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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
| JAIPUR ‘BENCH 3

- _<-~J>aipur,' this the 21%¢ day of._D'ecember,— 2010 -

' ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, 232/2010

-CORAM_ TR

HON’BLE MR M L CHAUHAN JUDICIAL MEMBER |

.'-_'HON’BLE MR ANIL KUMAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER , |

" ,Lallta Prasad Sharma son of Shr| Narayan Sharma, aged about 56 —

years, Class C employee (Telephone Mechanic) at present working in -
the ofﬁce of SDOT, Bandikui, Telephone Exchange, Sikandara.

ReS|dent of Kaikunt Nath ji Ka Mandir, Sodala Jalpur ' .

| | R -~ Appllcant

(By Advocate Mr AshW|n| Jalman) '

VERSUS

1.',Bharat Sanchar ngam lelted through Chief. Managlng D|rector

. Statesman Buuldlng, arakhamba Road, Cannaught PaIace New
Delhi.’ ’

S 2] The Chief- General Manager Telecommumcatlon Bharat Sancharf-

- Nigam'Limited, Rajasthan Circle, Sardar Patel Marg, ‘C’ Scheme,
‘3. 9I'E|11|£:)ulgr|napal General Manager Bharat Sanchar ngam L|m|ted »
-~ Opposite. GPO Jalpur - . -
| -....;.....;...Respondents
(By -Ad\'/o.cate: -----.-7—4:—-----) _ .
L | CC ORDER (ORAL) |
The appllcant has ﬁled th|s OA thereby praylng for quashlng thei

order dated 27. 11 2009 (Annexure A/1) whereby the representatlon of

the appllcant in pursuance of the order dated 18 08. 2009 passed by |

the Hon’bIe High Court in DB CWP No. 125/2002 was reJected on the

- ground that Casual Labour or Regular Mazdoor cannot be promoted to

typlst post d|rectly W|thout followmg the ruIes and procedures It is

further notlced that the. appllcant had fauled to- prowde any proof of

‘ | .-passmg the examlnatlon for promotlon to the post of Typlst The
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. _apbiicant has further .prayed ‘that. directions may be given to the

réspondents to pay 'ihim the d.ifférénce bf sa]ary for the post of Typist’
since lhis initial-appoihtment to the da‘te actually worked on the post of
Typist a'Iongvyith' interest. It may be stated that the abplicant waé
appointed as Dai.Iy Rated employee on 17.05.1978. TFrbm the mater.ial

placed on record, it is also evident that the applicant started workihg

~ as Phone Mechanic in Group 'C’ scale with effect from 05.07.1997. It is

for this period since 1978 till he was appointed as Telephone Operator .

_in the year 1997, the applicant is claiming salafy of the post oszypist.

2. | At this stage, few ‘facts may be noticed. Earlier the applicant had "

, filed OA No. 305/1997 before this Tribur'lall,‘ which was dismisse,d‘ vide

order dated _11.12,2000-, whereby ' the applicant Had‘sought the

following reliefs:—

“(a) That<the'respondents be directed to-allow and pay .
the, applicant salary and other . allowances and
other service conditions equal to the regularly -
employed typist, from the date he joined as daily
rated employee under the respondents i.e.
17.5.78. ‘ _ o _ .

(b): That the respondents. be directed to regularize
the - ‘services of the - applicant on the post of-

" typist from 17.5.78 and the period. from 17.5.78
to the date of regularization Dbe counted for
pension and other service benefits.” ‘

3. This ‘Tribunal on the basis of materi.ai' placed on record. in Para
No. 5 vo‘f the order dated 11.12.2000 had 'categorica'IIy held that the-
‘a"pplicant Was engaged as Casual IabOur in Group ‘D’."_He cannot make
_-any.claim of pafity not 6ri|y with Group 'C’ employées but even with
Group ‘D’ reéular employéeé SO Iong as he IS a -Easuéi Iabour. His own

representation is a request made by him to consider him for the post .

