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IN THE CBN1 RAL ADMIISliSTRATlVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCHt JAIPUR 

O.A. No. 362/95 
~AXXDI». 

'2- '? f5l -l) )__ 
DATE OF DECISION __ r __ . __ 

G.c!. Arya and two others Petitioner 
--~--~-----------------------

Mr~'l S.K. Jain 

-~ Versus 

u__:•=--o-+=r-=I___;:__a:...::.n=d_a=n:..:...o~t=h=e'--"r,____ __________ Respondent 5 

M~r,_..~71 =N-'!_•=c~. ___:G~o~y~a~l'"--------------Advocatc for the Respondent ( s) 

Advocate for the PetiHooer (s) 

CORAM a 

..... 
Tbe-Son'bl• Mr. Jrtice G.~-. Gupta, Vice Chaiman 

The Hon'ble Mr. G~pal Singh, Administrative Member.· 

I 

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may b6 allowed to soe the Judgement ? 

v2. To be referred to the~ Reporter or·not ? lr}--Q./? 

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? 

4. Whethtr it needs to be circulated to other 

) 
M ru.~ ,~ W 

. - '"}'f ;-a-, ' ,: . \ \l 

Mr. f~~~oi-~ 
Hon'lble Member{A) 

Benches of the Tribunal ? 
(\. 0 
~1/Vr"tJl\t 

( G.L. Gupta ) 
Vice Chainnan-.~ 
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CENTRAl. A!DMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAifUR BENCH : Jr\IT:UR. 

Original Application No." 362/95 

1. · 
1

1 G.C. Arya, . 
1 S/ o Shri. D .N. Arya . 
r/o No E-433-, Murlipura 

fJaipur · 
. I , .. 

2_. :B.s. Rawat - . · · 
'S/o Shri Mata'Qar Singh 
i:/:o 11/558, Ma~viy~ Nag~r 
Jaipur . 

-~ . I 

3.; 
1

B .L. Shari-na · 
· · S/ o Shri R.S~Shanna 

r/o III/52, G.s.I .colony 
Jaipur · : Appli cants· ~-

rep by Mr. S .K •. Jain : · • Counsel /for the. applicants 

-versus-

' ' 
~. 'union. of· India through the· 

-·!secretary· to the Govem.rnent 
·Ministry -of Finan~e, · 

t' i,Gove]::runen_t of India 
1Shastri _~agar; 
New Delhi~· · 
II. ' 
I . - ' ' 

2 ~ ifhe Director General 
~eological Survey-of 
~7 J .N • . Ro ad , · 
pa~cLitt a~ 16 

. I . 
I • 

India 
·' 

.... -· . 
: Respondents; _ 

rep.: by Mr. N_.c. Goyal 
I 

: , Counsel for the respondents. 

COfW.~. : The Hon 1 ble Mr. Jus'tice G.L·. Gupta,Vice Chaiman 
. I 

The 'Hon'ble Mr. Gopal Singh·, Administrative Member 

Per I·~r •. Justic-e -G ~L. -Gupta: -T .. -
.. 1 DRUER 

I 

Date of the · C\ • 0' .L,. · : 't.h . c (J' ' -
order 

, · ·-l- _Th~e.e. ap~licants. working- as J.T .As in 

the I e?logic~l 'Surv~y of India(GSI !or short) have· 

file! this a-ppl~cation~·. The reliefs claimed in 
. . l c 

01/j\\fv~- . I ' 

- . :< _____ .. / . . . 
. ~--~--"' 

·I 
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I 

I " 
i. 

this D.A. a:re as follows:· 
1 

". i) By. an appropriate· writ, order . 
. , . or direction, the res'pondents be 

ii) 

. ', iii) 

·.ordered to· revise the pay scales 
of the Survey stream in the initial 
post to a higher pay· than the initial 

· _grade of Rs.425~.7oo·. In the alternative 
· t}:1e · applicants ,further pray that the 

·respondents be ordered 'to at least 
revise the, pay s.cales at par. with. 
that of the Drawing stream-: 

-)'he responde'nts be ordered to pay the 
.arrears of s'alaries and fixation of pay· 
accordil-1gly since 1973 as has been 
done :i,n the ·case ·of DraWing strean 
on the basis of the recQYlffiendations 
.of the J~C.M. In the altemativa, 
the applicants further pray that 
they be given· the benefit- of the 
higher pay scales in the 13ca1e .of 

· pay of Rs~'4425-750 since 1980 · 
as recommended by the Arbitrators in 
C.A. No. l1 of 1982 v1de ·dated . 

