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Ill THE CEllTRAL .~D£1IIH3TRATIVE TRIBUUAL, JAIFUR BEHCH, 

JAIPUR 

I• ate .:. f .:.rder: · Cf.~.( -~ ·· L7S 'I 
1. D.P.Rangwani, Superintendent in the office of Geological 

Survey of India, Jaipur 

2. R.C.llankani, Superintendent in the office of Geological 

Survey of India, Jaipur. 

•• Applicants 

Versus 

1. The Union of India through the Sectetary to the Govt. cf 

India, Ministry of Minee, Department of Mines, Shaetri 

Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. The Di~ector General, Geological Survey of Indi3, 

{~ Central Headquarters, ~7-J.L.Nehru r~ad, Calcutta. 

3. The Deputy Director General, Geological Sur~ey of India, 

Western Region, 15-16 Jhalana Dungari, Jaipur. 

Respondents 

Mr. F.V.Calla, counsel for the applicants 

Mr. V.S.Gurjar, counsel for the respondents 

eGRAM~ 

Hon'ble Mr. O.F.Sharma, Administrative Member 
. 

Hon'tle Mr. Ratan Prakash, Judicial Member 

ORDER 

PeF H6A 1 ble MF. O.P.ShaFma, AdmiAistr3tive Member 

In this under 19 the 

Administrative Tril::otmals A•:t, 1'?•85 3/Shri [•.P.F.angawani and 

R.C. Nankani have prayed on their own behalf 3nd on behalf 

of certain ether Assistants working in the Geological Survey 

of India (GSI), Western Region, Jaipur as mentioned in 

Schedule-A to the OA that the respondents may be directed to 

grant scale of pay of F.e. 1640-~900 to them w.e.f. 1.1.1986 

on a n•:.ti :mal t.asis and t•:'l grant them the a.:tual finan.::i31 

benefits from the date of filing of the present OA which is 

~J. 
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18.1.1996. 

2. The caee 0f the applicants ie that they have been working 

as Aesietante in the .:tb.:.ve rnenti.:·ned (office H.e.f. 1.1.1S•'36 

(~orne of the persons mentioned in Schedule-A to the OA have 

sin.~e been r:·r·:·rnr:•ted as E'.ur,.erintenclents). Prior t.:o 1.1.19.=:6 

the scale of pay of Assistants in the G2I wae Rs. 1~5-6~0 and 

on the recommendations of the Fourth ~entral Pay Commission 

it Has revised to Re. 1~00-~300 w.e.f. 1.1.1986. The 

Assistant:= working in the Central E'.ecretariat and other 

Central Departments discharged e:-:.:to::tly the same duties but 

different s•::alee .. .:.f r,.ay have been pres ::ribed fc.r them as seen 

·_.{ frcom E'.;:::hedule-B .:of the OA, alth•:ough their ernplc.yer is co:·rnrnon 

~ namely Government of India. Aseistants in the Central 

Secretariat filed an OA bef.:.re the Prin•::ipal Beno::h ·=·f the 

Tribunal seel:in9 scale .:.f pay .:f Rs. !f:',..:J,O-~S,OO, against the 

e.cale R "" .... them. The Tribunal 

directed respondent No.1, Uni0n of India to refer the matter 

to the Anomalies Committee. Aseistants in the Central 

E'.ecretariat were thereafter granted e.:::ale .:.f pay .:of Rs. 

1640-~900~ Thereafter Assistants who were in scale of pay of 

Re. 425-800 before 1.1.1986 Here also granted scale of pay of 

Rs. 1640-~900 but Aeeistants wh0 were in scale of pay of Rs. 

4~5-640 or Rs • ..:1~5-700 were not granted the aforeeaid s~ale 
(. 

c.f pay C•f Rs. lf..;l,0-:=:·~~~)0. The 9rievance c.f the Assistants in 

the GSI, wh.:· \·lere g!'anted scale ·=·f pay Fe. 1.:!00-.::300, w.:ts 

raised thr.:-t1gh the oJ.:.i nt c.:.nsul tat i ve Ma.::h inery ( .JCM) but 

their grievance was not redressed. The applicants thereafter 

submitted a representati.:on dated 6.r~.El9~o (Ann.Al) setting 

out their grievance in detail. 