-



of typlst Even though the respondents have den|ed recelvmg such a

representatlon and such a representation by itself cannot give rise to

any claim; It was further observed.that the applicant is now working as |

a Phone Mech_anic in Group *C’ scale, which post he has accepted and _'
he cannot put-fortn his claim as a matter of right to the post of Typist,
Wthh is totally a different category After recording such ﬂndings in
Para No. 5 of the judgment, this Tribunal dismissed .the OA of the

applicant. At this stage, it will be useful to quote Para No. 6 of the

- order, which thus reads:-

" “6. In view of the facts and circumstances of" the
" case, we find no merit in the claim of the applicant.
The "OA is, therefore, dismissed with no order as to
costs. However, the department is expected to examine
the case of ‘the applicant sympathetically and if  the
department has used the services of the applicant as a

- whole time typist, he may be paid the salary of the -

post of typist for the period he was so used.”

4. Thus as can .be seen from the reasoning given by the Tri'b.unal for
dismissing the OA of the applicant, it is evident that the applicant had

failed to 'substantiate his claim regarding pay & salary and other

» allowances at par with the regular employees of Typist from the date

he had joined as Daily Rated Employee under the respondents with

effect from 17.05.1978. However, while dismissing the claim of the

" applicant, observation was-also made by the Tribunal that Department

should exar.nine the case of the applicant sympathetically if the
Departme'nt had used the services of the applicant as a whole time

typist and he may be paid salary for the post of typist for the period he

“was so used. Such direction was given by this Tribunal on 11.12.2000.

The applicant- instead of making any drievances regarding the

W,
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observatlons made by - thlS Trlbunal for conS|der|ng h|s case for

: payment of salary for the post of Typ|st if he had worked as a whole
~t|me typlst challenged the Judgment of thlS Tr|bunal before the Hon’ble S

A'ngh court by f|l|ng DB C|V|I Wr|t Petltlon No. 125/2002 The sa|d Wr|t

Pet|t|on' was flnally: dlsposed of vide order dated 18. 08 2009 when

"I|berty was sought by the appllcant to file representatlon before the

authorltles At thlS stage it W|Il be useful to quote order dated

.18 08 2009 passed by the Hon’ble ngh Court

_ “After some» arguments, the learned counsel for the
“petitioner does not ‘want to press this writ. petition and seeks
liberty to approach the respondents by making a representatlon
for redressal of the grlevances '
N - This wrlt petltlon is accordlngly dlsmlssed as not pressed
. with the aforesaid I|berty '

5.. Thus from the order passed by the Hon’bie H|gh Court; as

' reproduced above it is eV|dent that the order passed by th|s Tnbunal

in earller OA No 305/1997 has attalned f|nal|ty Only Ilberty was'

reserved to the appllcant to make his representatlon before the _'

authorltles for the . redressal of his grlevances Thereafter the -

~

| appllcant had made representat|on dated 13.11. 2009 (Annexure A/13)

whereby - he had requested that h|s cIa|m may be consndered

_sympathetlcally and h|s services may be regularlzed on the post of

typlst W|th effect from 17.5. 1978 W|th all consequentlal beneﬁts or |n

~ the alternatlve he should be pald dlfference of salary of typist smce h|s

.initial appointment At the outset, -.|t may be stated that it was not
permlssmle for the appllcant to sought rel|ef for regularlzatlon of ‘his

serv1ces as typlst with effect from 17 05. 1978 in view of the Judgment‘ '



rendered by 'this Tribﬁnal' in ‘.earl-ie-rJOA. Further, the applicant could no£
have been granted the relief régérding payment of difference of sala;'y
for the post of Typist from the .date of his irﬁtial ap_pointment' to the
date he had actually ‘worked on the post of typist with interest in view
of the reasoning recorded by this Tribunal in Para No. 5 of the eaflier

judgment, the relevant portion is'reproduéed herein below:-

“The only supportlng ev1dence to establish his -
claim is the recommendations made by certain officers
about his proficiency in typing and -the comments on
the quality of his work. Such recommendations or
appreciations of the work do not provide adequate
ground to establish the ..claim of the applicant that
his services were utilized continuously as typist.”

Thus as can be seen from the p_brtion, as quoted above, the
Tribu'nal has categérically Ag,i.ven-the finding ‘that on the _bas?s of
material placed:on record that the services of the applicant were not
utilized continuously as typist, relief régarding _payment of salary and
,aIIowances’ equal to regularly employed typist‘[l?rayer-_ (a)] was

rejected by dismissing the OA.