, 29~~2;.'84 along with ;interest at the 
rate of 24%.per annum on the arrears 
of salaries~~ 

~Y other relief Whi'ch this_· Hon 1 ble 
Tribuna.l· deems fit may also be _ 
granted to the applicants looking 

· to the facts and circums,tances of 
-the case; -J " 

I • 

z.: ! · It is averred that ··there· is disparity in 

the pay scales ·of the employe~s ~orking in . tv.\;) 
' " - ' . 

str~:ans viz (i) Survey and (ii) Draf~sman in th~ 

GSI';li · It is stated th~t th~r~ vvare thre~ grades. 
i ' 

in t~e Diraf tsman stre an~ i.e •. Draf t~m~m Gr .II I. 
I 

in tr~. pay. scale of Rs~ll0-200; DraftSman- Gr ... II 

in tpe scala ·of pay of Rs;ill0~225 and Draftsman Gr.I 

in t~e s ~ale~ of pay of. Rs~ 150-~40. and in _th_e Survey 
! . . . ,. 

stream the lo~st grade was .carrying .the pay . . I, . . . 
I . . , - .. 

seal of Rs~ll50-240 and ·after .the 3rd Pay Commissions 

'( 
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I . 
' 

Recl:rnmendations the foll<:>wing scales were granted 

to· jthe Draftsman and Surveyor~: · 

,. . 
Draftsman· 

'\ 
~p.reyor~ 

- . (.) 

i) 'Dtaf~s·m~n Gr.III- Rs.260-~.~o i) _survey (JR)Rs~1330 ... 560 

ii): Draftsman 6r~II · Rs.26o-430 -ii) · SuJ:I!'ey (SR)Rs~·425-700J 
·iii)!:Draftsmim Gr~\I Rs~~330-56Jlii) S.T-4\. -

! . . . , .. · . _ . . ( S urv ~ y) Rs.550-750 
i· . 

ivr.oraftsman Sr. 
• I • 

I . : ' ·- .. 

Rs. 425-700 iv) Officer. ·­
{Surveyor)Ri;i65Q-1200 · 

,.v) Head li) ;'_t~an . · 

vi) Artists·: 

Rst'5?.0-7 50 . 

RS-~,650-1200. 

' 

• 1::. I J..-. to say that the pay scale of SurveyCJ stream 
j 

at the ini ti,al· stage was ~e·pt at ·a higher level'~ 
~ - . 

£in :redesignatiot:l and me.rger of Survey al}d Drawing. 

~ tr~ans in 1980;' c.anmon. pay ·scales . of·. Rs.-330;..56:) 

RS-;~425-700 and lls~!?5D-900~ were' alimved~1 Vide 

ord~r dated ,·.J.5."3~B4; th~ pay ~cales of Draftsman 

wer~ revised·. After the IV ·Pay Commission 

recCmmendations, the pay scales of Draf.tsman . 
. \ i ' ' . ' . ' .. ·, ' . . 

. i . . ' . . . -

we~- revised as Rs~;1400-2300, Rs-.<1(:00..2600 and-
' I , ' ~ • ~ • 

··ns~~j1640-2900, where-as the· pay scale~ ·in the Survey 
I. 

s.trearn were kept as Bs;;l20Q-2040, · RS'.-'il40Q-230d 
·,· 

and ~Rs• .. 1640.:..2900. . In oj.herwo.rds, in the Survey· 

str~an, the pay scales of fi,rst tvvo .grades v.ra re 

kept lov.er than the pay _scales. of Draftsman 
' "' . 

grades. the· employees in· the Survey stream 
I • • 

mad~ repres eritati ons for the'_: revi_sion of_ their 
I 

'· 

·I 

l 

pay !scales at par With the pay scales. of DraftsmaJ], . 
I. 
I 

_but their grievance ·was not· redressed. 

