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Z. Who their to be circulateid to other-Bench f-.;.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
principal bench /Q

O.A. No. 845 Of 1997

New Delhi , dated the March, 1998

S'BLE MRS ^rAKc:2u!^^' ^ CHAIRMAN (A)hun blE MRS. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN, MEMBER (J)

1 ■ Mrs. Sudhesh Khurana,
W/o Mr. S.P. Khurana,
Stenographer Gr. I

Enforcement ,-ok Nayak Bhawan, New Delhi .

5.

Mrs. Nirmal Sharmja,
W/o Mr. s.C. Sharma

Mrs. AchI a DuggaI
W/o^Mr. Shyam DuggaI

Mrs. Sushi la Menon,
W/o Mr". Rav i Menon

Mrs. Suman Kapoor,
W/o Mr. Sun i I Kapoor

\

(By Advocate: Shri P.p^ Khurana)

VERSUS ̂

Union of India through
the Secretary
Uept. of Revenue,
Govt . of India.
North Block,
New DeIh i .

2 - D i rector

Enfofjcement Directorate,
New

(By Advocate: Shri Madhav Panikar)

JUDGMENT

APPLICANT

respondents

VICE CHAIPM«U

Appl icants who are stenographers in the
Oirectorate of Enforcement, Oept, of

istry of Finance impugn respondents' letter
-Ated S4.,.gy ,nd aeek.rant the pav acaie of
Rs.1640/2900 w.e,f 1 i or

1 .'-36 on the plea of equal
pay for equal work.
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fh Pay
2. Their case is that prior to

commission's recommendations Stenogrsphens Gr. 1 1 I
in CSSS were in the pay scale of Rs. 425-800 which

4  r^ffirps l ike Enforcement
those in subordinate offices

Directorate were in Rs,425-700. The 4th Pay
commission gave replacement sscale of Rs.1400-2600

RS,1400-2300. Later by' 0.M.. dated 4.5.90
I ,, rtf Rp 14.00-2600 was

parity was struck and the scale of Rs.1400
granted to Stenographers in subordinate offices as
.al l as in centraI "secretar.at. but that pari ty was
again disturbed by DP&T' S O.M'. dated 31.7.90 (Ann.
A_3.). Appl icants contend that aggrieved by this
differentiation, O.A. ■ No. 2865/91 was fi 1ed by
some Stenographers Grade 'C whi le another
bearing No. 529/92 was fi led by Ass Istants,working
in CAT. By common judgment dated 4.2.93
Tribunal directed respondents to consider revising

pay scales of Assistants/Stenographers Grade 'C In
the Tribunal to Rs.1640-2900 from 1 . 1.86 atleast

notlonal ly from 1 .'1 . 86 and ef f eo t I ve I y f rom date

not later than 1 .1 .92, as a result of which they

were granted the scale of Rs.1640-2900. Appl icants
complain that this however ,was not made appl icable

to Assistants and Stenographers working in other
attached/subordinate offices, which gave rise to

O.A. No. 144-A/93 fi led by Crime Assistants and

Stenographers Grade 'C in CBI . That O.A. was

heard along with O.A. No. 985/93 fi led by some-

Assistants of CBDT and O.A. No.' 548/94 fi led by

some Assistants in Directorate of Field Publ icity

Ministry of Information & Broadcasting and by
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judgment dated 19.1 .96 the aforesaid O.As were

al lowed and respondents were directed to place

appl icants in the scale of Rs.1640-2900.

3. Appl icants further state that representat ions

fi led by Assistants/Stenos. Gr. C in Enforcement

Directorate not having received any favour or

respondse, some of them fi led O.A No. 1322/94 and

No. 276/95 in CAT, Ernakulam Bench which were

c  al lowed by composite judgment dated 26.7.95 (Ann.

A-6), but as that judgment confined the benefit

only to the appl icants of those OAs respondents by

their order dated 21 .11.95 (Ann. A-7) conferred

the revised scale to those appl icants alone.
1

However, later by respondents' order dated 9.2.96

(Ann. , A-8) the benefi t of CAT, Ernakulam- Bench
1  '

'] judgment dated' 26.7.95 was extended to al I

Assistants working in Enforcement Directorate, but
\

Stenographers Grade 'C 'were not given that

benefit, which app I i cantl assert is i l legal" and

arb i t rary.

I

i  4. We have heard applicants' counsel Shri Khurana
i

and respondents' counsel Shri Madhav Panikar. We

have also perused the materials on record and given

,  the matter our careful considerat ion.
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' 5- Appl icants have in +h.-

their rejoinder not
-Pecfical ly denied any Of the diff

aspects/condi t ions - of
.  Gr I , ■ p ■ Stenos.■  Dinectorate and Stenos- Or
C  in CSSS sner i f ,==pec I f I ca I I y I i o + K.by respondents in
Paragraph 3 of +h<=-

They have-sough, ,o
eject them only Kv r-a +

,  "t^9or,sing then, as frivolousand irrelevant.

\

-r

R  I ^in our view thrx^o r-i ffr
go ,0 the root

ot the matter and mi l i t-^to o
°''' any treatment of

^tenos. Gr. I I i n P n

,  CSSG -d-a's Of Stenos. gn.C jcWe note that whi le Stenos. Gr. l i in e D
are Group 'c' Non-gazetted, Stenos • Gr c • rc '

Group B Non-Gazetted 'Th k
hose holding Group 'C'

l? —duated .I thse holding Group 'B posts
pant, . . and granting themT  I" pay scales would In effect a

,  errect amount tojeating unepua, s epua, , y, which ,tself would
J^'"'"^^ ^^^--'heConst,tutlo„. Hone
the judgments referrf^a + .referred to by the CAT, P.3.

'ts judgment dated 1.9 1 or ,•

VR o ^9- 1 -96 ,n O.A. No.144-A/93Panchal & Ors. Vs UOI ft nUOi & Ors. and re I ied
i-ipon heav i ly hy ghri Kh

Va ' r, ' Bhagwan Das
, , . ' ' ^Td 4T9 succeed InPiP'ng app,ip30,3 overcome the af
hurdlei. ^ -fP^ement loned
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'  . (5) ■'■ ■ 7. I t IS also necessary to ment ion Vtlat in a
•  catena of judgments ino!uding STate of. U.P. Vs.

J.P. Chaurasia AIR 1989 SC 19 the Hon'ble Supreme
I  Court has held that the evaluat ion of duties and

responsibi l i t ies of respective posts and i ts
determination should be left to expert bodies |,Ke
the Pay Commission which have the necessary
expertise, personnel and resources to go into such
matter in great detai l and the 5th Pay Commission

submi tted i ts recommendat ions quite
^  ̂ recently has also observed

a; ■ ; ■ ■ ■ ■ - ' I? the above mentioneddist inguishable features. we do not
concede the demand for absoIute' parity in
regard to pay scales between stenos. in

outside the Secretariat and in
the Secretariat not wi thstanding the fact
that some peti t ioner Stenos. Gr I I

Courts. (Page 5-6 of respondents' rep Iy)
8. The O.A. is therefore' dismissed. No costs.

V

(MRS. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN) R ^
MEMBER (J) ^ VICE CHAIRMAN (A)

/GK/


