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New Delhi . ° Flavs, Vikasou-

5. Manohiar Sinqh Rana n/r^ cw • n, •
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of Ch-pf^n'^" stenographer Grade-1. OfficeB/o Or.No°'''''' 'ir°Tvpp?nJ''^?neo^^'"r
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8. Mrs. Nee lam BansaK W/o Shri
i.-Old Bai Nagar, New Dein-j -

9  Anand Saaar Neg-r,.S/o Shri S.S.Negi,Aged 25
years R/o-A-58,Laxmi Bai Nagar,New Deihi-,.002.

lO.V.K.Sharma, S/o Late Shri N.L.snarma. G-70.
Nanakpura, New Delhi.

n.S.C.Das, s/o Late Shri N.C.Das. 127, «ajpur
Khurd, New Delhi-

12.jagdish Kumar Bhatia, S/o Late Shri T.F.Bhatia
I-G/40, Lajpat Nagar, New Delh..

IS.Smt. Seema Sadana, K/o Shri Arun K.
1/29, Roop Nagar, Delhi-110007.

Sadana,

14.smt. Kiran Mehra, W/o Shri Pran "ehra E/10,
Nightingale Apartments, vikaspuri , New Oelh,.

IS.Satpal Singh, S/o Shri Ramdiya,
Samalkha, Dist: Karnal , Haryana.

Vi11 ace:

le.VivGk Khartar, S/o Shri Inder Kumar, 109.*1C,
Near Sha^ti Mandir, Bahadurgarn, riaryana.

17.Tarunesh Sharma, S/o Shr^: K.K. Sharma, L'
Radhey Puri , Delhi-'. 10051 .

18.J.K.Golay, S/o Shri
Sriniwaspuri, New Delh:

H.R.Golay, o '— -

19.Raj Kumar, S.'o Late Snri Niranjan Singl" . ,A cu-.
Sarojin: Nagar, New Delhi .

2C.Mahesh Kumar, S/o Shri
Mango 1 pur"; , Delhi-1 IOO60.

Channu Ram, M/6",

21.MissBindu Mati , D/oShri Sarvagya Mani, iC
476/B, Village Tihar, New Delhi.

22 . A. Kandasamy , S/o Shri K.Arumugami,
Sector-12, R.K.Puram, New Delhi.

N o . 7 5 £:

23 Smt. S. Rajeshwari , W/o Shri J. Vaidhir.aonan,
Flat No.DA/8,DDA MIG F1ats,Mumrka,New Delhi.

24.Miss Chander Kanta, D/o Shri Ram Si.ngh Bisht,
A/324, Kidwai Nagar (East), New Delhi.
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25.R.J.Pinai. S/o Shri Raghav Pillay,
Cowl Ext. Villu Vaccum, Madras. -Applicariiw

(By Advocate - Shri M.L.Ohri )

Versus

1 Union of India through the Secretary, Ministi
of Finance, Department of Revenue, North Bloci'
New Del hi.
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Appenate^^T^^bun'''^^?"®' ^ Contro*
New Be 1 h ^ '' No. 2. R.K.Puraj;;,

Of Exp^ndf^ire,"NSrJh'e,oL''Ne^Da 1
(By Advocates - S/Shri V.P.Uppal 5 S.M.Arif)

(3)0.A.No. 73.? of igqfi

Hukhram'"laMar,,°?nik Ni9ar'"Npw'De?h'?; ,0°;^'
'■ C^lnncnf^v^^ Subh-s^x, °.  J/iAvi, Subhash Nagar, New Delhi .

Nagarf Kot^rwubarakpJr, ®New^o^hr'
Nrs. Jasbir Ksur w/o cp, a r-
H.No.25,Income-tax iolo.ny. Pi tarn Pura, New^Sf 1M !
Baldev Krishan, s7o Rtc rwo„w
Fi?ii-c ifcii' ■ ■ ' Cnandna, L—2/2"? noiii- !ats, KalKaji , New Delhi-19 ^ dda

5A/3, Ishok Nas™'New°De?M-fS7'° khanna.