It is ·the cas,e for the applicants _that 

. ,. 
' I 

,) 
----- ----·-- -- -- ·- - ______ __.. ____ --

-· 
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. th 
1

re is not much qiffere-nce in the edu~atiqnal 

qualifications in both the streams rather more . I . 
I - . --

a:rq~ous duties ~re required to be perfomed 

,c_ ~------------~/by the S~rveY.o'rs in. as much as 

they have- to work not only iri~ the office but 
I . • .. 

I 

alsjo in tne field' and hence their pay scales 
I 

I 

co~ld not· be less than ·tha·t of the· Draft?man·~~ 
.- . I . 

- '. •' 

I The applicants; further cas_e is that 

·. c+equent Upon the awa;rd, the pay scales qf 

Dr~ftsman in CPVD were revised· and .in order to 

ma1e 'the Draftsman in GSI at par wi.th that of the 

llr9ftsman_ in CPW.l, ,the pay scales o! Draftsman 
I • , 

in PSI wa~ furthe~ revised whereas the pay sc~les 
I . . . 

in 1Survey stream wera hot revised~i 
I . . 
~ . -. 
! It· is stated that in the 3rd Pay Commission 
I 

report in 
' . 

1973,' it was observed tha~ for the posts. 
I - . 

in Survey 
I 

stream and D.raftsman stream, common 
I 

.. payr scale was .recanrnended, yet wpen the _pay 
• I 

s-ca~es of Draftsman were revised the pay scales 
~ ' 

of rmployees in Surve~ stream w~re not revised~1 

It ~s furthe_r stated ~hat -the Qirector General~. 
I - . \ • . -

GSI1 had ~i::e commended the case for th~ Surveyors · 
I 

.; __ rfto (gra~t them pay. scales at par with )Jraf tsman 
. I , 

vide his let. ter dated.: 21~ilo":~s7 but no relief · I •. 
·I I 

hasjbeen granted yet~ 
I 
I 

I 3. I Iii the reply, the ·respondents h~ve' 

r:esisted the claim· of· the applicants mainly on 

the I ground tha~, th.e concept of "equ·al pay for 

r]·.f\·?./ o J. 
/ 7 ~ _.p•'''~~#-~··' .. 

/ . I '\ ;\) . ' ,...-·•' -

-----~ ~-· 

----- --- J_ __ ...:._ _________ _ -I. -
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I 

equal worktt is not applicable- in' the. cas~ of the 
'I 

' 
aj_:plicants _as their duties and responsibilities 

are .not similar to that of Draftsman:- -It is 

further stated that the claim is. hopeless i y 

·barred by limitation..~ It is aver;red that tne 
--

revision of pay scple~ of Draftsman does not: 
- -~ 

confer any right on the Surveyors to_ have their. _ 

pay scale-- rdvised. It is also stated that. the 

pay ,scales of the Draf~manC).were. revised since 

_it w~s acc~pted · tbat \}~ir duties. and 
' 

tasBonsibili ties are simi}ar ta th~ir counter 

parts working in CPt!IO •. - It is also ·-stated 1n the 
- ' 

reply that the Sur:veyors had filed OAs earlier 

als'o· in various Benches butO their applic~tions 

were re j e Cte d'~! 
! . 

