SPEED POST_/QUT TODAY/
MOST URGENT

GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI
DIRECTORATE OF TRAINING & TECHNICAL EDUCATION
MUNI MAYA RAM MARG, PITAMPURA, NEW DELHI
(RTI BRANCH, DTTE)
( Ph. No. 20871214, Email:- piohgtte.delhi@gov.in)
* F.2 (16)/2006/RTI/TTE/ID No.5202 ] 6§ 3— 814 Dated: ]3[0(;‘9;;“
To

Sh. Dharmender,

House No. RZ-115, Prem Nagar,

Village & Post Office Najafgarh,

New Delhi- 110043. Mobile No. 9971211853.
Sub: Supply of information Under RTI Act-2005.
Sir, |

Please refer to your application received on 13/05/22 vide ID No. 5202
addressed to the undersigned regarding supply of information under Right to
Information Act 2005. The reply/information received from S.0O.(E-II) dated
31/05/22 Custodian of record, whose assistance was sought u/s 5(4) of RTI
Act 2005 in the capacity of the deemed PIO is enclosed. '

As per provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 u/s 19 (1), if you are not satisfied,
'3}0u may file an appeal to the Ist Appellate Authority within 30 days from receipt
éf this letter. The details of First Appellate Authority is as under:-

Sh.O.P. Shukla (Joint Director)

The First Appellate Authority,
Department of Training & Technical
Education,Room No.103, Ist Floor,
Pitampura, Delhi- 110034,

Ph. No. 20871221

E-Mail ID- jdtte.delhi@gov.in ' :

Encl: As above
I _&_..“*“
(A.N.GAUR)

PIO (RTI) DTT

Cop for information to:- ‘ _
“The System Analyst (Computer Branch), DTTE with the request for upload the

same on the Departmental Website. (Copy of RTI application is also enclosed).

\‘9g<



GOVERNMENT OF NATIONAL CAPITAL TERRITORY OF DELHI

DEPARTMENT OF TRAINING & TECHNICAL EDUCATION
MUNI MAYA RAM MARG, PITAMPURA, DELHI110088.
[E-1I Branch, email:- ngbranchdtte@gmail.com]|

F.2(16)/2018/RTIB/ TTE /TRG. ADMN/Part File-3// £ Dated: T /05/2022

To,
The PIO ( RTI),
DTTE, Delhi.

Sub:- Reply to RTI Application ID No 5202 dated 13.05.2022, filed by Sh.
Dharmender, RZ-115, Prem Nagar, VPO- Najafgarh, New Delhi-1 1004 3.{under
transfer from CPIO-MHA, PIO of CS office and APIO, Services Department, RTI
Cell, GNCTD).

Sir,

With reference to your letter No F.2 (16)/2006/RTI/TTE/ID NO. 5202/537-38
dt 17.5.2022 on the subject cited above. Please find appended below the reply in r/o
the questions pertaining to E-II Branch with the information available in the branch as:

Sl ng Information Sought Information Provided
1 Information as per In this regard, the copy of relevant order of DTTE dated
point sl. No. 1, 2, 3 19.02.2014 is enclosed which is self explainatory.

Yours faithfully,

Encl:- as above

(VERENDER DAGAR)
Section Officer (E-II)
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GOVT. OF NATIONAL CAPITAL TERRITORY OF DELHI 24/

D DEPARTMENT OF TRAINING & TECHNICAL EDUCATION
MUNI MAYA RAM MARG, PITAM PURA, DELHI.

F.37/DTTE/Lit. Cell 2011/ /57 9

the Department.

[NG Branch]

Dated: /4’/&///‘7/9'

ORDER

On the decision of the Hon’ble High Court in WP(C } 2915/2013 and on the approval of
Finance Department and Hon’ble Lt. Governor of Delhi,
Contractual Craft Instructors is revised on the formula i.e. Basic pay in the Grade + Grade
Pay+DA+HRA+TA w.ef. 14-07-2011.

Maternity leave is to be granted as provided under the provisions of the Maternity
Berefit Act.1961 with immediate effect.

