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the Ministry of Plannings have mads this epplication sesking
parity of pay with the Data Procaessing staff of the Rakiuays
in the circumstances as under. | R
2, On the rscommendation of the Fourth Pay Commissions» pay
scale of Rs.1200-2040 was allotted to the Data Processing
Rssistents uw.e.f. 1.1,1986 while for the Data Process ing staff
in the Railuayss the Commission recommended a higher ecale of

f5.1350-2200 w.a.f. the same date. The said Commissions howevers

also recommgnded further examination of the maﬁier by the

Ospartment of Electronics for re-organisation of the existing

~gradss and to prescribe uniform pay scales. Accordingly» @

i

Committess popularly known 8s Seshagiri Committess was %onstibuted

and as per its recommsndation, the Ninistry of_Planninb issyed

an ordar on ths 2nd July» 1990 uhergby‘aanctibn of tnE President

was communicated to tha revision of pay scale of Date Processing

Asgistant to Rs.1350-2200 but wea.fs 11:9,1989. The thitioners
are aggrisved with the date w.e.f. which the revisad scale is
to take effect i.e. 11,9.1989 on the ground that suchncutpofff
date is arbitrary and unsustainable. Accordinglys thay have

made a prayer for a direction upon the respondents to give‘

affect to the revised scale of Rs.1350-2200 from 1.1.1986 and

to release all consequential benef its. | f

3. The respondants in their counter have stated thét the

. particular dater namelys 11.9.1989 was decided as a matter of

policy and the Ministry had no option but to give eff?ct to it.

4. Wwe have heard the ld.counssel for both the partiés and

perused the record before us. ‘

S, Since the Data Processing Staff of ths Railuayu-ahd the

Date Procassing Assistents 6? the Ministry of Planning have

bean given the same grade as per recommendation of Seshagiri

comnittess it can be reasonably assumed that the dutiés and
N . -

&

..3/-'




oS

M absceias

responsibilities of these tweo catugories of off icers a

re

incomparable. Once this position 1s'accepted..theta ig hardly
any escape from the conclusion that granting the same Lcalo
to these two categories of staff WeB.Fe different datos is
totally illogical. It is nobody's case that due to ani
reorgénisation or for any other.reasons the Date Procalsing
ASsistanﬁs under the Ministry of Planning hed to éssum4 highar
responsibilities from 11.9.1989 or prior to such date éha duties

and responsibilities of the Data Procassing Staff in th

1a Railways
wers highar than thair cﬁuntor-parts in the said Ministry. In
such situatiqn: prescrib ing diff@rént datés for granting the
same pay scale to the two categor ies cannot be sustainea. The

respondents contention thet this dats has been fixed aa‘a matter

of policy decision must be hailed to be without any merkt»

becauss the State as a model employers» is not axpected to take

~ such policy decisions which will result in arbitrary discrimina-

tion. Us ares therefores unable to uphold the respondents case

on the ground urged by them.

6. It is on the record that several cases were filed by tha

Date Processing ASsiatants under Ministry of planning in different

"Benches for granting them the pay scale of R.1350=2200 J.e.r.

1.1.1986 which were consistently allowed. In this ragarda the
respondents have stated in their counter that since the|rresant
petitioners were not parties to those judgmentss the benefit of
the same could not be extended to them. It is unFOttunaFe that
even after the m2tter was decided by several Benches of #hc
Tribunals the concerned authorities were not d isposed to‘g:ant
the same benefit to other employees uwho were precisely similarly

circumstanced and forced them to a litigation which was not
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teken by the respondents must be condemed in no uyncertain

condusive to the iInterest of any of the parties. | Th

terms and we Pgel that it was their boundant duty to grent

the scale of ®&.1350~2200 toc the present petitionsrs u‘ithout '

driving them to litigate with the State.

For reasons stated aboves the application succeeds. The

respondents are directed to Fix the pay of the patiticners in

the scale K.1350-2200 according to extent rules weg<.f. the
date from uhich they were Fitted in the scale .1200-2040,

Order regarding such fixation shall be made within 3 weeks

Froem the date of communication of this order end a1l arreare

2g may be admissible to the petiticners consequent upon such
fixetion shall be reledsed within another 3 weeks.

8. The iesponden’is shall alsoc pay R.1000/= 8s costs to

the petitioners.
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