4.1 -In the ·rejoinder, . the_ appli<?ants have 

reiterated the facts stated in the O.A~' 
I 

5. AppH:cants have filed an additional 

affidavit on .23_~·4.2001-,·. wherein it_ has_ been stated 
' ' -0 1 • > • I 

/that the pay scale$- of Surv.eyors in other departments 
......._ . . -

have been ;revis-ed but the pay scales of the 

Surveyors in GSI ·have not been ·revised by tl:le 

5th Pay Commission. ' ·-

\ 

6.. We have heard the learned counsel for 
' ' 

the parties and pexused .the docl-lffients _placed _ori record • 

.. . 
, I --

- 1 

______ _: __ -- --- ----- --- --.] 
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7. ' Mr • Jain, leamed counsel for the applicants 

· - contended that there being _no matenal· difference-
' ! • ' / .•• 

in the educa.tional qualifications for· the ·posts 
.: . . . . I .. . 
I • - ' 

of ~raftsman and Surveyors, . there cannot be any 
'• ,. 

valid justif:ic~tion, for difference in their- pay 
.. -! . ' . -

scales. ·He pointed otit that the Director General-
] ' . ' ' . . • • I • 

GS~ t had reqQnmended the c~se for the applicants 

vid~ letter dated 23.'5~'95, which according to·· 

' him~- shows that ,the rsspondents have agreed in 

prihcipl~ that ~nj~stice .had been dame to'. the I - . . . . 
I • • 

apP~icants when their pay scales we.te .not revised.~. 
I 

I . 

-Relying on the cases of Indian Council-- of 
- I . _. 

Agricultural-Research vs·;, A.N. Lahiri· (. 1997~(10)-
1 

S~691) _ Shri.-N,S. Chakravafthy-v·s. Union of 

Indl.a and others ( 1993· (3}-SLR-161) (CAT)_,. 
I • 

he panvassed t~at the· Court should give_ di-rections 
I , 

to the respondents 'to revise the pay scales of 
I. 

I \ -
-the Surveyors so as to make them at par with 

I 
I 

thatt of the Draftsman~"· 
I 

i 
. I 

I ', 

s;'_ : Mr~ Goyal~ leamed counsel for the._... 
\ 

reslponde_nts, on the othe~ hand, contended that 
~ J ' ' 

I - . 
_the/ educati<;mal qualifications of the Draftsman~-

; ' 

arid.' 'Surveyors are not the S1ame·~- Acco rdirig to _. 
'' 

him( Draftsman -job· id more -important and keeping 
I • 

I ' ' , 

in illiew the pay scales of the· Draftsman in the· 
i ' 

CPiif the p·ay scales of Dlraf ~sman in the GSI 

were revised. -He submitted that the alleged 
\ 

~J.is~ari ty in 'pay. SCales iS 'g?ing. 0~ for t.l1e. l.:!St 



/ 
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. ' . 

\ . 

mo::ei than 12 ·years ·arid- the- applicants. have filed· 

this· application only _in the year 1995, which 
' . 

shouild be dismissed on the ground ef limitation~; 

His btain conte~:ti.on was that the ·court cannot 

be justified Jn · granting higher pay _sc~les than 

'the :one reccmmended by the expert bodies like 
I • I 

.·the lpay Commission~~- According to him the m·atter 
t 

of gran~ing pay scales ~hould be left to the 
I 
I ' 

disGretion of the expert bodies like <~ay Commissions-.'\ 
i 

Relying on· the cases of Shiba -Kumar -Du.tta and 
' ' ,' 

' 

2_thers vs, Union of -India..::.§nd other$ ( 1997-(3)­
~ 

' Jll;l·. 
s.cc.j.545) Dy.·: :OireGte:r~<General .of Ge·ological Survey •)-' 

' . ! . .• • . - . . 

of ,India- and- an ether- -v_s.- R,c -Yadaiah- and others 
' ' 

(2CXDO-;'LAB~1I .c. 3321) he canvassed that the 
I . ' • 

. j /_ 

9 ~ ' . - ' 
We have giVen the matter our thoughtful 

consideratiqn. Before we proceed to examine the· 

fac~s of. the _case, it iS appropria~ to refer to­

the va:p.ous ·decisions of the Supreme Cou:L't on 
i 

the 1 sco_pe o:R · judicfal review ip pay scale matters-~ 

In State -of .U.P. vs.· J.P. Chaurasia 

(19S9 .scc;(L&S )-71) it was obseJ:Ve~ that equation 

of pos~s or equation of pay must be- ieft to 

the! Executiye .and the· Court should not no:r:mally _ 

intf9rfere in the, determina:ti·on made by the, Expert 
• • I • -. I' , . • . -' 

' ' 

Bodies. The relevant observation? of their 
I - - I . • 
I -

. I -
Lo~ships at pa~a 18 of the report are reproduced 

I . . . 
I _,-·-.... 