3. The applicants have relied upon an order of this Pench of 

of th~ OA, by which Assistants working in the office of the 

D~J 
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Salt Commissioner were granted the same scale of p3y by the 

T1·ibunal as had J:.een granted t·:· Assistant in the Central 

Secretariat vi~. Rs. 16~0-~900. The applicants have also 

pl3ced on record Ann.AS being a copy of an order dated 

18 • .J. EtSt..J which sh•::-M.s that Assistants w.:.rl:ing in the Indian 

C0uncil for Mechnical Research were also granted scale of pay 

cf Rs. 1640-2900. 

4. Further as stated by the applicants, ~5% posts of 

Assistants in the GSI were filled up by direct recruitment in 

early 1920s. The mode of recruitment of the Assistants in the 

GSI and those in the Central Secretariat was similar and they 

also performed the same or similar duties as performed by the 

Assistants in the Central Secretariat. The Fifth Central Pay 

Cc.mmissi.:.n is 1 ikely tc. submit its recc.mmendat i ,:,ns shc.rt 1 y 

and if the appli·~ants are n.:.t ·;~ranted s.::ale of pay .:.f Rs. 

the Fifth Central Pay C0mmission are implemented. They have, 

therefore, prayed that they should be granted the same scale 

of pay namely Rs. 1640-~900 as has been granted to the 

Assistants in the Central Secretariat. 

5. The respondents have taken a preliminary objection to the 

maintainability of the 0A on the ground that the applicants 

have claimed grant of scaleRs. 16~0-~900 w.e.f. 1.1.1986, by 

filling an OA in Ganuary, E,o;,.:;, i.e. nearly after a de•:ade. 

Thus the applicati;:.n is b.3rred by limitation. Als0, relief 

has been claimed in this OA by relying upon s~me other 

judgments of the Tribunal. According to the respondents, 

·judgments do:· nc.t furnish a •.::ause •)f a:::tion in favr:1ur c•f the 

applicants. 

6. In their detailed reply t.:. the OA, the resp.:.ndente have 

denied that any represent at i.:.n dated r:.. 1:; .1~,._;,5 was submit ted 

to the resp0ndents. Further acc0rding to them, the Assistants 

CU' 
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working in the Ministries (i.e. Central Secretariat) are 

claeeified a:= o3r·:·up 'B' (n.:.n-9a::ettecl) while Assistants in 

the GSI have been classified ae Group 'C' employees. 

There f.: re, the position of the two categories ie not 

c.:.mparat.le. The Assistants who \vere earlier wo:orl:ing in pay 

scale of Rs. ~~5-750 and Re. ~~5-800 were granted pay scale 

Fc.urth Central Pay o:".:.mmissic·n w.e.f. l.l.lS",8f: .• Subsequently 

the S·~ale .:.f Rs. 1~(10-.=:•~(10 wae further revieed teo Rs. 1640-

2000 by an order dated ~1.7.1900 paseed by the Department of 

Personnel and Training, in view of the ~rder dated .=:3.5.1089 

.[_ paesed t.y the Principal Bench .:of the Tt·it.unal in OJI. NoJ. 

r 1S8•~,'E•87. The judgments relied up.:.n by the appl i ·::ants d.:. n.:-.t 
p,:,sts o:f 

in fao::t advance their .::auee ·l fli·ss'i~ tant s w.:orl:i ng in the GSI 

are filled up 100% by promotion from the grade of UDC, while 

in the Central Seo::retariat :.o~. .:.f posts c.f Assistants are 

filled up by r:·r·:om,::.ti.:.n, 25~s by Departmental E:-:aminatio:.n and 

25% by direct recruitment through the Staff Selection 

C~mmission. The pay ecale of Assistan~ in the GSI was never 

placed at par with the sc~le of pay of the Assistants in the 

Central Se·::retar ia t 3erv i ·::e. The .::on tr.::.versy ra i eed by the 

apt.=·li.::ants ie vlithin the dc.main .:.fan e:-:pert b.:.dy lil:e the 

Pay Commission. They have, therefore, prayed that the prayer 
(. 

of the applicante for grant of pay ecale of Rs. 1640-2900 be 

rejected. 

7. The res~.=-·:ondents have ale.:• filed an additi :.nal reply. In 

this reply the respondents have stated that the subject 

matter of the 0A has been considered by the GSI in 

consultation with the Ministry of Finance (Implementation 

Cell) , I•epar tmen t .:.f E:·:pendi ture. Perhaps what they mean to 

say is that after such consideration, the claim of the 

applio::ants has n.:.t been f.:.und te·nat.le alth.:·u-;Jh it has net 

[Jl J 
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been explicitly etated by the ree.p.-::ondents. They have added 

that the pay s•-:ale .:.f the Aesistants was revised under the 

Department of F·erso:.nnel ancl Training OM dated 31.7.1990 to 

remo~e the anomaly in accordance with the preecribed 

pro:.cedure, o:~•:.nsequent upc.n the directic·ne .:·f the Principal 

Bench of the Tribunal. 