6. ° Thereafter the Tribunal in Para No. 5 had made the following

observations:--

“Typist is a post in Group C scale which 1is
filled up after following a due process of
' recruitment. The applicant was only engaged as a
‘casual labour in. Group D. He cannot make any claim of
parity not only with Group C employees but even with
Group D regular employees so- long as he is a casual
labour. . Hiw own representation, at Ann. A/l, 1is a
request made by the applicant to consider him for the,
post of typist. Even though the ‘respondents denied
having received such a representation, "but such a .
representation by itself cannot give rise to any
claim. Further the fact .is that the applicant is now
‘working as a Phone Mechanic in Group -C scale, which
.post - he has accepted, and ‘he cannot put forth his

.



-claim as a: matter of rlght to the post of typlst
Wthh 1s totally a dlfferent category g

'» 7 We have also perused the representatlon dated 13 11 2009_
-.(Annexure A/13) f|Ied in pursuance of the order dated 18 08. 2009'

'passed by the Hon’ble H|gh court ‘in DB C|V|I ert Pet|t|on No
125/2002 Even in th|s representatlon the appllcant had not pIaced
contemporaneous record 1;0 suggest that respondents have taken the'

) work of typlst from h|m contlnuously w1th effect from 17 05. 1978

.When the matter was ||sted before this. Tnbunal on 19 07. 2010, the -

L same was ad]ourned on the request of ‘the Iearned counsel for the |

appllcant as we were not SatISerd that the app||cant was contlnuously-

'worklng aS‘Typlst ‘with the Department'and there was a whole tlme__ "
‘identity between the work- which was be|ng done by the regular typist
~and ‘the appllcant Thereafter the appllcant had f|Ied additional

affldawt In the addltlonal affldaV|t the appllcant had stated that he

o was_apponn‘ted as Dal_ly -If{ate_d emp_loyee on 17.05.1978 and~w_as; a

redular»Mazdoor/with effect fror?i' 06. 0'7. 19I89 It is' further was that he
was assugned to work -of. H|nd| and Engllsh typlng since: hIS |n|t|al'
' appomtment and he was d|scharg|ng the dutles of regular typlst For
_that purpose the apphcant has placed on record strips..as typed by\'«

_’hlm coIIectuver as Annexure AA/1 In Para No 3 of the Afﬂdawt it has |
'been stated that he was asked to work as H|nd| or Engllsh typlst and in
' both Ianguages- he used to type addresses Ietters ‘and strips. In this -
i regard he had placed on record "Hindi - strips . typed by h|m as

- collectlvely Annexure AA/2. By way of Annexure AA/4 the appllcant

has pIaced on record the typlng work done by h|m from year 1987 to -\

u,



Lo 1993. It is further stated that work diary of typing from year 1994 to

1997 was taken by the Assistant’ Director. N

‘8._ - We »have perused 'Annexure AA/l. .From Annexure AA/1, it is
evident that in th'e»year 1980, the applicant had typed 3 copies of note-
sheet on 22.12.1980. Perusal of this letter further reveals that in the
year 1981, he had done typing work on 27.03.1981, 05.09.1981,
10.02.1981 by typing one or two letters. In the year 1982, the
B applicant had placed reliance on letter dated 23.06.1982. At this
stage, we wiéh to reproduce the work done by the applicant during
' t980 to 1982 on which reliance has been pl‘aced by the applicant as
per Annexure AA/1, which thus reads:-

_»\]ote ‘sheet:- Dt. 22.12.80 (Three copy (S.D. Bareth,
"TORA) . :
DR/DMT/Inst./80-81, Dt. 27.03.81 (J.P. Maheshwari,
gi?éd—8l/1/2l Dt. 5.9.81 (J.C. Sharma, AEAMD)

DR/80/C/73 Dt. 10.2.81 (J.C. Sharma, AEAMD)

DR/80/C/72 Dt. 10.2.81 (J.C. Sharma, AEAMD)
DR/80/C/71 Dt. 10.2.81 (J.C. Sharma, AEAMD)

9‘. ' Thds frc)m"the portion, as duoted above, it cannot be said that :
the doctrine df ‘Edual Pay for‘ quilal Work’ can be in\/_oked. Ih this case,
‘it cannot be said'that the applicant was performing the work of_ ty}pist
contihudusly'_ar\d he had doneé the same or equal nature of work as
was done by the regular typist. That part, the applicant is claiming the
pay scale of the post of Typist since 1978. The apphcant has not
placed on record any materlal on record to suggest that he had done
the work -of typist. in the year 1978 and 1979 It was under these

circumstanCes that the ‘applicant instead of pu_rsumg the matter with

MQ/
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the respondents regardmg payment of salary for the post of typlst in
case h|s servnces were utlllzed as whole t|me typlst dld not make any