The Financial benefit is extended to all the Contractual Craft Instructors working in

the remuneration payable to the

Therate of D.A. payable to the Contractual Craft Instructors is as under:

—_ Rate of DA @

Applicable for the period

35%

14-07-2011 to 31-07-201 !

51 %

01-08-2011 to 31-07-2012

65%

01-08-2012 t031-07-2013

80%

(1-08-2013 onwards

The T.A will also be calculated on the above rate of D.A.

This issues with the prior approval of the Competent Authority.

F37/DTTE/Lit. Celt 12011/ /2%

. P.S.to Director, TTE

. Accounts Officer, DTTE, H.Q.

(R.S.Solanki)
Asstt. Director (Trg.)

]J_aiied: /57//’/”7 //Z_ )l

. D.D.O through Principal ¢oncerned.

C
I

~— 2. All Principals of ITIs/BTC.
' 3
4
5

. P.AO through D.D.O concerned.

_jlw

R.$S olankl)
Asstt. Director (Trg.)
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State Of Punjab And Ors vs Jagjit Singh And Qrs on 26 October,'2016
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_Abdul Aleem & Ors. vs Chief Secretary & Ors. on 14 November, 2018 -

$~6 and 7 . !
* IN THE HIGH COURY DF DELHI AT NEW DELMHI
Date of decision: 14th November, 2018 -
: i
+ W.P.(C) 7737/2014 ! ) _
ABDUL ALEEM &.ORS. T : «.... Petitioner . .
' Through M K. Bhardwaj, Adv: :
; i ‘ f
versus ; |
. | )
CHIEF SECRETARY & ORS, o f T e Respondents
. ‘ Through ] pvnlsh Ahlawat Standing
.Counsel GNCTD Serv1ces JWith Mr.
" LN KlSlngh Ms: _alak Rohmetra and
Ms. Aarushi, Advs
- E ' T anp
_— W.F:(C) 7739/2014 and CM APPL. 18238/2018
: HARSH TIWARI & DRS 7 -+... Petitioners
! : ' Through Mr. M.K.@hardwaj, Adv.
i versus

CHIEF SECRETARY, GOVT. DF NCT OF DELHI & ORS
o N Respondents S
Through  Ms. Avnish Ahlawat, Standing
' % Counsel GNCTD Services with Mr.,
f ‘ S N.K.Singh, Ms. Palak Rohmetra and
Ms. Aarushi, Advs.

wP(C) 7737/2914 & 7739/2914 ' - . Pagelof 7
- CORAM: o
HON BLE MR JUSTICE SURESH KUMAR KAIT B

qu_D' G:M EN T.-'_(ORAL)‘
l The issues ralsed in both the petitions are similar and same therefore, this Court has decided to
d|spose of both these petitions by this common judgment. '

2. Vide. the present petitions, the petitioners seck direction thereby directing the respondents to grant
same pay and allowances to the petitioners as adnuss1ble to regular staff as being granted to other

.




@

Gon'_?actua[ staﬁ working under GNCTD. Consequently, to d:rect the respcmdents to grant benehts ie.
HRA TA, Med:cal Benefits, Leave Beneﬂts(carned Leave and LTC), Child Fees, Tuition fee, (_rratutty

cte tC € petmoners

3. Mr. Bhardwaj, learned counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioners submits the petitioners are
gettmg other aforementroned faorhtres, however, the | ,respondents de not provide the HRA and

) Transport Allowance to whloh they are entitled for, whereas other employees of the respondents are

get‘tmg other facrlmes mcludrng I-[RA and TA
I
[ : }
4, Mr Bhardwaj, further submrts that this issue is no mofe res integra as has been decided by catena of

judgements of this Court. He has drawn the attention of this court to the case of Vedwanti and Ors in

WP(C) 1201/2016 on 07.03.2017 Whereby this court w}iﬂe considering flie other Judgments mcludmg. :
. Staté of Punjab v, .Tag;tt Singh AIR 2016 5Cs 176 has observed in paras 2 and 3 as under;

