through

Jepariment Of rersvnnel lrgiidng,
New gelhi,

2, Jirector Lal Bahadur sShgstri
Naticngl aCademy Of aAdminlstragtion,
luss 0orie Jenradun,

(sri S. Chaturvedi, Advocte)

. s « o o fesgOngents

vl g kg (Ur 51)

By dont ple Mr, SK-

The applicant sri s.s. dana, Fhysical Iraining
Instructor (F.l1,1,), Lal Bahadur shastri Nationgl
Ac gdemy Of Admi Mo stration, iussourie, penradoun has
filed this Uy unger Section 19 of the sdmiristrative
Iripungls Act 1985 seeking relief tu the effect that

the orjer Jdated 4-8-1994 rejectlng the gpplicghUrs

i

regresentgtion for cevigiun Of pay scale be setl asige

and Lhe regpongenis be dire

(@]

ted To revige the zpplicanttg

pay sCale from present level Rs,1600-2660/- to 2000-3500

as being given to FIL gt 1indirag Ggndhi nNational Forest
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ACademy, oehragoon,

o lhe appiicant hgs submitied thatl there is only
me post of physical Training instructor (P.L.1.) at

Lal Bghadur shastri National Academy Of admimdstration

)

(in short LBINAA), Mussorie gnd the gpplicant is holging

W

+

this post on peing promoled in the year, 1988 alld since
then he is working as such, He hgs further mentioneg
that there ig a post of P, I,I, st ;:{ Indira Gandhi
Ngtiongl Forest academy (in short IQiFA), upehradoon ang
the work of the petiiocner azs F.l.l, 3T LBsVAA is the gagme
as the work of the P, T,I, at I:;;“\IEA,'jehradoc;n, fhe
grescriped qualifications agnd the Recruitment Rules

for poth these poOsls are the same, ~

3. In paras 4(%kiv), (xv), (xvii) aad (xviii), the W
applicant has elgborgted chese factls to ghowthat the g
Nagture of work and The dulies as well as respgiplities

of the F,i,1, gt LBSNAA st Mussoorie zng LGVFA, Dehraddoom
are similasr whereas the reguired standard of gualification
of the pogt is higher for the post held by the apgplicant

in comparison to the post gt the ingtituytion at Jehradoon,

4, In para 12 of the counter reply the respongents
v = s A o-r‘f
have not yenied ¢his position and accegted as & the

matter on record,

o Ine respwl_ents hgve culiegig] their case and
suppOrted the impugned orger dabed 4-8-1994 (a copy Of
which has been annexed cs Alnexure.4-6 to the gppli cation)
on the groung that the post of FII in IWFA gNd LBSAA
cginot pe compared Lo egch other singe poth the inc umpent
to the post impart tragining to Jifferent Ly es of

prOpgti oners,

o, Consigered argumentis placeéd before us anNd perused
the record and also legal position witlh reference to

the gecigion py

Lhe gpex i;grt as referreq hefore us,
-
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i 0 The claim of the petitioner has only been re jeded

.

by the respondents on the ground that the training
imparted at Mussoorie Institution, where the apnlicant
is working, and Dehradoon Institution, to whichk the
applicant has compared to press his claim on the
principle of equal pay for equal work, two different
types of probaticners are there but it has not been
clarified as to what is the difference of service
status and service position for vhich the probationers
sre impatted training. On perusal of pleadings we
find that the respondents have hct disputed the
positicon that the nature of work, the nature of
responsibilities and the prescribed qualifications
in Recruitment Rules of F.T.I at IGNRA are same as
prescribed for the post held by the petitioner.

£
8. We find it a case in which the principle of Equal
pay for equal work\is applicable, We are alive to
the position that ecuation of post and eguation ofnr
pay are matters primarily for decision by the Government

and expert bodies like the Pay Gommission and not
for the Gourt but where all things are equal, i.e

where all relev@nt considerations are the same, persons

holding identical posts may not be treaked differentially
in the matter of their pay, merely because they

frneta
belong to different departments. This wdew has been
based on the Apex Court's ratio in decision cited
as AIR 1982 SC 879, and the same principle has been
followed in Jaipal Vs State of Haryana(1988) SC

1504 Y.K. Mehta Vs, UOI, AIR 1088 SC 1970,

9. With the position as discused above, we find
force inthe contention of the applicant and his

prayer deserv>s to be accepted,
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10. In the light of the above discussi ngs, the
réspongents gre directed to reyise the pay scgle of
Physical Training Instrugtor, Lal Bshadur shastri
Nationgl Academy Of Administrgtion, Mussoorie in the
pay scale of As,2000-3500 ( ©old pay scale) revised to
new pay scale as recummenged by the 'vth G’er}tzal fay
e from e ool fs trclev .

Commission with immediate effect|within a periog of
three monthg ‘fro:r; the date of recei gt of the copy of

this order,
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Memper (J)

membper (A)