representatlon nor any grlevance regarding the observatlons made by

‘thls Tr|bunal in earlier OA Rather he- choose to challenge the sald'

order by: flllng DB C|V|I Writ Pet|t|on before the Hon’ble High Court and _
rlghtly SO as both the prayer of the appllcant regardlng payment of‘
salary_ a_nd “allowances of typlst_ at par W|th regular typgst andl

regularsing his service on the post of typist was rejected by dismissingl

.OA on merlt and flndlng given by the Trlbunal has attalned ﬁnahty' -
‘when Hon'ble H|gh Court dld not mterfere W|th the ﬁndlngs recorded :

. L by this Trlbunal
4 _\,L{

L
-

-10. We have" heard the lea'rned counsel for the appllcant at,

\_

'adm|55|on stage We are of the V|ew that the present OA cannot be
entertalned for more than one reasons.‘F|rstly,-the~OA is hopeleSslyt S
“time barred. In this case, cause of action in favour of thle'app'licant-had.

;.ariseﬂn in the year 197_8 and thereafter till 1997 when the applicant w"a's

J -
-

"_ not granted the pay scale/salary of the typist. In terms of provisions

COntained “in” Section'zi“ of the Admini‘strative -Tribun-al’s Act ’such_v .

grlevance has to be ralsed within a perlod of one year. OA flled in the

2L
~ year 1997 could have entertained grievance upto 1996 and-nothen;e@nd _““_ o K

_that. That apart once this Tribunal in OA No. 305/1997 had declined -

the relief for. payment of'pay.'&' allowances. to the post of Typist with

effect from 17 05 1978 by dlsmlssmg the OA, it was not perm|SSIble

o 'for thlS Trlbunal to make observatlons to the respondents to con5|der

the case. of the appllcant in case. the appllcant had worked as a Whole

- tlme typ|st Be that as |t may, the appllcant had not placed any.

Wy



material on record either before the Department or before this Tribunal

~to come to the conclu5|on that h|s serVIces were utilized as a whoie ‘

'time typist Thus this stale cla|m of the applicant cannot’ be'
L entertained at this stage for more than 1 reason. Firstly,-'the appiicant
s ciaiming relief for payment of difference of salary for the post of

-‘_Typist since hIS |n|t|al appomtment i.e. 17 05. 1978 to the date actually |

: worked on the post of Typist In Para No. 3 of the OA the applicant 3 "

[4

.had asserted that this application |s w1th|n the I|m|tat|on perlod as per
'prowsnons prescribed |n Section 21 of . the Administrative Tribunals
. Act 1985 Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act does not'"
vest any power or . authorlty in.the Trlbunai to take cognlzance of a
- Agrievance arismg out of an order made. prior to 01 11. 1982 In such a, ',
, -case there is no' question of condoning the delay in filing the petition’
but |t is a question of the Tribunai havmg Jurisdiction to entertain al'_.f
'petition in respect of grievance arismg prior to 01 11. 1982 The Iimited _ |
power that is vested to condone the delay in filing the applicatlon»
7'w1th|n the period prescribed is under..Section 21 prov1ded' the*'
_ .grieva‘nce is* in respect of an,forder 'made_Within':3-years'of_ the- L
constitution of the -Tri.bu'nai’. The"TribunaI ha.sj jurisdiction under'sub-

- Section (2) of Section 21 to entertain an application |n respect of any_ .

order madé between 01.11. 1982 to 01.11. 1985, As already stated, -

this case OA relates to ‘the grievance in respect of WhICh cause of '
~ action. has arisen in the year 1978 and more th,an 3 ye_ars immediately
,-preced,i_ng the -COnstitution _of the Tribunal. 'fhus this Tribunaihas got
" no j-uris'diction or authority to entertain the claim pertaining to the year
.1978 onwards Further we are also of the V|ew that cause of action in ’_

such case cannot be said to be a contmuous one and cause of action -

o
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has arlsen in favour of the appl|cant when he was denled salary of‘ |

-

' typlst and: work of typlst was alleged to have been taken from h|m

11 Even otherW|se also, the present OA cannot be entertalned as
- -the appllcant has not flled any appllcatlon for condonatlon of delay in .-
’ terms of prov15|ons contalned in Sectlon 21 of the Admlnlstratlvev"."
Tnbunal S Act The Apex Court in the case of Ramesh Sharma vs.
" Udham Singh Kamal; 1999 (5)“SLR 654, has held that where:'.
condonatlon of "delay appllcatlon is .not ﬁled the‘OA cannot 'be
'admltted and entertalned Even on thlS ground thls OA is reqwred to.

