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A, Pareelk., S.I7. Ajarwal, A.L. Laljani, Jai Kumar Chandnani,
.L. Meena, C.L. Hdhwani, ¥.R. Garjar, M.2. Fhanilclwal, M.J.
4Lrithony, P.u. Jethra, A.3. Bindra, Nareszh Mumar Sharma. BL.A.
than, P.C. Socgani, Ajay Upadhyay, Ramesh Mamar Mecna, Sunil
Luhadisa, Gopal Lal Sharma, Sttt . Asudi Lilwani, Smt. Gopi alwani,
3.M. Mathur, 3 .2. 3airva, Shyam Lal Rapers, R.2. Mzhra, R.5.
Bundel, Ileceswani, 3.¥. thandelwal, W.L. Dakzad, MN.H. FEandongo,
Raj Famar Alwani, A.P. Gupka, 3Smt. Parwati Fishnani, Zhuttan
Lal, M.C. Sukumaran, F.R. Sutrakir, RE.S. Rathore, A.N. Pareel,
M.&. Chandna, Ram 3ingh, G.L. Soni, R.H. Faliz, R.2Z. Meena,
G .R. Telrani, Daulat 3ingh, Bahaduar Singh, V.. Batra, B.K.
Dass, H.R. Kanwadia, lhashal Singh, Abdul Sattar, R.K. Verma,
P.K, Jain, G G. Vijay, Laxmi Chanl Meena, Dinker Pandya,
Iishore Mitra,% A.K. Tank
N E A I A APPLICANTSO

v/s. :

JIIO OF INLIA 2 ORS., e+ o+ RESPONDEWTS .

CORAM:

HOMN'BLE IMF.. GOPAL IRISHNA, MEMRER (J).
HQI'RLE MR . 11.17%7. VERMa, MEMSER (A) .

For the Apolicants eves MONE,
or the Respondents aees Shri Jamna Prasad,

Office Supdt.,
Departrental Represantative

EER HOU'SLE Me. GOPAL VRISHNA, MEMEER (J).
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Applicant A.N. Pareek and S§5 others have, in this applica-
tion 1/3 19 of the Administrative Tribduanals jaot, 1985, scught a }
declaration that thev are eﬁtitled to the enzfitzs of appropriate
higher pay ascalez which are bsing given £o the employecs of Delhi

High Court as well as Sapreme CZourt of India for the reasons that

they are all working £or the last so many years on the same
identizal post anl discharging ¥¥¥ similar duties. These applica-

nts sought direcstions £ the respondents to provile the bhene fits

&

of pay scales from rthe date when the staff of Delhi High Coart

as well as Sapreme Court of India haj been given the same with

retrospective effecot, with all consequential benefits.,

2. tlone iz preszent on xhalf of the apglicants. We hawve

heard Shri Jamna Prasad, Office 3updt. in the »ffice of the Chisf
Enginecer, M3, Jaipur Ione, Jailpur, departmental representative
for the respondents, and have carcfully perazed the records.

3. The applicants are holding various postz under the sontro

of the Chizf Enginecer, MIS, Jaiour Zonz, Jaipur. Their ~ontentio
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has een granted £o the
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ies that the revision of pay s
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employees of the Delhi High Court wee.f, 1.1,86 and subsequently
the szam= has besn gragnted £ the employeez of Hon'ble the Suprzme
court 2f Indiz. It is claimed that zince the applicants are
Adischarging the same dutizz and rezponsibilities which are being
discharged by the staff of the Dz1lhi High Cburt a3 well 33 the

Supreme Court of India and there being no differsnce in

ot

he
rezponsibilities , nature =f Jutiez and the jobks which are being
AdAischarged by the staff of the Delhi ﬁigh Zourt -3 well as the
Suprem= Court of India, these applicants are also entitled to

get the sgams pay scales which hive been revised by the Delhi High

@

court as well ag the supreme Court of India. It is also.stated
that no discriminatison zhould b: z2lloved €9 stay and on the
principle of equal pay for egaal work the zspplicants should bhe
granted the hepnefits claimed, Th&‘matter of equation of pay and

equation of post lies in the Aomain £ the

h

executive and expert
bodiss like ay Comm ission.
+ This application apgears to be misconcieved and it Joss

not merit adjudication by thiz Tribunal. It is, therefore,

Aismissed at the Stage of admiszion with no order as t o costs.
( M.¥. VERLDA ) ( GOFAL ITISHNA )
MEMBER (&) VEMBER (J)