8. The learned counsel for the applicants relied during his 

oral argument~: on an O:·rder .:.f the Frin.::ipal Ben.:h ·:·f the 

Tribunal in GA nos. 

delivered ·=·n E'th LTanuary, E•:;":;, filed by Shri V.F .• Panchal 

and certain ~thers. In these OAe, the Crime Assistants of the 
-(. 

CBI, Stenograr:.hers of •::ertain catego:·ries and •-:ertain o:·.ther 

of pay Rs. l•: . ..Jo-:::::;")(1. The af.:•reeaid ecale ·=·f pay has been 

granted by the Tribunal by its order dated 19th January, 1996 

passed in the af·:.resaid 0:1As. The leat·ned .::.:HJnsel f.:.r the 

applicant:: has relied upon the observation:: made in the 

afo:.resaid •:•rder c.f the Prin.::ipal Bench ·=·f the Tribunal to 

advance their .::aue.e. In particular, the learned c•:.uneel for 

the a~pli~ants has drawn attention to the observatione in the 

jud~ments of the Hon'ble Supreme C~urt quoted therein 

regarding grant •Jf equal pay f.:o1.· equal w•:.r}: and has urged 

I 
that in view ~f the observations in this order, the 

~·' 

con:=ideratione euch ai different modee of recruitment are not 

material c.:.n:=iderati·=·re fc.t· denying e·:Jual pay f.:.r equal \v·:·rl:. 

He al:=o drew particular attention tG the order pas:=ed by this 

Ben..:h .:,f the Trit.unal .:.n S•.<:::.l·~~~·.J (Ann.A3) \vhereJ:,y scale ·:Of 

pay of Ps. 16~0-::::900 was granted to the Aesistants working in 

the .:.ffi •::e o:.f the 2al t (!.)mmise i :.ner. He, there f,:.re, prayed 

that ecale of pay of Rs. 16-10-::::000 should be granted to the 

applicants who are working as Assistants in the GSI, tecuase 

the nature of dutiee and reeponsibilities of these Assistants 

ou 
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and those in the Central Se~retariat is identical and there 

are no factore to justify any distinction being drawn between 

the aJ;·plicants on the .:me hand and th·:.se Assistants on the 

other hand wh.:; have t.een granted scale of pay Re. 1640-:?~u)(l 

either by the Government of India or as a reeult of 

irnplernentaticn of an order of the Tribunal. 

9. The leat·ned c.:.unsel f•='r the resp.:.ndents stated in his 

oral argumente that the mode of recruitment of Assietants in 

the G3I and th.:.se in the Central Secretariat is different. 

According to him, the mode of recruitment is also a material 

cc.nsiderat ion for decidin·~ \·lhether the same scale of pay 

should be granted to them. Further, according to him, 

recommendation • .c 
L•J.. the Fo:.urth Pay Cr:·mmissi.:.n with regard to 

the Assistants in the Central Secretariat was that they 

should be granted pay s•::ale .:.f Rs. 1400-~600 \vhet·eas \vi th 

regard to Assietants in the GSI, the recommendation of the 

Fourth Central Pay Commission was that they should be ~ranted 

pay scale c,f Rs. 1400-~3(n). Therefc.re, these tw•) .::ateg.:·ries 

of Assistants were not treated as equal in all respects even 

by the Fcurth Central Fay Commiseion. It has been held, 

accc.rding to him, in a catena of judgments of the Hon 'ble 

supreme Court that it is the function of an expert body like 

the Pay Commissic.n t·:'l prescribe pay ecales for different 

posts and the Courts or the Tribunals should not ordinarily 

interfere in such matters. Acc0rding t•J him, there are no 

circumstances j1..1.'Stifying any interference by the Tribunal in 

this case. Further, according to him, the orders of the 

Tribunal relied upon on behalf of the applicants are 

distinguishable on facts. He, therefore, prayed that the 

application should be dismiseed. 

10. We have heard the learned c.:.unsel for the parties and 

have perused the material c,n rec•:'lrd including the judgments 

CLJ 
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cited before us. 