be dlsmlssed

12. Learned‘counsel for the "applicant Smeits that (:ause of a‘ctiOn

has arlsen |n favour of the appllcant only in the year 2009 when the o

»\representatlon of the appllcant was reJected on 27. 11 2009, Wthh

representatlon was made pursuant to the order passed by the Hon'b le“v -

‘“ngh_»Court..Accordlng to us, the contentlon SO .ralsed by the Iearned
counsel for the appllcant deserves_'.0ut right .rejection. The Adirection :
’ ,given'. by the Hon’ble-High-Court to' consider the representation Without-
examlnmg themerlt has "to be construed that such con5|derat|on is
- sub]ect to I|m|tat|on or delay and latches The representatlon so made
pursuant to the dlrectlon glven by the Hon’ble H|gh court Wl|| not
_extend the perlod of l|m|tat|on Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of‘
-I C | Jacob vs Dlrector of Geology and Mmmg and Another,
2008(2) SCC (L&S) %61, has held that Courts should be C|rcumspect in
lssumg such d|rect|on as lt ultlmately leads to conSIderatlon of case on -

merlts at subsequent stages of: ||t|gatlon as d}-the cause of actlon stood ;
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revived due to fresh consi_deration.' It was 'further held that
Department can reJect a stale case on the ground of delay alone
without examlnlng merits and repIy glven to an individual does not
give rlse to fresh cause of action or acknowledgement of jural
relationship. At this stage, it will be useful to quote Para Nos. 10 & 11

of the judgment, which thus reads:-
“10. Every representation to - the Government for
relief, may not be replied on merits. Representations -
relating to matters which have become stale or barred
by limitation, can be rejected on that ground alone,
without examining the merits of the claim. In regard
to representation unrelated .to"- the ©Department, the

reply may be only to 1nform that the matter did not
concern- the Department or. to inform the approprlate

Department. Representations with incomplete
particulars may Dbe . replied by seeking . relevant
particulars. The replies -to such representations,

cannot furnish a fresh. cause _of actlon or revive a
stale or dead claim.
11. When a direction is issued by a court/tribunal to
. consider or deal with -the representation, usually the
directee (person directed) examines the matter on
merits, being under the impression that failure to do
so may amount to disobedience. When an order is passed
. considering and rejecting. the claim or representation,
in compliance with direction of the court or tribunal,
such an order does not revive the stale claim, nor
amount to some kind of ' “acknowledgement of a Jjural
relationship” to give rise to ~.a fresh cause of
action.” ' ' ' -

13. Thus in view of lthe Iew Iaid’ down bythe'Apex Court, rejection of
the representation of the épplicant will not give rise to fresh cause of
action. The case before the'Ap’ex‘Court was rega'rding' employee who
'sub~mitted representetion after 18 years and Administrative Thibuhal_
dir-ect'ed disposal of the. representation of represe'ntation within a
period of four months. In subsequent Iitigatiion, _staleness of the'_ claim
' was. ignored and relief given to the employee because the departme_nt
in'complian_ce with the court’s ear]iet direCtion had‘passed a detailed

%
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| '. ~speak|ng order It was under these c1rcumstances the Apex court has

o “held- that no. dlrectlons could be glven by the Court to deC|de';:
dead/stale |ssue and dlsposal of the representatlon Wl|| not reV|ve the-':"' AL

_, '.‘cause of actlon The ]udgment of the Apex Court is squarely appl|cable » ‘A.'