8,

Nr. S-S.Chopra, s/o 9h ■ -<B-M/B,7 Doub,a sto7y. II
Sh V.K.Garg, s/c Shri Shvar i - i --a ^
Yamuna Vihar, Delhi-53

Mrs. Nirmai BaoDa w/ncr c r~Vi"age KMck^MaTvlya .-ag^fp^jXTiei;:
.. ofc^^cor ,5, (-amdaoad, Haryana.

12. Mrs. Varinder Quota w/n qi- r>'
0-809, „and,r Marg,

13.Mrs. Renu Sachdeva, w/o qh p=
Sachdeva, 43 Gujrawalar, Town, De?h? Chander

14.Mr.Subhash Chander Sa^iia c/C-399, sanasvati v^bar,'

"•b:k7-
16.Mr. M.C.Parashar, s/o Sh rk- d

Chiragh Delhi, New Del hi-17 H. No. 641,

''1ec?or'L'?''NSiDA-20lfoK^'' B-, .
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I^.Mrs.Neeru Pritais, W/c Sh Pritam Smgh. E-4C
Pritajn PAjra. £>e3hi-34. ~ '

1 9 . Mr£. P. L-Sakuntaia, -Mi/o Sh P.X.-S.Babu, S--57,
Sa. ais>waL] Kunj iSoc-lsty.Patpar Qanj rWew Ds1 hi. ̂

20. Mr. R.G.Sharma, S/o Sh H.S.Sharma, ,1/2060 Ram
Nagar East, Shahdara, Del hi-52^

21.Mr Narain Singh, S/o Sh Malhar Singh, Vill
jajru, PO Ballabgarh, -Distt Paridabad, Haryana.

(By Advocate - Shri M.L.Chri ) Applicants

Versus

1 . Union of India The Secretary, Ministry of
Finance,Department of Revenue, North Block
New Del hi. '

2. The Secretary, Ministry of Personnel , Public
Grievance and Pensions, Deptt of Personnel 2,
Training, New Delhi.

3. The Chairman, Central Board of Direct Taxes,
Ministry of Finance, Department of Re^^nue
North BlocK, Ne.. Delhi. -ResooXtt

(By Advocates - S/Shri V.P.Uppal & S.M.A.rif)

Common Order

By Mr.R.K.Ahooifi. MemberfAdmnv1 -

As the issues involved & arguments acvanced t'■
the learned counsel of parties, mthe aforementioned,
three OAs are simiUr, they are being oisposeO o- by .
this common order.

^  OT 1996 brinoforth fc^
consideration of this Tribunal the claim for cay oant.,
between Stenograpner Grade-II in a subordinate
department of Government of India with Stenographer "
Grade 'C of Central Secretariat Stenographer Service.
Similar claims have already been agitated by various
categories of Assistants and Stenographers working ir
attached/subordinate offices since the recommehdations
of the Fourth Pay Commission were considered by the
Government and implemented with effect from 1.1,19S6.
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y  AS w. Shall see. the cUins of Assistar.t anc

St^"°9'^Pher Grade 'C' of-the sufaorhinate hsaahisati^ns
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such as Crime Assistant/ Stenographers Grade 'C (Pa) hi
and Stenographers in the Directorate of Fiofd

Publicity under the Ministry of Information/ 4
Broadcasting were allowed by the Tribunal. However, the
plea for parity was, rejected in the case of
Stenographers working in Bhaba Atomic Research centre
under the Department of Atomic Energy. Before the
Supreme Court also, while the SLPs filed by the Union of
India -in respect of the decisions of the Tribunal- in
favour or Stenographers working in CBI and Department sf
Pield Publicity were dismissed, the Supreme Court also
in the case of Stenographers working in Customs s Excise -
allowed the appeals of the respondents. Ke heve-,
therefore, to tread a difficult and tortuous path in
deciding the present OA. m doing so we have cause to
be specially grateful for the assistance provided to us

POunsel for the applicants an.-
Shn V, p.Lippal , learnec counspl f-r -k-wvourise I ror uhe resoonce.'-ts,