/)Lii ~~--- , 
~ ~-, 

_.,,/. ' • 1 ' 

f 
I 
I 
I 

I --,-- ___ _) 
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. here~der:· 

" _The fi~st_question ~garding entitlement 
-to the pay .JS ca le admis sib le . to Section . _ 
6ffi·cers sho.uld not detain us longer. The 
answer· to the question_ depends upon several 
factors~ It does not just depend upon .. 

· either the nature of work or volume of }v\Ork 
done by. Bench Secretaries •' Primarily it · 
_requires among. others evaluation of duties 
and responsibilities o-f the respective 
posts. -More often functions of two posts 

· ma.y appear to be the_same or· similar but 
there may be differen·ce in de.grees in the 
performance •. 'The quantity of work may be 
the same, but quality may be different 
that ~annot be determined-by relying upon 

·. avenne.nts in affidavits of interested · 
parties~' The equation of posts or- equation 
o:f pay must be l.eft .to tlile Executive 
Government;· It must b_e determined by 
-exper.t bodies like Pay Commission.:- They 
would be the best judge to evaluate the 

·, nature of duties and responsibilities 
of- posts.- .If there is any such date rmination 

. by a CQnmission or Comm-ittee, the court 
should -nonnally· accept it~ ·The. court 
should not try to tinker \~th such 
equiv•lence, unless ·it is shov..n that it' 
was made \'IIi th extraneous conside rati oir;l -.. 

In the case -qf Un-ion of India and. another 

vs-. ~. v. Hariharan .and -another 
:._ I . 

. . , . 

( 1997-SCC-(L&S~~38 ) 

. it was obserted tha:t the Tribunal sho~ld not 
-~ 

-interfere .in the matter of pay scales •. It is 
I • • • ' • -· 

profitable to re-prod~ce the obse.rvations of their 
I • . 

Lordships ~t para 5 of _the· ~port hereunder: 

" VIe have noticed that quite often the 
T ri bun ~ls are in te rf e ring v'Ji. th · pay scales . 

· without proper reasons and .without: being· 
-conscious of the fact that fixation-of-pay is 
not their-function. It is t.he function 

· of the Govemment which nonnally acts on 
. :. _(~ .·recommendations of· a Pay CommissiQn·":i 

j Change .. of· pay-scale· of a category has. a . 
1 _ c~s ca<:hng effect. Several other. cate ganes . 

I 
s~miJ.arly situated, -as v-ell··as those situated 

1 
above and below, put forvvard their claims. 

I ... r 
-~ <A :.L-/~~..... . f 

\ A/~-jjr \ L/ . . . /'~--··, . 

.... >XY} · .. /' 
I 
r 
I -· -; 
I 

'i 
I 

-- - - ·---- _.J 
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on the basis of such change~~. The Tribunal 
should ~-xeal:i:se that inteferlng -with -tne 
t:res cribed -pay scales is a -serious matter•' 

he Pay Cominission, Which go~s into the -
problem at great depth ·and happens to' 
have a full picture· before it, 1s tne 
proper authority to decide upon this 
issu~. Very often, ·the doctrine of . 
"equal pay for equal worku is also being 
misqnderstood and mis ai=P lied, fre--e 1 y 
revisj,ng and enhancing the pay s·cales 
across the Board. We hope and -trust~-----, 
that the Tribunals -will exercise- due __;___­
res=Eraint -in-the matter. Unless- a 

-clear case of hostile dis crimination is 
m'ade' out, there v.ould be no'-justificat.:Don -

-_.for -inte·Iferlng -with the -fixation :of _ 
pay .scale$: . 