. -in the facts & cwcumstances of thls case In this case th|s Tnbunal m :

earller OA had categorlcally re]ected the case of the appllcant

regardlng grant -of» salary ~to the post .of' typ|st ‘Wlth ‘effect from

- '»17 05. 1978 |nclud|ng regularlzatlon of serVIces of the appllcant on-the
- ;post of Typlst The f|nd|ng was glven by th|s Trlbunal based upon the |
-, reasonlng glven |n Para No 5 of- the ]udgment relevant portlon of :
) , ;such has been reproduced in the earller part of the Judgment The, -
\_fsubsequent OA for the same rel|ef cannot be entertamed even |f the -
-"'Trlbunal has made certaln observatlon to consnder the matter' ‘,

B t_sympathetlcally in case. the appllcant was workmg as a whole tlme¢ |

.7 R -
\ oL . . ’ v

typlst.» o

14 At’t‘his_sta‘ge, we':vv'is_h tofre'_ferito_thefd‘e’cjs:io.n of the. Apex Court : |
- ’.inji the ‘c'ase of -T:ech‘nical“Teachers C»Tra'ining "Instit.ute; vs G
' __Balasubramamam, 2010(1) SCC (L&S) 762 whereby the Apex Court o
‘Ahas held that the matter cannot be re- opened after the order has 'l
:become flnal As already stated above th|s Trlbunal had denled rellef ;
B -to the appllcant regard|ng payment of salary of Typlst at par wnth
| '~-regular typlst although the matter was carned to the Hon’ble H|ghi‘
o : _j‘:““-Court and the Hon’ble H|gh Court had not dlsturbed the flndlngs given
’by thls Trlbunal and the ert Pet|t|on f|led by the appllcant was
s .WIthdrawn by him.. The appllcant havmg suffered the order Wthh has._ o

become flnal',. cannot be pe_rmltted to reopen» the case «agaln thereby -
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., again praying that he: r?na_y:~ be.—.-.-granted the salary equal to that of

regular typlst byfllnig subsequent OA The ar;f:the appllcant is

‘;abuse of the process of the court.

15. That part, as already notrced above, ‘the apphcant had neither

placed any materlal before this Trlbunal nor before the authorltles to‘ B

- .t-estabhsh that the work of typist -was:continuously-taken from him
since his engagement with effect from 17.05. 1978 In other words, the™
appllcant has failed to establish that he had quahtatlvely and
“ quantitively done the same work as was done by a regular typist so as
to attrac_:t the__‘doctnne of ‘Equal Pay for Equ_al Work’ and the burden to
estabtish this Was on the applicant. ‘At this stage,‘we wish to reproduoe»
the decision of the Apex Court in the case of State of Punjab_ VS.
Surjitv‘ Singh & Others, 2009(2) SCC (L&S) 696, whereby the Apex
-Court had held »that the principle of “Equal Pay .for Equal work” cannot
_ be applied blindly. Princible has'undergone a see changeand also-
notlced that judgment of the Apex court in the case of State of
: Pun]ab VS. Devmder Smgh 1998 SCC (L&S) 1261 and Ranblr
Singh vs. State of Haryana, 1998(2) SCT 189 has been pa'rtly over
ruled./?over ruled. And thus in Para No. 33 of the judgment, the Abex‘
Court has made_the_foll_owing observations:- |
“33., Yet again, we may also notlce that another Bench
_of this Court in State of Haryana vs. Tilak Raj, 2003

.8CC (L&S) 828, has clearly lald down the law 1in the
following terms: K

“11. A scale of pay is attached to a definite
post and in case of a daily wager, he holds no
posts. The respondent worker cannot be held ~to
hold any posts to claim even any comparison with

the regular and permanent staff for any or all»tf

purposes including a claim for equal pay and
allowances. To claim a relief on the Dbasis of

L
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equallty, it is- for the clalmant to substantiate.
"~ a .clear-cut ba31s of equlvalence ‘and -a resultant
hostile discrimination before- becomlng eligible -
to claim rights on a pa - with the other group vis-
a-vis an alleged discrimination. No material was
placed before the High Court as to the nature of
the  duties of either categories and it 'is not
possible to hold that the principal of ‘equal pay
"for equal work’ ‘is an abstract one. -

12. ‘Equal pay for equal work’ 1s a concept
which requires for its appllcablllty complete and
wholesale identity between a group of employees
- claiming identical pay scales and the other “group
of employees who have already earned such pay
scales. .The problem about equal.pay cannot always
be translated into a mathematical formula.” ’

Thus even on merit applicant has not made’out any case for

.grant of relief in terms of law laid down by the Apex Court in the case _

of Surjit Singh' (supra).

1.6. Thuvs viewjrig the matter from any angle, we are of the view that

the OA'is bereft of merit and is accordingly dismissed with no order as

o

to-_costs.'
\,
Awﬂlﬂ/"’w | | ;
(ANIL KUMAR) S . ~* (M.L. CHAUHAN)
MEMBER (A) MEMBER (J)
AHQ



