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CENTRAL A011INISTATIVE TRIBUNAL. 	
i 

LAL CU HA B EN CH 

No.0.A.292 of 1996 

Present 	: 	Hon'ble Mr.Ju8ticeA.K.Chatterje8, 	Vice.'Chairman. 

Hon'b is 1rcoM.S,Fbkharj9eP Admin istrativd Menber. 

• ANUKUL P3UtDAR 	ORS. 

Peti loners 

1 • Un ion of 	md ia through the Ministry of Piann ing, 
New D*lhi. 

 The Secretary. 	Ministry of Finance, New Delhi, 

 The Secretary, 	Ministry of Law, 	New Delhi, 

 The Secretary. Department of Statistics, 
Ministty of Pl*nnlng, $ardar patsi Bhawan, 

• Sansad Mary, New Delhi-lID 001. 

5, The Deputy S.cretary to the Govt. of 	Indiag 
• Departta.nt of Statistics, 	Sardar, patel. Bhauan, 

Sansad 	Mary' New Delhi-lID 001. 

6. The D.Lrsctori 	National Sairpie Survey Organ isatiqn, 
164. 	G,L.Tagore Road, 	Calwtta.'700 035. 	

,i 
.•.• Respondents 

For the p.ititiOnrs  s Mr.S.K.Gupta. counselo 

For the respondents s Mr.BoMikherjees, counsel. 

Heard on $ 21.2.1997 	Judamont on13 .3.1997 

3 U 0G ME N I 

.K .CMtterjea. v4.ç1  

	

These 9 petitioners working as Data Processing 	sistante 

in the National Sampl. Survey Organisation. Calcutta, under 



the Pijriiatry of Planning# have made this application seeking 

parity of pay with the Data Processing staff of the Ralw8ys 

in the circumstances as under. 

2. 	On the recommendation of the Fourth Pay Commission# pay 

scale of i.12002040 was allotted to the Data Processii 

Assistants w.e.t. 1.1.1986 while for the Data Processing Staff 

in the Railways, the Commission recommended a higher 8,6ai.e of 

.1350.'2200 w.e.f. the same date. The said COmmission however' 

also recommended further examination of the matter by the 

Oepartment of Electronics 1 or re.organisatiOn of the existing 

grades and to prescribe uniform pay ecale5. Accardinglys,  a 

Committee,poPularly known 8g Seshagiri Committees was onstitutad 

and as per its recommendation, the Ministry of Plannirg Issued 

an order on the 2nd July# 1990' whereby sanction of th!r  President 

was communicated to the revision of pay scale of Data )rocasaing 

Assistant to R3,13502200 but w.a.f. 11.9,1989. The petitioners 

are aggrieved with the date w.efo which the revised scale is 

to take effect i.e. 11,9.1989 on the ground that such cuto?t 

date is arbitrary and unsustainable. Accordingly' they have 

made a prayer for a direction upon the respondents to give 

effect to the revised scale of b.1350-2200 from 1.1.19:86 and 

to release all consequential benefits. 

The respondents in their counter have stated that the 11 

particular date, namsly 11.9.1989 was decided as a mjtter of 

policy and the Ministry had no option but to give eff'fct to it. 

We have heard the ld.couflsel for both the parties and 

perused the record before us. 

Since the Data processing Staff of the Railways and the 

Date Procesaing Assistants of the Ministry of plannin have 

bean given the same grade as per recommendation o? Seehagiri 

Committee, it can be reasonably assumed that the dutie and 
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responsibilities or these two categories or officers a11 re 

incomparable. (bce this position is accepted, there i hardly 

any escape from the conclusion that granting the same scale 

to these two categories of staff u.s.?* different dat.$ is 
totally illogical, It is flObody'8 case that due to any 

reorganisation or for any other reason, the Date Processing 

Assistants under the M1nistr or Planning had to assumii higher 

responsibilities from 11.9.1989 or prior to such date the duties 

and responsibilities or the Data Processing Staff in thja Railways 

were higher than their caunter.'parts in the said Plihist1ry. I 

such situation, prescribing different dates for granting the 

same pay scale to the two categories cannot be sustained. The 

respondents contention that this date has been fixed 	matter 

or policy decision nust be hailed to be without any merit, 

because the State as a model employers is not expected to take 

such policy decisions which will result in arbitrary discrim1na 

tion. We are, therefore, unable to uphold the respondents Case 

on the ground urged by them. 

6. 	It is on the record that eesral cases were fil.d by the 

Date Processing Assistants under Ministry or Planning in different 

8enchas for granting them the pay scale of .135Q-22oO i.e.?. 

1.1.1986 which were consistently allowed. In this regad, the 

respondents have stated in their counter that . since the present 

petitioners were not parties to those judgments, the benefit or 

the same could not be extended to them. It is unforbjnate that 

even after the matter was decided by several Benches or ihe 

Tribunal, the concerned authorities were not disposed togrent 

the same benefit to other employees who were precisely similarly 

circumstanced and forced them to a litigation which was lot 



condusive to the Interest of any of the parties. ThIs itand 

taken by the respondents nust be condemed in no unàertaln 

terms and we feel that it was the it bound ant duty to ~~giant 

the scale of .13502200 to the present petitioners without 

driving them to litigate with the State. 

	

7, 	For reasons Stated above, the application succeeds. The 

respondents are directed to fix the pay of the petitioners in 

the scale .1350-2200 according to extant rules w.e.f. the 

date from 1*ich they were fitted in the scale f.12OO.2Q4O. 

Order regarding such fixation shall be made within .3 wieeks 

from the date of corimunication of this order and all arrears 

as may be admissible to the petitioners consequent upon such 

fixation shall be released within another 3 weeks. 

	

8. 	The respondcn'ts shall also pay .1OOQ/.. as caste to 

the petitioners. 

'Ad m8L 
%Iice.iChairman 