- _( emphasis supplied ) 

The same principle was -reiterated in 

the;· c~se o.f Union -of -India and others vs~1 Makhan 
r_ 

Chandra _Roy- (AIR~\1997 .sc:~'i2391). In that case 
I ' --

_ thei Triqunal had acce_pt~d the case of (~ 

Lab:oratory Assistant for the grant of higher_~ 

pay: s,ca;Les equivalent- to ·that of Auxiliary 
- -
Nurses and Midwives. .Their Lordships set aside 

th~ order of this tribunal and obsexved that 
" II • ..... • 

wh~·t enhan'ced pay scale s-hould be .given to 
,1 . - . . 

a particular employ~e: is within. the dcmain of· 
I 

th~ authorities themselves who appC?int them and 
• I 

th~ Tribunal s-hould ·not have ventured in this_ 
I 

forbidden field. 

In the case of R. -Yada_iah (supra) it was 

obrerved_ that_ unless sane error apparen·t is found 
I , - - • 

oni the basis of ·the-materi~l p_roduced, Courts/ 
. I • . • . 

I • - • - -

Tttbupals shoula not go int0 the quest~on of 
I· - . __1. - ~ 

-) -~· 
/ /"':" -D' I------.. 
·l"~xf~ · 

I I 

' ------' 
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'fi ~ent of pay scares' and leave the matter to 
i' 

th_e /.discreti.on of. expertise of Specia_l· Cornmis.sico 
. I 

- I - li_kT Pay Commission;~-· . 
1 "- In the"-case--ofcShiba KumarDutta-an-d 

'I 
I . 

oth6rs ( -supra ) , it wa~ held that Courts cannot r 
I , 

·go l.nto· the nomenclature. and fitment and evaluate. 
.. 1- ' . . ' 

,thel job criteria and scales of pay _prescribed for 
I 

ea~h category;.­
I 
I 

lo~l Thus the consistent view of ~he Apex 
I 
I 

Co~rt in the matter of pay scales is that the 
I 

-Courts should not interfere in the administrative , 
I 

I ' 

date :r:minati'oh'!' 
I· . . . -
· It is s1gnificant to point out that it 
I . I 

is lnot the _case for the applicants 'that they are 

p·erlo:r:ming i_denftlcal _duties vmich are perfonned · 
I 

'·! .. 
by the Draftsman:·· Rather it. is stated in the 

I • • 
I 
r • - • • 

, o.~ that the duties and responsibilities· of the 
' I • • • • 

:' 

t\t..p streams are_ different~i The~fore there cannot 
! of· . 

bef any question;parity of t~e pay scale's. of the 
.~ !I - -

erqployees of the ty.o streams·il 

the cases relied on by the leamed 

applicants it may be stated that in 

tl)e _case of Aif{~-Lahi:ti (supra) the oro~r WilS passed 

r.h As to .. . 
I fl 

cquns~l fqr the 

II • ..__ ... - - -

utde r Article.· 141 of the Cof?sti tution of India. 

What was noticed by their Lotdships was that the 
I . 

z+sp-onde~t ·(Petitioner in the. Writ Peti ~io~-) ·w~s a 
I - . 

]it_~··· c: ~· 
.r.~ f ,..-'""*' 

I 1\. f ~~·"' 
',' .....,.--
.- ./'~ 

,I 
-- ---I 
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I 

I 
ret~red employee and his case_ was an isolated one-~1 

r·t ·was observed that decision should not be treated· . . 

as a precedent.- T_hat being so the ruling_ does not 

·ass:i.$t ·the applicants·.: 

- ' ' 
As· to the ·decision of the· Tribunal in the 

case 1 'of N..-s.<chak.ravarthy (supra) it' is s~en that 
I. 

the ~hief Engineers (- Civil ) working in the - : 
I 

. lJJep~rtment _of :Posts' and Telegraphs.- and the Chief 
' . . ·. 

Eng~neers ( Civil ) VJOrking in the· CP-iD_ were 

perfl o:onin_g similar f-unctions;- Moreover,- keeping 

inview the ?~·;o;, HiS principles enunciated in various 
-

judgements_ of the Supreme Court, cited above, the. 