COntOu.-£ of 1-hp r-.--.rv^ne Cdic may pe brief;),-
delineated in nrric- - .vl,ir, orde, -.u ipharpen our focus on the main, '
controversy. For ^.p atea^e of reference we shall refer to
the applicantc; p;- -t- r-j.Suenographers' a.nd those of the
Stenographers belon-g,ng to central Secretariat
Stenographers Service as 'Secretariat Stenographers' .
Before 1.1.1985 the pay scale of IT Stenographers was )
Bs.425-700 While that of Secretariat Stenographers' was
Bs.425-800. The Fourth Pay Commission recommended the
replacements for the two pay scales and these came to
Bs.UOO-2300 for the it Stenographers and Rs. ,400-2600

the Secretariat Stenographers. After the pay scale
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of -.--e two^ categories »ere revised accordingly tno cca-i
ConsaJtative Wachiner, (jcm) cocik co

the case of Stenographers in the subordinate offices

parity with those infentral Secretariat. since the
issue could not be resolved by the JCM. the matter was'
referred for arbitration. The Board of Arbitration
headed by Mr.justioe K.Bhaskaran gave the following
Award on 18.8.1989 -

or- = T Reference : 'Whether thescale of pay of Stenographers in Subordinata
oti ices be .brought on par with those in
central Secretariat'

AWARD
Having carefully considered the

material on the record and the merits of the
case and having given our care^^u"
consideration to the arguments advanced by
the Part-ies representati ves anc hav-no
^aKen inuo account all the other relevanf

on the matter in issue between
bl,e Pa.-.ies, we give the fol lowing Award;-

.Stenographers in the Sufaordinats
Oi T tces in the existing scale Pc linr,
-40-tS00-EB-50-2300 shall be placed ir''the
scaie^of Rs. 1400-40-1600-50-2300-tt-5:--5A,n:g

!. other aspects, the c 1 a i 'of "bhe .
stafi Sloe shall stand rejected.

thp effect on and from^the 1st January, iSSo.

In ccmpiiance with this Award the Ministry of Perso.nne-.
Public Grievances and Pension issued an OM datso
4.5.1390 in the following terms :

o- th2^i National Council
oav nf Qto ^ demand that scales cfpa> of Stenographers in the Subordinate

in 'the brought at par with those
which wSr rfe Secretariat. The matterWhich was referred to the Board
Arbitration came up before the Board for '

~rei6ctinq°"thl^ri ^ August, 1989. While_ej6cting the demand for absolute parity in
the pay scales of Stenographers in thl ■
^bordinate Offices and Secretariat, thS
favour

pursuant to the Award of the Board of
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Arbitration, the President is p'eased ti
decide that the Stenographers Gr.II in the
Subordinate l&ffices in the eviKting
Rs. 1400-"--40-'1800- ■EE-50- 2300 may be placod
in the -scale of Rs.i4D0- 40- 1600- 50- 2300~
EB- 60- 2600. " „ ■

Subsequently, by an OM dated 31 .7.1990 (Annexur<enA-1)

the pay scales of Assistant Grade of Central Secnet^riat

Service and Grade'C Stenographers of Central'

Secretariat Stenographers Service were revised. Para 1

of the OM reads as follows :

^'ihe undersigned is directed to say that
the question regarding revision of scale of
pay for the post of Assistants in thd
Central Secretariat, etc. has been under,
consideration of the Government in terms of
order dated 23rd May, 1989 in OA No. 1538/87
by the Central Administrative Tribunal.
Principal Bench, New Delhi for some time
past. The President is now pleased to
prescribe the revised scale of Rs. 1640-
60- 26Q0- EB- 75- 2300 for the pre-reviseo
scale of Rs.42f- 15- 500- EB- 15- 560- 20-
700- EB- 25- 800 for duty posts included in'
the Assistant Grade of Central Secretariat
Service and "Grade 'C' Stenog»"aphe'"S of
Central Secretariat Stenog'^aphers Service
with effect from 1 . 1 . 1386. The same revisec
pay scale will also be applicable to
Assistants and Stenographers in other
Organisations like Ministry of External
Affairs which are not participating m thsi
Central Secretariat Service and Central
Secretariat Stenographers Service but where
the posts are in comparable grades with same
classification and pay scales and the met.hod
of recruitment through open competitive
E.vamination is also the same. "

The applicants also sought extension of the pay scale,

provided by the aforesaid OM dated 31 .7. 1990. It is

aggrieved by the rejection of their representations that

they are now before this Tribunal .

