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IN T E CENTRAL ADMINI TRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH,·JAIPUR. 
- I._ . 

O.:A . o.518/99. Date of orde-r: 3 ~) 3. )~ 

(Adhoc) 

' ., 

l. s.sridharan, .. stE:mographer Grade-r 

2. Chandi ~a~, Stenographer, G~ade-I 

3. K.Ravindr~n~ St~rtographer~ Grade~rr 

_4. ~iss Mary Vargh~s~, Stenograp6er Grade-l! 

5. Manohar Bhojwani, Ste_nographer, Grade-l I 
/ 

' _All' are', working_ in the 0/ o Salt Commissioner 1 2A, Lavan 

Bhawan, Lavan Marg, Jhalana .. Doongari, Jaipur • 

• • • Applicants._ 

Vs. 

l. Unio~ of India through the'Secr~tary Mini. of Industry 

Dept t.ot Industrial Policy & Promotion, Udyog · Bhawan 

New Del.hi. 

2. Salt C6mmissioner, 0/6 Salt Commissibner, 2A Lav~n 

Bhawan; Lavan Marg,- Jhalana Doongar.i, Jaipur • 

• • • Respondents., 

n-ish Bhandari-- Counsel for applicants. 

Counsel for respo~dent~. 

Hon'ble M·r.S.K.Agarwal,- Judicial Member 

Hon 1 ble Mr~A.P~N~grath, Administrative Me~ber. 
' ' 

PER HON'BLE MR.S.K.~G~RWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBE~. 

' 
In .this Q.A filed· u·nder Sec.,l9 of. the· Ac;3ministrative 

Tribunals Act, l985~the~prayer of the ap~licants ~s to direct· 

the.,espond~nts to give th~m t~e- same pay £cale as is· being 

give1 to the Stenographers working in the Central' Secretariat 

& Of ices attached to the Min'istry 'including the Deptt·. of 

s ·and· C.entr~l Excise and- other such offices alongwi th 

s. 

2. Al.l- the applicants· w~re initially .appointed 
\ ' 

as 

:~-. _ ~--· ·steno ' ' ' ·, ' 

I 

.~r.II 

rapher _ Gr.III. ~nd they were promoted to s·tenog~aphe:r.~s 

A~ present the applicants are vork~ng as Stenographer 

''• 

L ,I \ 
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2. 

Gr.I in· the office of Salt. Commissioner._ It is stated that -

the applic~nis are entitled to t~e pay staies- of Stenb~r~pher 

·Gr. II as has b~een provided to the Stenographers w.orking in the 

Central ·Secretariat and· attach.ed to the Ministry including 

-Cus o~s. a~d C~ntral· Excise and other such 6ffices but ~he same 

be·nefit has· not· be~n e'xt.E;!nded to the applicant. It is stated 

· · thaJ after the decision in ·the ·case of P.K.Satiani Vs. ·uor & 

Orsj which was. uphel.d. by th~- Apex. Court,. the. applicants ought 

to ave b7en given the same beriefit a-s per ,ci~cular issued by 

the ·. Ministry of Personnel,. Public Grievances & Pension, 

rtment of Per~onnel & 'Training .~nd the recom~endati6ns of 

the Pay Commiss-ion. It ·was· obligatory ori ~the part of the 

respondents to provide the same pay ·scale· as· was given to 

·B~e~ograp~ers Gr.ir in. ·,the Central Secretariat and Offices 

· at~ached to the Ministry, ipcouding the Department of Customs 

anJ Central Ex6is~ and ~th~r such offices. ii is also stated 1 . . . . .. 

i 
th~t the q~alifitations and mode of rec~uitment {ri· the office 

j ' . 

of J Salt Commission~r _ ~s well as Central Secretar ia·t is the 

·' saie., .Not only this, the nature ~f -work/functions, duties and 

responsibilities of Stenographers working in Salt Commissioner 

Of~ice are the same as .in .the offi,ces of Central ~ecr~tar·iat 
··-~nb other office~ attaciled :to the Ministry, therefore, the 

ap~licants are· entitled to the sa:me pay _scale o~ Stenographer 
I . . • . - . - -

GrLII·as- provided to the Steri~gia~hers posted in the Central_ 

. S+reta~iat ~nd 'offices "attached . to the 'Ministry including 

-der~rtm~nt of Custom~ and Central Excise and other o~fices on 

thl: principle of equal pay for· ~.equal work. Therefore, the 

a plicants filed the O.A for the relief as above. 

