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CE NTRAL ADM INISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD BENEH
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REGISTRATION O.A.NO. 98/1987

U N, Tiuari and 3 others r ! ...Petitioners
Versus
Union of India & Others S ale ~O0 ...ﬁespundants

Sri N.,L.,Srivestava for 2pplicant, ¥m, Sadhna

griyastava, pdd it ionel Stand 1ng Counsel, for ofP. parties,

Hontble Mr, D.K.Agrauwal,d.lls
Hon'ble Mr, K, Obayya, AN,

In this gpplication under section 19 of the
Administrat ive Tribunels Act 139EDS, arayer has been
msde to the effeet that the applicants are entitled

to a pay seale of Re 1200-2040 on the erinciple of

paual pay for squal woTKe

s The npetitloners 155 2y AL -ALE otore KeeperTl Chm
anccounts Clerk 1in Carpet Weaving Centre under Deve lopmant
Commiss ioner Hznd icrafts, Neu Delhi, The ngt itioner

no, 4 is an psspciztion alleged tc be re nresenting the
cause of other than sgtitioner nosS. AT InE mctitioners
yere appointed in the grade of F. 260-400, Their

reyised gradse 1is g50-1500. The ir grievance ie that

Store Keeper in Carpet Jeaving Centres orT As- istant

Cum Store Keepar 1in Canz 2nd Bamboo Crafts having centres
knoun as advanced treininn centres carry =@ higher scele of
pay i.2. 230-560 revised to 1200-2040, The main thrust

of the allegation in the petition is thet there is no
reasoneble nexus foOT different clasziFicatiGn of nrades
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However, the relief cought is that the petitioners

are entitled to the same scale of Ppay &S Store KeepsrT
in Carpet Centre or psc istant Cum Store Keeper 1in
sdyenced training centre, The around taken is that
the nature of work and responsibilities are the samse
for all the persons working in the aforessid different

scales of pay,

3a The case has been contested by the de partmant

alleqing that the three sorts are different posts
carrying #ifferent scales of pay. It has =2lsc been
plesded that the tuo schemes under uhich Carpet Usaving
Centre and Advsnced Training Centres are runnino

are 2ltonether different scheme, They aTre non comparable

with each other,

e We have heard the Learned Counsel for the
sartigs angd perused the plesdings. The pripciple of
NEquel pzy for equal vork" is not one of the fundamental
rights gueranteed by our Const itution, The principle
u2s incorperated only under Articls 39(d) of the
Constitution ss Directive Princinle of State Polley,

The Supreme Court in the case of Randhir Sinah VUs,

Union of Indis AIR 1982 SC 879 has nointed out that e

ig duty of the State not to d eny any person equal ity
be fore law or the equal arctection ef the lau, The
principle has been further explained in later deecisions,

Reference may be made to the case of State of Ug Py "Us,

J,P.,Lhaurasiya 1989 (1) SEE RITTARLS wherzin the existence
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of 2 different pey scales 1in the same gczdre of Bengh
Segretaries of Allahabad High Court usas chz2llenned on

the oround that all the Bench Secretaries were performing
the same duty and that their respons ibilities were also
the same, The Court held that the principle of Ngqual
pay for egual uork has no mechanical application in every

case of similar work, It ues leid down that Artiecle 14 |

permits reasonable cl-ssification founded on ratiocnal besis

It uss slso pointed out that in'service, merit or

by R

experience ean be taken in account as the proper baslis

1

for clessification, Similarly in the case of fMeva Ram
Kanojia (1989 )(2) SCC 235, it was held that it is open

to the State to clacsify employees on the basis of ~ualifi-
cation, duty and responeibilities of the posts concerned,
If the classification has reascnable nexus with the
objective sought to be echieved, efficiency in the
administraticn, the State would be justified in preseribing

different pzy scales, flmost similer prineiple usas lsid

doun in the cese of Federation of All India Euztom; and

Centrsl Excise Stenograpghers Ve, Union of India 1988(3)

§

SCC 91 wherein it wes said that mere Volume of work is

not enough, There may be rualitative dirfaﬁﬁﬂhﬁ'{;;;
regards reliability and responsibility, Fung@@@ég'ﬂﬁﬁ?

be the =ame but the responsibilities ma ke gy}ﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁfaa

5. In the Llight of the aforesaid prine
ue are of the opinion that the Jéiiwfﬂirﬂw
fremed has no merit, The crinciple of equal

enusluork has been claimed in tuo different

V-

2



different poste ecarrying different scales of pay, Of

course it uas open to the petitioners to echzllenge the

besie of glassification uhich has not been done in the

light of the observations auoted above, uWe may obserye
without hesitation thst the mechenical application

of the words Y"equal pay for enual work" is not possible,

The words "equal pay for equal uork" is not like a slogan
but it is 8 lieg=l principle, The fasts for its applica-
bility haye to be establicshed, uWe are coneirsinsd to

say that the nseess>-y detaile and facts to attraect the =aid
principle have not been detailed in the petition, We may
also make very clsar thst the claim of a petitioner

cannot be evaluated by mere averments in the self.serving
affidavits, We have zlso often observed the difference
betwueen 2 plzint or a2 urit metition, In writ petition

not only thefacts but evidence is to bs menticned and
documents in support of the evidence have to be =nnexed with

the urit petition, Originzl apnlication in the Tribun=l
is on parity with the writ petition, Thus having given
our 2nxious coneideration to the facts and circumstences of

the
/present case we are of the opinion thet there is no mrit

in the present elaim petition and the same is liable to be

dismiesed without any order as to costs,

Accordingly it is dismissed without 2ny order

memser(a) 21 9l
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Dated: 3,7,1991%
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