Shri Ohri, learned counsel for the applicants

admitted that the Administrative Tribunals in terms 2>f

the ratio of Union of India and another yt.

P.V.Hariharan and another. 1997 SCC (L&S) 838 were mt\
I

■ri/: -
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expected to interfere with the prescribed Da"> scsile
&ji.nGe—i^- could—have -escalating' effecT" with ' "c^ier"

categories similarly situated putting forward their

claims on the basis of any change. He also conceded
that in terms of State of U.P. and ors. Vs.

J.P.Chaurasia and others, 1989 SCC (L&S) the
evaluation of duties and responsibilities of rescscti^^e
posts should be left to expert bodies like the./ Pay
Commission. The learned counsel rested the main pTahk
of his case on the argument that such a determiratioh
about parity in respect of work and responsibilit-'es had
already^ been done by the Board of Arbitration whi i^
considering the claim of Stenographers of Subc-.c-nats
urrices that they shou-d also be in the pa> sca'e of.

Pa. 1400-2500 al lowed to Stenographers of Ce-.f-al
Secretariat consequent to the implementat* cr c? t.hd.
recommendations of the Fourth Pay Comrr-.i ssib^. He
pointed out that the whole genesis of c i sagre-edent
oerore the JCM was a question of grant of sirrr ta- pav '
scale to the Stenographers of Subordinate Offices and
Secretariat Stenographers and the upgradat^on o- ire oa ,■
of the former to Rs. 1400-2600 in line with those o-: the
Secretariat Stenographers. This plea was consiae'-ec and
the Board of Arbitration headed by Justice K . Bhaskana,r ■ '
a  Judge of the High Court - had come to the concl.sich
that parity in pay scales was justified. This having
been done, according to the learned counsel, it was not
open to the Government to disturb the parity as the
Award of the Arbitrators could be modified or rejected
by the Government only with the approval c" the
Parliament and that too o.n grounds of 'National Economy'
and 'Social Justice' as stated by the Fift.h Pa-
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CoFTuni ssion in para 125.1 of its report. The sscont!

piank of his argument rested on the orders
:h i &

Tribunal in OA No.144-A-of 1993, V.R.Panehal a

Mnion Of inrtia and ot.hAr«. which was disposed of on
18.1.1996 along with two other OAs. In these OAs the
applicants were working as Crime Assistants arid
Stenographers Grade 'C inCBI; Assistants in the
Office of the Director General of Income tax; and
Stenographers Grade-II in the Directorate of FielB,
Publicity under the Ministry of Information ' ,
Broadcasting. The Tribunal held mat the duties anci
responsibilities of the Stenographers in CBI were equal-
to those Of their counterparts working in the cadre of
CSS and CSSS and that this parity .had been oorrobo-ated
by the Department of Personnel itself. it also -
concluded that the Fourth Pay Commissior h,as also
recommended the same pay scale for both the categories

.ce buv che issue of the CM dated 31.7.1990 had
uisfurbsd this D59ri+"v/ TKm -r w-rms panty. , he Tnbuna. also found thst in.

ear 1i e i j.ogments parity had been granted between
tiho

Assistants and Stenographers Grade •C working in the
central Administrative Tribunal, Border Security Force,
ITBP, CISF and BPRD even though there was no di.-ect
recruitment to the post concerned ,n BSF and the post of
Assistants in the Central Administrative Tribunal.
Reliance wa^o also placed on the decision of Bhaowan ,
vs. state of Haryana, 1987 (2) atj 479 in which the
supreme Court rejected the distinction in pay scales
only on the ground of the method of recruitment.
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Shri Ohri also pointed out that ss recent"i) se

28.3.199S this Tribunal in the case of P.K.Sehgal

others Vs. Union of India and ciphers. 1999 (1 ) ATJ 102

has directed that, Stenographers Grade-II working under

the DG Inspection, Customs & Central Excise may ise

all owed the pay scale of Rs.1640-2900 in line with Group

'C Stenographers of the Central Secretariat.