Reply was· filed.· It. is .stated in ·the reply that. prior 

Commiss1'on, . -
·recon'\mendati6ns the the t of the v Pay 

. S enogr?tphers ·Gr. I I were· in the pay scale Rs .425-700 be fore 

-· 1, 1.86. This grade was revised· to 1400-:-2300 w.e.f. 1.1.86. 
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-Thereafter this grade was raised as per the award of Board of 

Arbilra~~on·to R~.X400-2600. It is stated that the office of 

·Salt Commissioner being nonsecretariat office the benefit. of 

OM ja~·ed· 6~8-.9.9· could not_· be extendeq to the Stenographers of 
\ . 

Salt Com_missioner office. F,urther the· applicant did not 

S'\l,PP/ort· their claim with documents ,for~ grant of pay scale 

Rs~5500-9000 instead ot SOOb-8600. It is stated that the 
I 

belong · .. to General · Central Service Group-e 

non-gazetted cadre~ ·It . is· also :..Stated that the 

mod of -recruitment o·f Stenographers· in Salt Commissioner is 

not at par_with that of CSSS ca~re Stenographer~ as they are 
#. 

_gov~rn~d with diiferent set of r~cruitment rules. It is al~o 
I . 

sta_ted that it is not the ·function of the Tribunal -to· decide. 

the pay s_cale but it. is .the ·function of the goyernment/ expert 

b6dy- t0 decide the· pay scale. T~er~foiei ~he appli~ants have 

no case and the O.A devoid of ·any IQerit is lia.ble to be 

dis1£1issed •. 

4. Rejoinder. has also been· filed reiterating-the facts as 

stated in the o.A.· 

Heard. the counsel for the· part-ies and also perused ·the 
. ( .. 5. 

wh record. 

· The·' learned counsel for· the applicant vehmently arg.ued. 

.th t Hon • ble Supreme. Court as well as ·High .Co.urts and 
j . 

diJ~erent T~ibunal~ have. laid do~n t~e ~aw relati.ng . to the 

sujJ~ct and held _1n so many _cases that the ~PP}-lC~a~ts are 

entitled to the scale of pay as are-given to the Stenographers 

in the ·central Secretariate & Offices. attached to the Ministry 

luding. the Deptt. of Customs.'& Central Excise ·and other 
. . -

h offices. _on· the 'other hand, the learned counsel· for the 

-~· . . ·. re pondenttso ·argued. tha_t. it is not the function of· the C~urt/ 
decide the s·cales· o. f pay but is the . function of 

:/-. 
-'th Pay Commission and t-he Government,. therefore, . this 

.! 
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Trib nalc shoul not. interfere· in the matt~r of' pay scales. 

6. We .haYe -given anxi6us consideration ~o the rival 
-

coriten'tions of both ·the parties arid a,lso perused. the whole'. 

rec rd:. 

1~ Hori'ble Supreme Court iri long.chairi of decisions, laid 

down th~ law.- 'In Delhi 

SecJetary/Finan~e Vs. 

Vet.Assn. vs. UOI, 1984(3) 

West B~nga1 Regn.Assn. & 

sec 1, 

Ors v.s. 
. ' 

H.N Bhowal, 1994(27) ATC 524 and the _·'pr~ncipal_ ·Bench of the 
~ 

Tri unal, New. Del. hi :in P.K.sehsal- & Ors. Vs. UOI & Ors, - -- -
decided ori 28~9.98, have l~id down the parameters/factors to 

be ·honside~~d ~wh'ile e~g>lving appropriate pay sc.ale for, a group 

or class· of employees. The law/principles that '-need not be 
' ' ' 

ed into. simultaneously befqre .granting such· r·eliefs are as 
. - \. 

r: 

;'A.(i) Method of recru.itmen·t: 

(ii) Educational qualifications minimum educational 

quali·f,ication including technical one required; 

(iii) Nature of . duties 

quantitatively:.·· 

both ~ualitatively and 

(v) Heirarchy of. service in a given cadre _providing 

chances for promotiol!-·-- both 'hori.zont\al and verticale 

prospects of advanc~merits:_ and 

(Vi) ~ublit dealings, arduous nature of jpb, experience 
r 

and fatigue .. involved and· training· -required- and· the 

' 
degr~e of £kill required. 

