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.LrTHE . ! . CENI'RAL ADMINISTRAT .IVE TRIBU Nl\L, 

JODHPUR BENCH, JODHPUR. 

.Sls 

Date of Order : Sept. 25, 1995. 

All India Narcotics Executive ••• Applicants. 
Officer ~ssociation & 
another 

Versus 

Union of: India & anr. • • • Respondents. 

Mr. i M.R. Singhvi • •• Counsel for the 
Applicants. 

CORAM :; 

• HON' BLE MR. GOPAL KRISHNA, VICE CHAlRMAN 
I -,·, 

; HON1 BLE MS. USHA SEN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER 
I . 
I , 

I . 

i . 

Per Hod 1 ble Ms~ Usha Sen : 
I 

I .'/ 
' 

·i 
I 

; This O.A. has been filed by the applicants seek:!:ng· 
I -=· -

the relief @E~~q_&f~~~) parity ci~"> pay scales to Inspec;::~ors 

of the Narcotics Department with the Inspectors of Income 

Tax, Customs and Central Excise Departments with all consec:; 

uential benefits. 
I 

the 
2. We have heardLlearned counsel for the applicant •. 

. 3. This matter had been agitated earlier in O.A. No • 
' 

311/88 which was decided by the order dated 20.10.93 at 

Annexure A/8. The operative portion of the order is as 
' 

under •: 

11 11. • • • • we are of the opinion that since 
the source of recruitment of the Inspectors of' 
Income Tax, Central Excise & Customs, and NarcotiE 
is the same and since they had the parity of pay 
scales before 1969, as such denying the same parit 
now seems discriminatory. Further non-considerat~ 
of raising their pay scales by the Third and Four1 
Pay Commissions has also l~:J to dis-satisfaction 
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amongst th~ service and as such, we are of the 
opinion that the matter needs further and proper 
examination by the respondents in view of the 
recommendations made by the Commissioner, Narcotic 
vide letters Annexs.A/2 and A/3. Therefore, the 
respondents will consider the recommendations made 
by the -Narcotics Commissioner Annexs. A/2 and A/3 
for allowing Narcotics Inspectors parity with the 
Inspectors of Income Tax and Central Excise & 
Customs within a period of 3 months of. this order. 

In accordance with this judgment, the respondents have 
'. 

considered the case of the applicants and the reply issued 
I 

l 

by them 1 is dated 17/18 July, 1995 and 9th March, 1994 at 
I 

Annexur~ A/1. The reply states as under : 

•: I am directed to refer to you!;' letter No.8 {1) Estt. 
1/88/11895 dated 18. 11. 93 on the above mentioned sub­
ject sending therewith a copy of judgment dated · 
40.10.93 in O.A.No.311/88. As per directions of the 
Hon 1ble CAT, the recommendations made by the Narcotic 
¢ommissioner for bringing the ~ay scale of.Narcotics 
Inspector at· par with that of "Inspector of Incpme-tax 
and Central Excise & Customs has be~n considered ; 
¢areful:\.v, but it has not been found possible to·, -
~ccept ~-e. . , - ~ _ 
2. Government of India have already. announced setting 
rip_ of. the Vth Pay Commission which-will .be· set' up -
shortly. The All India Narcotics Ip~pectors As~Oc~at 
ion m~y be advised to take up this issue& wit~-this 
Corrmission." 

I 
:_· 4. ~t .would be significant to quote the observations of 

-· • I 

the Hon'!ble Supreme Court in the case of State of U .P. & Ors 
I 

I 

vs. J.P~ Chaurasia & Others 1989 SCC (L&S)71 wherein the 
' 

question of parity in pay scales was discussed. The Court 
I 
I 

considex;ed that such parity depends upon several factors. 

Ort does not just depeoo upon either the nature of work or 
1 ~7~-~~~.;i "/In 

volume of work done'!.~~__,..,,-~-~~-'--"-- _:~,,.-_._~'----'.l?r imar ily it 
' 

requires! among others, evalu'ation of duties and responsibi-

lities qf the respective posts. ·More often functions of two 
I 

posts m~y appear to·be the same or similar, but there may be 

differeqce in rlegrees in-the performance. The quanti£·y of 
I 

work may be the same, but quality may be different that-
' . .--.. .-- -j . - _.- ' . 

cannot :tle determn1ed ·by reAlying upon averments in 

aff idavJts of interested ._, • • • • 3 •••• 
I - . 
I 
! 
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parties. /The E?quation of posts or· equat·ion of pay must 

be left tb the &xecutive Government •. It must be determined 
I 
I 

by expert; bodies like Pay Commission. They would be the 

best judge to evalute the nature of duties and responsibi­

lities o~ posts. If there is any such determination by a 

Commission or Committee, the court should normally accept 
i ' 

it. The l court should not try to tinker with such equival-

/:-t;;;~ ~tir~~s it is shown that it was made with extraneous 
! . 

·consideration." 
I 
I 

t 
1 

1
\ 

i • t In v~ew 
i 'I 

of the yery clear position of law and since s • 
I 

. . · . the res~onde nts have already replied 't::.hat th_ey are not in 
·,. 

·pos-t.tiori to accept the claim of the applicants but that 

they ca~ agitate the matter before the Fifth Pay Commission 
I 

which is already functioning. We are of the view that the 

applicapts are free to agitate 'thej.r case with the.· .. ~cignniss-
"· ·~.. ,-

ion and: that the case is not fit for adj u?-ication by u~· .. :.at 
--~ -~ 

this st~ge. The O.A. is,. therefore, dism~ssed at the ~ 
I 

stage ~f ad miss ion. 

- itJf.L 
(USHA SEN) 

Member i (A) 
I 

' 
-!··-

·, -
·- / 

LrkM-~1\f . . o, I 

{GOPAL- KRISHNA.). 
Vice Chairman. 
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