2, The petitioners herein are contractual employees who are working on drﬁ'erent posts.in
Chaudbary Brahm Prakash Engmeermg College (,,CBPEC™), estabhshed by the
Department of Training & Technical Education, Government of National Capital Territory
‘of Delhi (,GNCTD*). The contention of the petitiorlers is that they'are entitled to same
salary and benefits as granted to other contractual employees working under the GNCTD.
They are entitled to allowances like DA, HRA, leave benefits ett. Leamed counsel for the ‘
petitioners has also drawn our attention tn the der’:ision of this Court dated 6.11.2013 in
WP(C) No. 6798/2002, Soma Gandhi & Ors v, IGNCT of Delhi & Ors., wherem the
contractual employees it was held, were entltled to minimum of pay, 1.e., the basic pay at

the induction stage, in addition to allowances, mcludmg HRA and TA Reference is also
made to the judgment dated 1.11.2013 passed in WP(C) N0.2915/2013, Chief Ser,retary,
GNCT of Delhi & Anr. v. Satish Kumar & Ors wherein the eontractual employees were
held to be entitled to benefits like DA and HRA Tﬁe question of maternrty benefit has also’
“been exammed in this case, The recent decrs:on of the Supreme Court in State of Punjab v.
o Iag}rt Smgh Al'R 2016 SC, 5176, settles the lssue ‘and affirms the prmmpie of* "equal pay

for equal work". We also find that the i issue is covered and settled by the decisions of the

- Delhi: }{1gh Court in Victoria Massey VErsus GNCT of Delh1 W.P(C) No. 8764/2008 '
decrded on 22nd May, 2009, Rajesh Kumar Sharma and Others versus GNCT of Delh: and
Others; WP(C) No. 3769/20[3 decided on 4th July, 2013, NCT of Deihi and Others versus
Pramod Kumar and Others, WP (C) No. 3676/2011, decided on 1st March 2013, Deen
Dayal Upadhyaya Hospital represented by its Medical Supermtendent and Others versus
Mahesh Bha.rdwa_] and Others, W.E. (C) No. 486372012, decided on”15th February, 2013,
Dr. Baba Sahib Ambedkar Hospital tepresented by its Medical Supermtendent and Others
“versus Swastika Bhakat and Others, WP (C) No. 424/2013 with connected petltlon -
decrded on 24th May, 20! 3. _ . - . o o

3. In view of" the aforesaid Iegal posmon we hold that the petitioners ‘herein would be
‘entitled to mrmmum of basic pay + grade pay + DA+HRA and TA. Learned counsel for:the
petitioners states that the other coniractual employees are also being given advantage or
benefit of Earned Leave. She rehes on the order dated 1.10.2015 passed by the GNCTD
- whereby two Aadditional benefits, ie. 15 days Eared Leave in each case and matermty
leave as applicable to regular employees has been granted. ‘The respondents having passed
" the said orders will be bound by the-same." : :

5 Leamed oounsel appearmg on behalf of the respondents submlts that the respondeuts are glvmg the
“other. benefits but not HRA and TA in terrns of Jagjit Srngh (supra) tl1erefore the petrtroners herein are
not, entitled to HRA and TA. :

6. Counsel for the respondents has referred to para 61 of the case of Ja-:t Smgh (supra) whereby the

* Hon'ble Supreme Court has held as under

"61. In view of the position expressed by us in the foregoing paragraph, we have no
hesitation in holding that all the temporary employeées concerned, in the present bunch of




S : ‘ _ . ,
=" cdses would be entltled to draw wages at the minimum of the pay Seale (at the lowest

f\rade, in the regular pay scale), extended to regular employees holding the same post. "

7. The issue raised in the present petitions
and 60‘ -, ; .

S : |
"57 There is no room for any doubt that the prmcrple of ,,equal pay for equal work“ has

) emerged t‘rom an mterpretanon of different provrsrons of the Constltutlon The principle

" has been ekpounded through a large number of Judgments rendered by this ‘Court, and

.constrtutes law declared by this Court. The same is bmdmg onall the courts in India, under

’ Arncle l4l of the Constitution -of India.. The parameters of the prrnctple have been

summarrzed by us in paragraph 42 heremabove .The prmcrple of ,.equal pay for equal

" . work™ has also been extended to temporary employees (drfferently described as waork-

