
	

.. 	
•V 	 VV V 	 V 	 . . 

CBTRALADMiNISTRAT1VE ThIBWAL 
BPNGALORE_ BCH 

	

V 	

•V 	

V 	

V 	
Second Floor, 	

V 	
'. • V 	

• V 

Commercial Complex, -. 
V V 	 . 	 VIndinagar, 

	

V 

V'• 	 • 	 V 	
V 	

V V 	BGJE -. 	 V 

V V.; 	

V 	

V 	

V• 	 D at-ed :29 MAR 1995 V 	

V 	

V 

APPL1CATIQ' NO. 	. 	 VV 
791 and 802. of 1994 

V 	

V V• 

	

V 

 APPL irs Sri.MunibylaPPa and S.C.Kempegowda, 	
V V 

- 	. VV/S. 	
V 	

V 	

V 	

V 

RESrcNDaTS: The Vpirector,CentralV Insitute of Coastal Engg., 
V 

V 	 . 	for Fjsheries,Baflgalore and another. 	
V 	

V V 

To 	
V 	

V 	

V• 	

•: V. 	

VV 	 V 

V V 	
Dr.MS.Nagaraia,AdVOCate,0.ili 	 V , 	 V 

First Cross,Secofld Floor, 	. 	
V 

V, 	 V 	Sujatha  Complex,Gandhinagar, 	 . 	 V 

	

V 	 I 	
BangalOre.560009.. 	

V 
V 

V 	V2. V 	 V 	 Sri.M.S.Pamarajaiah,Se10r V 	

• 	 V 

Central Govt.Standing Cowse1, 	
V 

• 	 High Court Bldg,Bangalor&1. 	
V 	

V 

V 	 Subjeát:.F.rwardiflgCOPieS of the  Orders.passed by the 
V 	 V V 

V 	Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangal6re-38. 	V  

V 	

V• 	

. 	 V 	

V 

V 	
V 	 Please find enclosed herewith a copy of V the Ordarf 

V : 	• 	Stay Crder/Tht Vorim Order, passed by this Tribunal 'in the above 
V 	

mentioned application(s ) on 1403I995. 	
V • •• 	• 

Sq 
V V V 	

V • V V
• 	VV 	 • 7J 	••.• V • 	 JIC 	WIAL 	cHEs: 	. 	• . V  V 	

•VV V 	

V • 	 V 

-.T- 	
. 	

V 	• 	V ' 

•V 	 • 	VV• V VVV•V 	•.VVVV 



TRIBUNAl-, 

BANGAL0R BENC%e 
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'rursbAY, THE 14Th DAY OF flAfH, 94 

SI4RI V. RAMAKR.ISONAW .e• 

SHRI A.N. VUj3A11RADHYA  

1. Sht& mnibylappsg  
Agd 31 yearS, 

Shri pujaPPa,  
rathakUt, 
5tiak0t6 post, 
Bangalore  North. 

2. Shri S.C. KemPe90W da t  

ged 27 years, 
sb Shri K.P. 5uresh, 
276/4, genkataPpa, 
9uldg. Shivapura, 

Bança)-° 	(peenya). 

(By AdUOCatS Or. M.S. Nagaraja ) 
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1.1.86 and actually with effect from 1.1.90 in conformity with the 

directions of this Tribunal as is seen in the department's order 

dated 1.3.93 as at Annexure A'-3. The applicants in the present case 

seemf to have become aware of the upgradatjoi, of the scale of Field 

Assistants in the All India Soil and Land Use Survey and submitted 

the representation dated 6.8.93 where they claimed that they also 

shauldbe given the higher pay—scale of Rs. 1200— 2043. This repre—

sentation was forwarded by the local officer by his letter dated 

2.9.93 where ha:had étated that the representation may be favourably 

considered and they may be given the higher pay scale. The ministry, 

however, by their letter dated 17.2.94 as at Annexure A-4 informed 

the applicants that since the Fifth Pay Commission had been set up, 

this Case should be referred to the Pay Commission who are the expert 

body for the purpose. As the applicants had not got the higher pay 

scale from 1.1.86 as prayed for even notionally, they have filed the 

present application. 

	

3. 	We have heard Dr. M.S. N agaraja for the applicants and 

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah, the learned Senior Standjnc Counsel, 

	