_decision of 'the C.A. T •. in N .,S. -Chakravarthy .cannot 

~-be followi:d). 

I be 
12 ._ . .. It may /that earlier at the inr$ial stage ·-
the:· pay scales of Draftsman were l_ess than the· ... 
pay scales of the Surveyors, but that does not 

' 

.,. 

gi~e a :ci_ght._ to the applicant Surveyors .for revision 

of ,:their pay scales• It is relevant to point out 

th~t the .scale of pay of Draftsman V'Jare revised 

on: the basis of an Award pas.sed in the matter of 
. ' . 

Draftsman of ·cPvD when· it was a9_cepted in principle· 

th
1

at the' duties. perfonned by the . .Elraftsman in GSI 
' r . . . 

. ~re similar ·to that ·of Draftsman· in CPv·n.· 
-· 

be 
13.- 1 t mayf.that' a. letter. was wr~tten by 

i . . . t7e DeputY. Director General of the ·G~I to the. 

Secretary to the Government for revision of the 
! (/! .. · ! . 

. . . : 'dd~)J,;_ S?_J<-/~~-----. 
' / ---~- v !' '~-:__- . 

. ./ I \ 
~-1· I . . , 

! 

j 

'· 

L..,__ __________ . ---- ---- - -~--. i 

/ 
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pay 9cales of; Surveyors to make thein at par 'vd th _ 

Draf~sman. and Scribe,~ but ·on. that basis. the· applicants 
. I 

. cann
1

bt ·succeed. As ~lready stated, it is for the 

Gove/rnme~t to decide it.h~t pay· s.cale. sho,uld· be 

·fj.x1d for a particular posj;;c The pay scales are 

fixed' keeping in view the· educational 'qualification 

reqJired for the post, duties to be perf o:tmed, · · 

resbonsibilitie~ on the' .po?t and many other ·factors. 

Thit court· doe's riot h~ve all r"{a·fai-1 ~qui red for 

de+tminl.ng pay scales 'and th~~e;ore no direction _ 

. _ cal be .. given on t}1e ~as is ·of the. le_tter of . ' 

·uequ~yDirector General of 1987 (Annex. A.-1) 
I . . 

•• I 

I 

J:4J. .It ~eems·\ r~~' applicants did not approach 
I ., • • •• ' 

· · tht, 5th Pay Commiss.ion when ·it was seized of .the 

ma~te~~' . Admittedly, ~is parity has not arisen 

· pur.uant ~ thE> 5~h Pay C~miss:Lons recom~endationsJ 
It! J.S contJ.nued s1.nce 1980 ~, If, the applJ.ca[(lts have 

.-.-fJiled -t~ put up their cas~ before_ the 5ih Pay 
I - . 

·c~11missi~n this Tribunal cannot g_rant any re~ief 

t~ them.;: It is not. disputed that ·the. applicants 
I 

h~ve been granted pay scales as per the recanm~ndations 

at the 5'th Pay Commission (~md they had been granted 
I 

P/ay scales as per the recommendations of IV.-f:>ay 

:9~mis s~ en. ·a ~so'~! 
I •· 

· 15. .Having considereq the entire·materJ._.al 
·/ . . 

' dn :record·, w~ do not -find any case in favour of 
. //) . r::v~ ·.· 

I~ •. • • • v ~ 

- . 
~---- -- - -- - -- ----
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,. 

the _;aPplicants.· There is no· justification of 
giving dire ct~ons to the, respondents to revise 

the :pay scale.s of the applicants and make them 
I 

at I!)ar 'Ni th that ·Of Draftsman in GSl'~1 
I ' 

. I 

. 16.; -
. . : Consequently, this 

I 

I 

with no order as to costs~·. 

I {r,_~ 
~~ . 

( Gopal Singh ) -
~dministrativ~ Member 
:. ·/ .. · 

J_s,. 

I -

! . 

/' 

-· 

. . 

appli~ation is dismissed 

.·~~Y 
-~:Gupta ) · 

Vice Chainnan. 

('I 

/'. 