B. In the·case of Raridhir Singh Vs. UOI & Ors,. Aii 1982 

SC 877, the apex court has held as below: 

J ' 

"It is ·well. known that there can. ·be ·and there ·are 
differerit 1 grade~ . in a service with varying 
qualifications .for entry into. a particular grade, the 
highei grade often being a pro~otioti. avenue for 
officers p~ the lower grade. -The.highei qualific~tion 
of the grade; wh .. ich m~y be. . either academic 

/ qualifications. or .experience based on length. of 
, · service, reasonably sustain the classification of the 

officers into two grades with different· sc~les of pay.·" 
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(C) The p~irt~iple·laid down in Randhir Singh's (supr~)·_ 

case has been reiterated in the case. of 'Mewa Ram 

Kanojia Vs. 'AIIMS & Ors, ATJ 1989 (1) 654. in the 
··_. ( 

following-.words:' · 

"The doctrine of equal pay for equal _work ·is not 
. abstract .one, it is open· to the State to prescribe 
different scales of ·-pay for di fferE:mts post. hav,ing 
regard to · educational qualifications, dutie~. and 
responsibilities of the post. The principle of equal 

. _pay for equal work is applicable when employees holdi~g 
the same rank ·perform similar functions ·and discharge 
similar· duties ... and responsibilities ' are treated 
differentli. The application of the- doctrine would . 
arise >where .employees are equal in .every. respect but 
they are denied. equality in ma·t ters relating to the 
scale. of pay.~... · · 

(D) While dearing __ with parity of pay scale in •the case 

of ·state of UP & Ors. Vs.~ J_.P.Chaurasia & Ors,- 1989 SC 

~·(i&s) 71, the apex court relied orr the earlier 

de~isions_ ·including Randhir .Singh ( sup:ra) -and Bh,agw_an 

-Das Vs •. State of Haryana 1987 (4) SCC 634 and.observed 

as under: 

"The. quantity· of wq_rk may be ·the same but quality may.­
be ~ifferent th~t c~nnot be ~etermined by relying upon 
in diffe'reht ayerments in affidavits· -of .interested 
·parties. The equation of posts of equation of pay must 
be left to the executive government. It. must ·be· 
determined by expert· bodies like Pay...._ Commission. They 
would be _ tne 'best judge to evaluate the n.ature of 
duties and responsibilities. of posts. If there is. ·any 
such determination by a Commission or Commit tee, the 
Court should not try to tinker with suc-h, equivalence 
unless .. it- is - shown ~hat it was made .with extraneous 
consideration. . 

These principJ;es have beeri again reiterated by the. apex 
. \ 

Co rt recently in ICJ.}.R Vs. A.N.Lahiri, 1997(2) SC.ALE 699, 

Union ot India 
' . 

& Ors ·vE$ •. M.C.Roy, . 1997 ( 3) SCALE 648 1 

Associate Bank Officers Assn. Vs. State Bank of India, JT 1997. 

(8) -SC-442 arid Shri S.Sahu'etc. Vs .• ,CSIR, 1998(1) ATJ 182: 

9. In Para 18 of the-ir order dated 19.1.96 in O.As · 

N .144A/98,. 985/998 and 548/94, the Tribunal has observed as 

u \ 

( . 

. I 
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. "This· part of. OM has _been. examined by· the· various 
.Benches of the ';L'ribunal. Assistants· and Stenographers 
Grade 0 working in the - ·department of _ Central 
Administrative Tribunal Border· Security Force, Indo 
Tib~tari Border Poli~e, . Central Indu~triai Security 
Fore•- and Bureau of Police and Research Developmsnt of 
·C$S and' Stenogr·aphers -Grade· c o~f csss by the Tribunal. 
it-. is also . worthwhile mentioning that . there was no 
provision for · direct - recruitment to the post of 
-Assistants in Centr,al Administrative Tribunal."-

·Not only this but the Stenographers. Gr.C ·of CAT were 
..... 

grafted _the revis~~ p~y scale~ 6f. Rs~l640-2900' in the case of 

S.R~Dheer· &; 0rs. Vs_- UOI ~ O~s, ATR 1993(1) ·cAT 480. 

The applicants i~ O.A ~o~985/93 are Assistants in the 11.[ 

off'ce of DG/Income;..;.Ta~ -(-Investigation) were also allowed the 

revised pay scale. 

12. The Hon 1 ble High Court of Delhi ·has pfso. allowed the 

revised -pay" scale ·of Rs.l640;;..2900 . to the As~istants and 

·Stlnogra~her~ of the National. BooK Trust, India, in the case 

of Deepankar Gupta in _ CWP No.4842/96 on the ·principle of·· 
. . 