. 6. Shri Ohri contended that since the tribjnal

had already granted parity in pay scale of various

Subordinate Offices such as Central Admi n i strati .ve

inbunal , BSF, CISF, CBI etc. it would be an invid;oua

d i sc r 1 mi nat i on if similar relief was not granted to. tt-s.

applicants before us. He also pointed out that the

rescondents had filed an SL=^_ against the grant of pay

scales mentioned in the DM dated 31.7,1990 but the sa-.d

SLF had been dismissed on merit bv the Supreme' ,Ccc-t.,

riacing reliance on Supreme Court's decision

G.C.Ghosh & others Vs. Union of India and others . 15.?2

SCO (L&S) 80, he argued that benefit extended to ons

section of employees must extend to other sections also,.

7- Shri Ohn also cited a number of cecisicns c-

the Delhi High Court in K.P.Grover & others Vs. Ths

Indian Road Construction. Coron. Ltd.. 1999 (r) ATd

Shri B.C. Pant and others Vs. San gee t Natak

Akademi & others. CW No. 3790 of 1995 decided . or-

15.10.1998; Shri Deepankar Gupta and others Vs^

National Book Trust. India and others.CWP No.4842 of

1996, decided on 28.7.1997;, Shri Arun Bahl & others yg,

—Akadami & others, C.w.No.559 of 1998 decided oh

15.10.1998; and P.S.Gopinathan Nair a others Vs. All

' P:

',0'
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India Institute of Medical Sciences & another •M iS
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4462 of 1994 decided on 16. 10.1995. In all of thess the

petitioners who were Stenographers in the Public Sector

Undertakings and statutory bodies were granted their ■

claim for parity with Stenographers in the Central

Secretariat Stenographers Service in terms of the DM

dated 31 .7.1990.

®* Shri Uppal, arguing for the 'Respondents

submitted that the applicants had no justifiable case :

for grant of highe-- pay scales as per the m dated

31 .7. 1990 for three reasons. Firstly, Eh.--; Uppol

contended, the nature of duties and responsi b"; 7" ties ;';f

the Is Stenographers were not comparable with f'cse

^'^^re L.ar i at Soenograpners . He out l"" red the scheme of

'-I 'tr L-ransa^tion uf business in Govt. of India in

L,ne po 1 icy mak ing was undertaken in the Ministries which

were staffed by the Central Secretariat StenoP'-apherE

Service. On the other hand the attached o^'->cre3 .
provided the technics^ inputs to the Ministry to
f av. 1 1 it ate the deciSion making while the s'jDQrd"ri?'''~

such as Income-tax Department we'^e tw&

implementing agencies of the decisions taken by the
Ministries. In the Central Secretariat there were
entitlement orders which provided for attachment of

Stenographers of the rank of Principal Private Sebretafy
with Secretaries to Govt. of India. Keeping in view
the level of the responsibilities on account of their
attachment with such high ranking officers, Principal
Private Secretaries carried same pay scale as that an
Under Secretary to the Government. The Additional
Secretaries, Joint Secretaries and Deputy Secretaries to
Govt. of India were provided with stercgraphic
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responsibilities of. ..Stenographers of Central Secretariat

Service was correspondingly higher as officers to .wtiisa

they were attached at the policy making level had

greater and higher responsibilities than those in the.

implementing department with whom Stenographers such as.

the applicants were attached. Shri Uppa1 also poivntad

out that it was because of this difference in nature of

duties that the Staff Selection Commission required o

qualifying speed of 120 word per minutes for Secretariat

Stenographers. Secondly, Shri Uppal contended that till

now there was no parity in the pay scales of It

Stenographers and Secretariat Stenograpnefs. None of

the Pay Commissions had recommended pa>-TC> and the 5th

Pay Commission had made recomfriendat i ons which if

implemented would even further widen t'^e disparity.

