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for Fisheries,Bangalore and another.

1e | Dr.M S.Nagaraj a,Advocate,No. 11,
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S‘.xb;)ecrl:.--I Forwardmg coples of the Orders passed by the
S Central Administrative Tnbunal Bangalore—38.
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'Please fmd enclosed hernmth a copy of. the Order/
Stay C‘rder/Interim Order, passed by thls Tribunal ‘in the above

mentloned appllcatlon(s) on 14"03-1995.
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S0il ang Lang Use Sgr.vey under the I'Linistry of Agriculture had apprda-'

ched thig Tribuna} in 0a No.A 956 to 959/90'wﬁere they claimed that

th‘!ey should be ¢jyen the hicher Pay scale of g, 1200 - 2040 as againfs:t

th‘i,I? i‘Wi‘sed Pay scal.e of fs. 975 « 154g which was actually cgiven to

them. While dieposing of *his application, the Trimnal pag directed
| S

tha!t they shoulg submit a detailed representation and also directed

and assess the naturé’ of field wak executed by the Fielq Assistants’
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Q’ Q§§able g%’there is no reason as to why the Field Assistants in thisg -

1.1.86 and actually with effect from 1.1.90 in conformity with the
ditections of this Tribunal as is seen in the departmentts order
dated 1.3.93 as at Annexure A-3. The applicants in the present case
seem: to have become aware of the upgradation of the scale of Field
Assisténte in the/All India Soil snd Lend Use Survey and submitted
the representation dated 6.8.93 where they claimed. that they also
should 'be given the higher pay-scale of Rs. 1200 = 2040. This repre-
sentation was forwardad by the local officer by his letter dated
2,9.93 where hathad stated 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 referfed to the Pay Commission who ére the expert
body fér the purpose. As the applicants had not got the higher pay
scale f?om 1.1.86 as prayed for even notionally, they have filed the

present_abplication.

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

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

il

4, ~ Dr. Nagaraja produces a chart purporting to give a comparative
study of dutieg_and responsibilities of fieldmen in various units in
the Ministry of Agricultu;e. This is enclosed as Annexure A-1 to the
applicatia;. He contends that the educational qualifications in
respect of the Field ﬂssisténts in the Central Institute of Coastal
Engineering for Fisheries are the same as the qualifications prescribed

for the Field Assistants elsewhere in the Agriculture Mministry. He

also contends that the duties and responsibilities are broadly compzz

\ ’ organisatlon should be denied higher pay—svale which had been extended,

o the sxster units in the same nznistry of Acriculture and: Animal

/




apex court had held that such matters are best left

Husbandry. Or. Nagaraja further submits that the department does not
seem to have epplied 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 argues
that this Institute is a small organisation and in viéw of the smallness
of the Institute their case seems to have cone by default. He also
draws our atﬁawtian to the case of Field Assistants in the Central Insti-
tute of Fisheries fducation in the same department who accofdingt:him
are having the same qualification, duties end responsibilities but are
getting a higher pay scale. In view of this,he contends that it is a
fit case for the Tribunal 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 applicatioﬁ 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 Annexure A=1 which according to him”will 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 s 5200 - 1800 which is less than the
scale asked for by the applicants. The learned standing counsel argues
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 casé of Chaurasia - 1989 (1) AcC 121 where the
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6. We have.carefully considered the‘cEnteniionSof both sides,

From the ;.ontext, it j.s clear that the epplicants had agitated for a
higher pa)( scale only when they became aware that the Field Assistants
in the 3\11 India Soil and Land Use Survey had been given the enhanced
pay scale! It is also noticed that the posts were created for the first
time some tme in 1987 and after ~due consideration the department had
thought it fit to give them only pre-rev1sed scale of Rse 260 400 for
vhich -theicorresponding revised ,scele is Rs. 950 - 1500, The Field
Assistant; in the Land Use Survey Organisetim had in fact been getting
higher pa:y scale in the pre-revised scale and accordingly their pay
iﬁitiallyiuas .fixed in the revised scale of fs. 975 - 1540. UWhile it is
clear that the educational qualifications are the same, the nature of

duties_ui;l differ in the ease of Fidd Assistants of other 'uni.ts as

!
compared to the Field Assistants of CICEF. The standing counsel sutmits

that the éuties of the Field Assistants in the All India Soil and Land'
Use Surve)"'are higher than that of aeplicants which is contrdverted by
Dr. Nagaraja. We are not in a position to assess tﬁe relative duties
of Field Assistants in these units: Ue ‘only notice that the applicants
had accepted the 1ouer pay-scale in 1988 and see;m to/have put in s claim
for enhanced scale in 1993 around which time the 'l-'Jay Commission had been
constituteds We also do not deem it appropriate at this stage to direct
the departs:ment to constitute anwof‘f‘mzal expert aroup to make assessment

,:LI

of the relanve duties of field Assistants of t}ese*’Units, part:.cularly

—

when the Fifth Pay Commission had already’ started functloning. we,

v‘ Iepud:y YN0 raigcp
houever, observe that tHe' ’po‘intfrralsr ?p by Dr.‘ NaoaraJa’ that in vieu of
ﬂfa pfu' 0”5 B

the smallt?ess of the orgdnisation, the case of applicants and other

officials:;in the CICEF is likely to be lost s:.ght qf‘,has some f‘orce.
§ . : : T LENETRS :

ey there?ereg “direct Qaaf’*the.--cdiéefﬁe?j"*dep'a'ft‘mé{f_%%ff"thébiegfe- proper '

-'presentation to the Fifth Pay Commission with regard. to the. case of the

F.teld Assistants and other off‘lcials m th:.s oroan1sation 80 tha:
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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 submission, the

department will keep in view whatever recommendatione had been received

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

in similar units of the fMinistry and alsd the nature of duties and res-
ponsibilities in the Central Institute of Fisheries Education and give

a comparative ptcture vis-a-vis the CICEF.

7. For the reasons already stated we do not propose to issue a
direction to the department that they should straichtaway grant the
scale of Rs. 1200 = 2040 at least notionally from 1.1.86 as prayed for.

£n the present application.

8. With the observations contained in para 6 & 7 we finally

dispose of this application. No costs.
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