Jequal pay for equal ~ork. 1 . 

13} In 0 .A No.352/91, .. p .c .Garg & Ors Vs·. UOI & ~nr, decided 

on. 9.8.94,. this Tribunal h-as allo~~d the app~,icants the pay 

scale Rs.l640-2900, ·who wete .-working as Assistants in the 

6 f ~U::e .• o f Salt Cmn.;i ~ ~i,9iler, Ja i pur. · · 

14~ It;> O.A No.313N7, S.I Malhotra & Ora Vs. UOI &' ~nr, 
derided on 5.7.99, this Tribunal allowed the _pay scale of 

l6l0:_2900 to the applicants Who were 1'orking as Assistant in 

tHe office· of Salt Commissione~~ Jaipur. 

1~ •. · . Ino.A No.361/97, cliB.nder Bhan \rs. UOI & ~nr ·decided on 

HL 1. 2000, t·his Tribunal · has allowed the ·applicants the pay 

s ale Rs_.l640-2900, who was: working as Assistant i"n ·the office -

. Salt Commissione~, .:Jaipur •.. 

' 1 • In view of, the settled lega_l position and. ·facts and 
· . .\ '- \ 

case_ and it has been the view of the c rcumsta_nC:~~- of .this 

ex Court/High Court/Tribunal to allow the pE:ly scale Rs .1640~ 
I 

2 00 even to the Assis_tants· o·f S,alt Cotnmi:s.sioner•·s ·office,_ 

I 
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Jaip r 1 there . is no reason why the pay s.cal e Rs .1640-2 900 

shoutd not -be granted t: the Stenographers _Gr.II at p,ar w~th_ 

the ray- scale gra_nted to the Stenographers Gr.T,I of Central 

secrr·taria t & Offices attached to the .Ministry including the 

D~pa tm~ri~ of.·customs & Central Excis~ and bther such offices. 

17. The contention of- the counsei . for the r~·spondents that 

. the Tribunal .should not g:ant pay scale -as. it is· the work of 

the Gov~/Pay Commi~siori, does not held good in this case as 

the Pay Commission has a:)...ready·. recommended the ·pay scc;1les to 
. . ' 

Stenographers Gt.II of C~ntral Secretariat & Offices attached 

to 

gra 

Ministry including the bepartm~n1t of Cus1=:oms & Central 

and .other such Offices.· but t}1e same. has not heen 

to 'the_ applicants. There fore, . in this case the· 

is not· under·taking the. -work to, grant the pay scale 

but o~lY .consider why ft was not ~rant~d t6 the ap~1icants. 

The-~a~plicants. in thii cas• claim equal tr~atment ~t par with_ 

the Stenographers working in the. Central Secretariat & ~fficis 
. I 

attJched tb the Ministry. including' the nepartmeni of CUstoms & -.I - - . . -

.Centtial Ex6ise and other sudh offices. The Assistants of Salt 

Com1issioner' s 'Offic,e, have been equated with the Assistants 

of ~entral Secretariate and Offic~s attached to the Ministry· 

in;luding the D~par~me~t of Customs & Central Excise and other 

sucf office~ th~n why the Stenographers Gr.II working in the 

offic~ of Salt Commissioner, Jaipur ha~e not equated with the 

Ste1~graphers · in -~he Central Secretariat and· ~-f fices at tac.hed 

to the Miriistry 
' . 

'.' ./ . .,._/ . 
in~luding the Department of Customs and 

Cen ral Exci~e arid other ~uch oftices. 

/ 18. Therefore, in view· of the settled: lega~ .. position and 

fac s ~nd circumstances of. this case, we are· of the considered 

that the appl,~cants are :entitled. to the relief. sought 

\ . 
19. We, ·therefore,-· al.low ·the. o .A and direct. the .respondents-. · 
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I to gfant the revised scale of pay ·of Rs.l640-2900 to the 

appl1cants_on the ~ame basis as Stene Gr.C of cess notionallY 

w.e.f. 1.1.1986 but the payment of arrears would be limited to 

one rear prior to the date of filing of this o.A.- The whole 

exercise shall be completed within a period of 3 months from 

the date of receipt of a certified copy of this order. 

. . I 20. 
1 

There shall be no order as to costs. 

! 

QJJ~ ~.~rwal) 
Member (J). 
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