Thirdly, Shri Uppal argued that the Boa.'-d c- Arbitrat'en

on which reliance had been placed by Shri Onn, had only

granted the pay scale of Rs .-lACo'-PeOO to Stenograpte'^s

or Subordinate Offices but hac rejected the claim- of

absolute parity between them and the Secretariat

Stenographers.

We have carefully considered the -subini ssicns

made on behalf of both the parties. As admitted by Shri

Ohri the Tribunal is not called upon to draw a.

comparison between the nature of duties arifd

responsibilities of the IT Stenographers and tpe

Secretariat Stenographers. Shri Ohri, however, has

contended that this assessment has already been made and

parity justified by the decision of this Tribunal in the.

case of V.R.Panchal (supra) duly confirmed by the

Supreme - Court by dismissal of the SLP on merits and by
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X the Board of Arbitration wh'iCh granted the pay sca,1e_Cif_.

brought to the notice of the Tribunal ir V.R .Pahcha|,'s

case (Supra). We find that this was also appa>"Shtlj. fchs

case - in the matter of P.K.Sehgal (supra-.In the case of

Fed. of Customs and C.E. Stenographe-s (supra) the

claim of Stenographers Grade-I, attaches wit.h level-':

officers in Customs Department, of par^.ty witih

Secretariat Stenographers attached wit*- ooiht.

Secretaries was rejected by the Supreme Court, Tht

Supreme Court had concluded that "the same amount of

physical work may entail different quality of work some

more sensitive, some requiring more tact, some less - it

varies from nature and culture of employment," On that

basis the claim of the petitioners before it

rejected by the Supreme Court. We find that the whole

case of the respondents in the Fed. of Customs £ C,fe,

Stenographers case (supra) rested upon the sensitivity

and qualitative difference of respons'bi 1 i t ies a.hd

nature of duties of these Secretariat Stenographers $s

compared to the Stenographers working in Subordinate

Offices.. We do not find any mention of the aforeoaid

i  'yA ,

Rs.1400-2600 to the Stenographers Subprdinate

Offices. We are unable'to agree with this feaspnMg

advanced by Shri Ohri. As regards the order of this

Tribunal in V.R.Panchal case (supra) we have carefully

perused the sa^ and we agree the conclusion of the

Mumbai Bench of this Tribunal in M.K.Francis S others

Vs. The Chairman. Atomic Energy Commission and others.

1993 (3) SLJ (CAT) 347 that the decision of the Supre.me

Court in Federation of All India Custom and Central

Excise Stenographers (Recognised) and others Vs. Unicn

India and others. 1988 SCC (L&S) 673 had not been
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ju^>gfnent in the order of th-=<; "^r-K i • ■ "
:  — ' r , buna 1 rn y. R^Parr-h^; ̂"se (

H:
i  . :■ ":

supra). Therefore, in viee of the rat.o ,ei.
•=y the supreme Court ,n the case of FeO. of Custcias. »
C.E.stenographers (supra) „e cannot follow the rat.b.
V.R.Pancha!'s case (supra).

">• Which neeos to be resolved is
whether the Board of Arbitration had on examination cr
the case of the Stenographers of Subordinate Offices
9iveh a finding that there should be parity in their pav
scales vis-a-vis the pa.v scales of Secretartat
Stenographers. We have alread.v reproduced the Award c*=
the Board of Arbitration. The Award was only that the '
Stenographers in the Subordinate Offices in the existir.c
=CAle Of Rs. ,400-2300 Shall be placed in the scale' p-
Rs.moO-2600. This does not indicate that parity ; has
been allowed. On the other hand it is spe-.e