‘charge, darly-wage casual, ad-hoc; confractual, and the like). The legal position; relating to
temporary employees, has been summarized by us, in. paragraph 44 heremabove The
above legal posntron which has been repeatedly declared, is being reiterated by us, yet

again,

e

58. In our consrdered view, it is fallacious to determine artificial parameters to deny fruits
of labour.- An employee engaged for the same work, cannot be paid less than another, who

performs the same duties and responsrb:lltles Certalnly not, in a welfare state. Such an
action besides being deméaning, strikes at the Very foundation of human drgmty Any one,
who s .compelled to work at a lesser wage, does not do so voluntarily. He does 50, t0’

i rprov1de food and shelter to his family, at the cost bf his self respect and dignity, at the cost

of his self worth, and at the cost of his mtegnty ﬁ"or he knows, thaﬁ his dependents would
suffer 1mmensely, if he does not accept the lesser wage. Aoy act, of paytng less wages as

compared to others s1m11ar1y srtuate, eonstltutes an act of explortatwe enslavement

i3 oppresswe suppressrve _

60 Havmg traversed the legal parameters wrth reference to. the'applrcatron of the. prlncrple

- of ,,equal pay for equal Work“ in relation. to temporary employees (daily-wagge- employees

‘ad- hoc appomtees employees appointed on ¢asual basis, contractual employces and the
like), the sole factor that requn'es our deterrnmatton is, whether the concerned employees
(before this Court), were rendering similar duties and responstbrl:tres as wer‘e being
discharged by regular ernployees, holding the same/correspondmg posts. This exercise
would tequire. the application. of the parameters of the principle of ,,equal pay for equal
work™ summa.nzed by vs in paragraph 42 above. However, insofar é ag the instant aspect of

- the matter rs concemed, it is not difficult for us to record the factual posrtron We say 50,

' because it was fairly aclcnowledged \by the learned counsel represerting the State of -

. 'Pun_]ab thal all the temporary employees in_ the present bunch of appeals, were appotuted

agamst 'os!ts which were’ also avarlable in the regular eadre/establrshment It was also

: - aeceptedr “That during the course of their employment, the concerned temporary employees

were bemg randomly deput‘ed to discharge duties and responsrbrlttles which at some pomt
in time, were assrgned to’ regular employees Likewise,: regular employees holdlng

substantrve posts, were also p0sted to drscharge the same worl( which’ was assigned to

o Vtemp ary. employees frorn time to time. There is, therefore, no room for any doubt that :

esponsrblhtres drscharged by the temporary employees in the present set . of -
' appeals were the same as were being drscharged by regular employees. It is ot the case of
‘the appellants that the respondent—employees did not possess the qualrf' ications prescribed
for appomtment on regular basis. Furthermore, it is not the case of the State, that any of the
temporary employees would not be entrtled to pay parity,” on any of the principles.
summarlzed by us in paragraph 42 hereinabove. There can be no doubt, that the . principle
of ,,equal pay for equal work™ would be applicable to all- the concermed temporary
employees, sO as to vest in them the rrght to claim wages, at par wrth the minimum of the
pay-scale of regularly engaged Government employees holdmg the same post "

has already been deait in Jagjit Singh (supra) in paras 57,58 -




8.Tn phra 61 of Jagjit Singh (supra) referred by learned counsel for the respondent nowhere it is stated 7

.3‘ by the'Supre_rine Court that the temporary émploy’eesaté not entitled for the benefits of HRA and TA

rec\ it is stated in pam’GO that whether the employees who arc rendering similar duties and _
- tesponsibilitics as were being. discharged by the regular employees holding the same/corresponding

posts therefore, they also require the application of the parameters of "equal pay for equal work".

-+ 9: I view of the:above observation and legal posit_iov, the petitioners are entitled for HRA and ‘TA.

order. ©

Coﬁseqpently,rthe réspt@ndents are direbted to pay the HRA and TA to the petitioners from the date of
filing of the present petitions, ' '

F
P
i
o

10: The direction passed by this court shall be complied with within 8 weeks from the receipt of thjs

i
-
!
i

11. Bott the petitions are disposed of accordingly.

. - . . |
SURESH KUMAR KAIT, INOVEMBER 14, 2018 gb
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