4, 	Dr. Nagaraja produces a chart purportinc to give a comparative 

study of duties and responsibilities of fleidmen in various units in 

the Ministry of Agriculture. This is enclosed as Annexure A—I to the 

application. He contends that the educational qualifications in 

respect of the Field Assistants in the Central Institute of Coastal 

Engineering for Fisheries are the same as -the qualifications prescribed 

for the Field Assistants elsewhere in the Agriculture Ministry. He 

also contends that the duties and responsibilities are broadly compa- 

- 	ablethere is no reason as to why the F1e1dAssjtnts in this 
1 	 \ .(.,, 

organisation should be denied higher pay-8ale which had been extended 
- 	1 

to the siSter units in the same Miriisty of Açriculture and Animal 

14 



—'4— 

Husbandry. Dr. Nagaraja further submits that the department doe8 not 

seem to have applied its mind to the duties and responsibilities of the 

Field Assistants but had mechanically taken the stand that the same will 

be forwarded to the Pay Commission. The learned counsel also aIgies 

that this Institute is a small organisation and in view of the smallness 

of the Institute their case seems to have gone by default. He also 

draws our attention to the case of Field Assistants in the Central Insti—

tute of Fisheries Ecjcation in the same department who accordingt him 

are having the same qualification, duties end responsibilities but are 

getting a higher pay scale. in view of this1he contends that it is a 

fit case for the Tribinal to give direction to the department to allow 

them higher pay scale of Rs. 1200 - 2040 as has been extended to the 

Field Assistants in the other units. 

5. 	The standing counsel opposes the application and does not 

agree with the stand that the duties of Field Assistants of CICEF are 

comparable with the duties of Field Assistants of All India Soil and 

Land Use Survey. He relies on the chart of Field Assistants furnished 

by the applicants as at Anneire A—I which according to himwill itself 

show that the duties of Field Assistants of the All India Soil and Land 

Use Survey are higher than those of CICEF. He also mentions that the 

Field Assistants in the Institute are eligible for the promotion to the 

post of Driller in the scale of Rs. 1200 - 1600 wh.fch is less than the 

scale asked for by the applicants. The learned standing counsel argJes 

that if the prayer of the applicants were to be accepted, it will lead 

to an anomalous position where the pay scale of the promotion post will 

be less than that of the lower post. He also relies on the decision of, 

the Supreme Court in the case of Chaurasia - 1989 (1)Acc 121 where the 

apex court had held that such matters are best left tbanetbody 

like the Pay Commission instad of being adjudicated by the Tribunil. 
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6, 	We have.carefully considered the contention5of both side8. 

From the context, it is clear, that the applicants had agitated for a 

higher pay scale only when they became aware that the Field Assistnts 

in the All India Soiland Land Use Survey had been given the enhanced 

pay scale.. it is also noticed that the posts were created for the first 

time some time in 1987 and after due consideration the department had 

4 1  thought it fit to give thøn only pre-revised scale of Ks. 260 - 400 for, 

which thecorresponding revised scale is Ks. 950 - 1500. The Field 

Assistants in the Land Use Survey Organisatim had in fact been getting 

higher pa scale in the pre-revised scale and accordingly their pay 

initiellywas fixed in the revised scale of Ks. 975 - 1540. While it is 

clear that the educational qualifications are the same, the nature of 

duties will differ in the case of Fid.d Assistants of other units as 

compared to the Field Assistants of CICEF. The standing counsel su'nits 

that the duties of the Field Assistants in the All India Soil and Land 

Use Survey are higher than that of applicants which is controverted by 

Dr. ragaraja. We are not in a position to assess the relative duties 

of Field Assistants in these units. We only notice that the applicants 

H 	 had accepted the lower pay-scale in 1988 and seem to have put in a claim 

for enhaned scale in 1993 around which time thePay Commission had been 

corietitutd. We also do not 4ean it appropriate at this stage to direct 

the dearent to constLttea!fficial expert group to make assessment 

of the relative duties of Field Assistants of thes'e1Thit's, lialticularly 

J1t 
when the Fifth Pay Commission had already statted' functioning. We, 

S 	

' 	r 
/ 	 - 

however, bserve that the' itcraisey Or. Iacaraja'that in vIew of 
'4t) 

the smali$ess  of the orgàhi1sati9n, the case of applicants and other 

officials in the CICEF is likely to be lost sight of, has some force. 

-We, therefore, directt the.cOierné d pa tn t -ornake - Proper 

presentation to the Fifth Pay Commission with regard to the case of the 

Field Assistants and other officials in this organisation so th 	 - 

- 	
I 	 - 
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appropriate revision of pay scale can be recommended by the Fifth Pay 

Commission for the staff of CICEF. While making the subiiission, the 

departrtnt will keep in view whatever recommendations had been received 

by the Ixpert Committee which had gone into the case of Field Assistants 

in similar unit8 of the Ministry and also the nature of duties and res—

pansibilities in the Central Institute of Fisheries Education and give 

a comparative picture vis—a—vis the CICEF. 

For the reasons already etateii we do not propose to issue a 

direction to the departifEnt that they should straightaway grant the 

scale of Rs. 1200 - 2040 at least nationally from 1.1.86 as prayed for. 

In the present application. 

With the observations contained in pare 6 & 7 we finally 

dispose of this application. No costs. 
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I 	( A.N. VtJJJANARADHYA ) 
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( V. RAMAKRISHNAN 	•. 

MEMBER (A) 