*  tJw I . . k^ci I f y

stated in the Award that the claims of the Staff Side in
all other aspects shall stand rejected, we are unable
to agree with the arguments advanced by Shri Ohri
since at that point of ti'me the pay scale of Secrets-,at
Stenographers Grade 'C was also Rs. 1400-2600, awa..a,ns
the same pay scale to Stenographers Grade-II of '
Subo-d.nate Offices could not be regarded as anytnind
but a recommendation on parity, if that had been the
intent of the Board of Arbitration, then nothing
prevented it from answering the reference in such terms. ,

pay scale of Rs.1400-2600 to the IT Stenographers
">i9ht be justified Of its own without any reference to
secretariat Stenographers but it does not mean that the
9bade of Rs.,640-2900 Should also be given to the IT
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cannot sustain their claim onthe findings of the Scare

of Arbitration.

11. Before us, Shri Uppal tried to justify thp

differentiation on merits by referring to the mode of,

recruitment in the two cases which are not fdentieel, ,by

pointing but to the different pay scales existing-prior

to the recommendations of the Fourth Pay Commission ,and

by highlighting the judgment of the Supreme Court that

the Tribunal cannot go into the assessment of comparatle

duties and responsibilities. On the other hand SHri

Ohri cited a number of authorities to show th&t

difference in method of recruitment could not by itSelf

justify difference in pay scale and that the depisjons

of this Tribunal in V.R.Panchal anc the nutiehdus

decisions of the High Court of Delh- ; some of. them'

affirmed by the Supreme Court, support, his case. In. bur'

view, however, there is no need to traverse any fprt.hsn

than the decision of the Supreme Court in Fed.of Cdstcms

&  C.E. Stenogrphers' s case (supra) whicr was a.'»so

endorsed by the Apex Court in the case of Tarsen lal

Gautam and others Vs. State Bank of Patiala and others.

ATR 1989 (1) SC 236; State of U.P. and others Vs.

Ministerial Karamchari Sangh. JT 1997 (8) SC 416; and

State of M.P. and another Vs. Pramod Bhartiva and

others. 1993 (1) SCC 539. Shri Ohri sought to

distinguish this judgment on the ground that thb Supfneiiia

Court therein was dealing with the case of Stenbgraphara !

Grade-I while in the present case the app'icants ,ara ,

Stenographers Grade-II. This distinction in our view id

immaterial because the grant of relief sought for by the ;
■  I ' '

applicants would have an escalating effect inasmuch as
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-'the ^bordinate Offices wnMir! \^fuTTices woulil become similar, J,
StenograDhers Rrar»c-T - jSl

■ I *'
Stenographers Grade-I xiannot be granted the pay soaJe of ft r
Stenographers of the Equivalent ^rade in Centra,;
Secretariat, then the same would apply po Stenographers f|
Grade-II in Subordinate Offices vis-a-vis Stenoorapherc
Grade u m Central Secretariat Services. The OustcTS
and central Excise Stenographers are worKing i.n „ ,k
parallel department of the Income Tax Department and 1 T .

--- • - ■ ft ;- .

V?
h.-

ft"-
§

they are under the same Ministry i .e. the Ministry c.
Finance, Department of Revenue. Both departments ■ are ^
charge- with the duty of ccllectioh of fipve rn.T.ert
revenues through customs anc excise duties isrr
rncome-tax respectively. Hence the case c.f tw
aoplica.nts before us is on all fc_-s as similar Kit-, tne
Fed, Cf Customs s C.E.Stenographers' case. l- phe
ratio of the decision of the Sup-eme Court
of Fed. Of Customs t C.E. Stenographers, the cieit of
the app'icants before us cannot also be allowed. in t-e
result, the OAs 515/1 996 and 73;./iS5e are disfnisseo.
'2- As regards the claim cf Private Serrsta-iss
anc Personal Assistants in the Customs, Excise, s ,30 • -
control Appellate Tribunal in OA £57/96 is coroerned, no
aduiticnal arguments were advanced by their cou.hse". r-
view cf our above findings. OA tic.667 of 1996 is site
dism-issed.

In the facts and c1rcumstances of the case,
the parties shall bear their own costs.
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