11. As regards the preliminary objecti.:.n .:,f the reepo::mdents 

that the GA is not maintainable becauee higher pay scale is 

being demanded fr.:.m a date as far l:.a.:::l: as l.l.l9B(:., \ve are 

not inclined to attach much imp~rtance to this obje~tion. The 

applicants have prayed for grant of actual benefit of higher 

scale of pay from the date of filing of the application, and 

far the earlier period theV ha7e sought only notional 

benefits .:.f hi9her scale r:.f pay. If it is aesiJmed fc.r a 

mc.ment that the benefits \·lith regard to a h.:.ary pc.s.t .::::ann.:)t 

be granted t~ the applicants, the Tribunal can certainly 

J._. c.:.nsider granting them ben~fits frr:·m the date r:.f filing of 

the application, because as held by the Hon'ble Supreme Court 

in the case .:.f M.R.Gupta Vs. Uni.:.n •)f India and Ors., 1995 

(2) ATJ 567, right to be paid correct salary eubeiete during 

the entire service and can te exercised at the time of 

payment of salary every month. It is ~nly with regard to the 

claim for arrears that the question ~f limitation may arise • 
. ed 

We have, therefore, proceed{to deal with this OA on merits. 

1::::. The fa.::::tual r.:•·:.siti;:.n that emerges is that Assistants in 

the GSI were in s•:ale Rs. 4.=.5-~:.-IO pri.::.r t.:. 1.1.1<;18(:.. The 

Fourth ~entral Pay ~omrniesion had re.:.:.mmended 9rant c.f pay 

scale of Rs. 1-!00-2300 to them and it was in this scale that 

they \-Jere eventually pla.::::ed. The Assistant in the t:entral 

Secretariat Service were in scale of pay of Rs. 4~5-800 prior 

teo 1.1.1966 and in their case the scale of pay of Re. 1400-

::::6Cn) we~ rec·:.mmended l:y the Fmn·th ~entt·al Pay c.:ommiesir:.n. 

Thus before l.l.E•::;,:,, the Assistants in the G2I had been 

placed in a different, lower scale of pay than Assistants in 

the ~entral Secretariat. The rec.:.mmendat i.:.ns .:.f the Fc.urth 

Central Pay ~ommiseion were also not that the sc~le of pay of 

Assistants in the two organisations should be made equal. The 

1J 
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Fourth ~entral Pay Co:.mmissi.:·n had C•:-onsidered this matter in 

detail and had recommended that Assistants and certain other 

categories of staff in scale of pay Re. 4:5-800 and Rs. 4~5-

750 ehould be placed in the scale Rs. 1400-:600. There wae no 

similar recommendation with regard to Assistante in scale Rs. 

4::5-1340. Thue an expet·t bc·dy liJ:e the Pay c.:.mmisei·:::·n had 
. 

considered the matter and it •::arne t•:· the c.:·n·::lusi.:m that 

those Aeeistants \>Tho were in the r·ay s·::ale F.s. 4::5-800/4::.'5-

7~.(1 sh.:.uld t.e granted pay ecale c.f Rs. 1400-::.:•:.oo. It is 

signifi.::ant t·=· nc.te that \·lith regard tc. Crime Assistants in 

the C'BI als.:. the F.:mrth Central Pay had 

~. recommended the pay scale •:Of Rs. 1400-:•300. The Go:.vernment 

directi·:·ns .:,f the Tribunal had revised the pay scale of Rs. 

1400-::.:600 to Rs. 1~~0-::.:900. Thus the higher pay scale 0f Fs. 

the e~ale of pay Rs. had been initially 

rec.:•mmended t.y the Fc•urth Central Pay Commissi·:•n. What He 

mean to suggeet t.y the above observation is that the Fourth 

Central Pay .., . . 
·~·:.mrniSS1C•n 1 an e:-:pert bc·dy in the matter 

determining scales of pay etc. had treated certain categories 

of Assistants as equal and had recommended a uniform scale of 

pay of Rs. 1400-2600 for them. It was only in respect of such 

has been subsequently granted either by the Government or on 

the recommendation of the Tribunal. The applicants were in a 

lc.wer scale .:.f pay befc,re l.l.l'::LS(:. and they had been pla·::ed 

in a lower s·::ale pay after 1.1.198131 on the 

recornrnendati0ns of the Fourth Central Pay Commission. 

13. Insofar as the judgment in the case •:f V.R.Pan·::hal and 

Ors. delivered t.y the Pt·incipal Bend1 is ·:::.:.ncernedl it is 

menti.:.ned therein th:1t the Crime .Z\ssistants r:.f CBI had :1ls.:. 

~ 
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been recommended to be granted ecale of pay of Rs. 1400-~600 

by the Fourth Central Pay .., . . ,_.c.mm 1 s s l·:·n and taking note of this 

fa.:::t als.:;, the Tt·ibunal had dire•:::ted that they sh.:mld be 

granted the higher ecale of ~ay of Rs. 1640-~900. 

14. Ins.:.far as the Assistants in the office c·f the Salt 

that before 1.1.1986 they were in the pay ecale of Rs. 4~5-

200 and on recommendations of the Fcurth Central Fay 

c.:.mmiesi.:·n they were r:·la.:::e in the scale .:.f Rs. 1400-~600. 

This was aleo a significant aspect taken into actount by the 

Tribunal in ite .:order dated s~.:::.EtS"t-1 (Ann.A3) by which a 

direction was iseued to grant pay scale of Rs. 1640-~900 to 

the Aesistants in the office cf the Salt Commissioner. There 

were other considerations as well but this was an important 

c.:.ne iderat i.::-.n which was tal:en int·:· a•:::c.:.unt by the Tribunal 

while directing grant of same scale of pay to the Assistants 

in the offi·:::e .:.f the 2·al t c.::.mmissi•)ner .:.s available t.~ 

Assistants in the Central Secretariat. 

15. We have carefully gc.ne thr<:}lJgh the order dated 19th 

January, 199~ paseed by the Tribunal in the case of 

V.R.Panchal and others. In thie order the Principal Bench of 

the Tribunal has considered various judgments ~f the Hon'ble 

Su~reme and has taJ:en int.:: the 

observat i.:.ns t:•f the F.:.urth Central Pay c.:.mmission, · tvi th 

regard to equation of pay scales between the Assistants and 

others in·vari~us Departments. After considering the matter 

in its entirety, the Tribuna 1 has .::c. me t.:. the .::.:mclue ion 

that scale of pay of Rs. 16-l0-:900 would be a~ailable to the 

Crime Assistants in the CBI. •)ur viet·J is th:~t an imr:·c•rtant 

c.:.nsiderati•:.n t-lhich weighed tvith the Prin·:::it:.al Bench.:.f the 

Tribunal in directing grant of ecale of ~3y Re.l640-~000 to 

Assistants in the Crime Pran.::h c.f the CBI was that the 

Central Pay c.:.mrni ss i.:.n had rec.:.mmended the eame 
scale 

pay!_ 
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to them as recommended for Aseistants in the ~entral 

Secretariat. This judgment, therefore, in our view would not 

be of help to the applicants. 

16. Although the applicants have averred that they are 

perf.:.rmin9 the same duties and fun.:::ti.:.ns as Aseistante in 

the ~entral Secretariat, yet they have not placed on record 

any material to show what are the precise duties and 

functions performed by them in the GSI and whether theee are 

the same a "' .... by the Assistants in the ~entral 

Secretariat. 

17. In State of Madhya Pradesh and another Vs. Pramod 

Bhartiya and Ors., E'S'3 (.=:) SLJ 01, the I-J.:.n'ble sur.reme 

~ourt accepted that the matter regarding grant of equal pay 

for equal w.:.rl: falls within the ambit ojf _1.\rticle 1~ ·=·f the 

~onst i tut i.:.n. Qu•:·t ing the jud9ment in the •::ase :.f Randheer 

V "" .... Uni.:.n c.f India and C•rs., ( 1 ) the 

Hc-.n 'ble Supreme c.:.urt held that the .].::..::trine of equal r:ay 

f·:·r equal w.:.rl: may be pr.:.perly ar:·t=·lied t·:· .::ases ·=·f unequal 

scales of pay based on no slassification or irrational 

classification though those drawing different ecales of pay 

may be r:k·ino;J ident ial wo:.rl: under the same empl·:.yer. In the 

same judgment of Pramod Ehartiya, the Hon'ble Supreme Court 

further held that the principle .:.f equal r_:.ay fc·r equal \v•:.rk 

have, h·:·wever, n.:. mechani ·::al appl i cat ic·n in every .::ase ·=· f 

similar wc.r}: and Article 14 permits reas·:·nabl e 

class i fi •::.::~ t i·:.n f.:.unded .:.n different b:~ses. In the i net ant 

case, \-le .::ann.:•t hc·ld that the .::laesifi·::ati.:.n made by the 

reepo:.ndents is in any \-lay irrati.:.nal, \>!hen the matter \>las 

adjudicated up.:.n t.y an e:·:pert bc·dy lil:e the F.:.urth ~ental 

Pay ~ommission and it ~hoee not to grant same scale of pay 

to the Assistants in GSI as granted to the Assistants in the 

Central Secretariat. In State of U.P. Vs. J.P.Chaurasia, AIR 

1989 SC 19, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that whether two 

tL 
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posts are equal cr ehould carry equal pay depende 0n several 

factors and bodies like Pay C0mmiseion would be best judges 

t·=· evaluate the nature .:·f duties, L"est:..:.nsibilities and all 

r:·ther relevant fact.:.rs f.:.r de·:::iding the issue. In Me\·Ta Ram 

r.:an.:.jia Vs. 'JI.ll India Institute r:.f Medi.:::al E'.;:::iences and Ors. 

-, ':• c:' 
- ._,-'I the Hon'ble Supreme Court c.:.ne i dered 

vari~ue judgments delivered ty it en the eutject earlier and 

held that the doctrine of equal pay for equal work ie not an 

abstract 0ne and it is open to the State to prescribe 

different ~cales of pay f0r different posts having regard to 

various considerations such as educational qualification, 

duties and respon~ibilities attaching to the pasts. The 

H·:in 'ble 2upreme C·:.urt held that if the .:;:lassi fi·:::ati·:m has 

reasonable nexus with the object sought to be achieved, 

effi=iency in the adminietration, the State would be 

justified in pres•:::r ibing different pay s•:::ales but if the· 

classifi.:::atic.n .:l.:.es n·:·t stand the test .:.f reas.:.nable ne:-:us 

and the classification is founded on unreal and unreasonable 

Constitution. 

18. The legal t: .. :·8iti·:·n is thus \·Tell settled that \·Thile the 

State is ·:::·:·mpetent t.:. pro:.vide f·:.r different scales ·='f pa~l 

f.:.r different p.:.sts, the o:::lassificati·:·n must be based .:.n 

rat i.:.nal ,:::.:.nsiderat i.:.ns and sh.:.uld hai7e a reas.:.naJ:.le ne:-:us 

matters .:.f this natu1·e are best left t•J the e:q:.ert b.: .. :lies 

like Pay C.:.mmissi.:.n. In the li9ht .:.f the general ·;}Uiding 

principles emerging from the judgments of the Hon'ble 

Supreme cc.urt, it \·l•:·uld t.e ·=·rdinaeily f.:.e an expert t .. :.dy 

like the Pay C.:.mmisei•:.n t.:. determine \vhat t=·ay S•:::alee Sh•:.uld 

be granted f.:.r vari·:.us p.:.sts in different Departments. In 

the inetant case the Pay Commission choee to re~ommend grant 

r:·ay s.:::ale .:.f Ps. 



12 

of As~~st3nte but rec~mmended a lower e~ale of pay for 

the Central se.::retariat enj.:.yed 3 hi9her :=cale •Jf pay than 

Assist3nts in the GSI and it wae on the basis of the higher 

p.3.y scale re.:::.:ommended/granted J:.y the Fc.urth Cental Pay 

Commiseicn to the A:=sistante in the Centr3.1 Secretariat that 

a still higher scale ·:.f pay Rs. 1640-.::·~tOO \·Jas granted t•J 

them. The applic3nte have not been able to show how grant of 

of the F.:.urth Central Pay c.:.mmiesi.:·n i~ arbitrary ·:•r is 

without any nexus with the object sought to be a~hieved. As 

already stated aJ:..:.ve, the at:-opli.:::ante have n.:.t pla.::ed any 

(· material on record to show that duties and responsibilities 

r 
\ 

of the Assietants in the GSI are identical with those in the 

Central se.:::retar ia t. Mere dee ignat i ·=·n .:. f a p.:.st H·:·uld n.Jt 

justify grant of eug3l pay to holders of the posts of 

Aseist3nts in diffet·ent Departments ·:·f the G.::.vernment .:;f 

India. 

·::.:·ns i dera t i ·Jn c.f all the facts and 

circumstances of the case and the legal position, He find no 

merit in the claim .:.f the ay:.pli.::ante fo:ir 91·ant .:.f s•:::ale .:.f 

pa7 of Re. 1640-~900 to the Assistants in the GSI. 

20. The OA is dismiseed. no order as to costa, 

Rt~~"-st--
(Ratan Pral:ash) 

Judi ·:::ial Member Admi ni strati ve Memf:.•?l" 




