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The appellant is-a Regional Rural Bank, established
under Section 3 of 'the Regional Rural Banks Act, 1976 and is
sponsored by the Uttar Pradesh Co-operative Bank Limted,
Lucknow, which is a society registered under the U. P. Co-
operative Societies Act. There are 196 Regional Rural Banks
in the country but out of them195 banks are sponsored by
the nationalised banks and it is only the appellant bank
which is sponsored by the U-P. Co-operative Bank. Under
Section 3 of the Regional Rural Banks Act, 1976, it . is the
Central Governnent, who by Notificationin the ‘official
Gazette, establishes one or nore Regional Rural Banks, only
on being requested by a sponsor-bank to establish the sane.
Under sub-section (3) of Section 3 of the said Act it is the
duty of the sponsor bank to aid and assist the /Regiona
Rural Bank sponsored by it by subscribing to the /'share
capital, training personnel of such Regional Rural Bank and
providing such managerial and financial assistance to such
Regi onal Rural Bank during the first five years of its
functioning as may be nmutually agreed upon between the
Sponsor Bank and the Regional Rural Bank. Under sub-
section (2) of Section 6, of the capital issued by a
Regi onal Rural Bank fifty per cent shall be subscribed by
the Central Governnent, fifteen percent by the concerned
State Government and thirty five per cent by the Sponsor
Bank. Under Section 17, the Regi onal Rural Bank is
enmpowered to appoint such nunber of officers  and  other
enpl oyees as it may consider necessary and may deternine the
terns and conditions of their appointnment and  service.
Under Second proviso to aforesaid Section 17 renuneration of
officers and other enployees appointed by Regional Rura
Bank w Il be such as may be determned by the Central
Government and in determning such renmuneration the Centra
CGovernment shall have due regard to the salary structure of
the enployees of the State CGovernment and the |oca
authorities of comparable level and status in the notified
area. The enpl oyees of the Regional Rural Banks filed Wit
Petitions in this Court wunder Article 32, being Wit
Petition Nos. 7149-50 of 1982 and 132 of 1984 seeking
parity in respect of pay, salary, allowances and other
benefits with the enployees of Nationalised Banks in
corresponding or comparable posts. This Court by order
dated 1.9.1987 disposed of those Wit Petitions as the
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Central Governnent agreed to appoint a National Industria
Tribunal to decide the question relating to pay, salary,
al l owances and other benefits payable to the enpl oyees of
the Regional Rural Banks constituted under the Regiona
Rural Banks Act, 1976. Pursuance to the aforesaid order the
Government of India by Notification dated 26th Novenber,
1987 referred the disputes raised in Wit Petition Nos.
7149-50 of 1982 and 132 of 1984 to the Industrial Tribuna
consi sting of a Retired Chief Justice of Andhra Pradesh Hi gh
Court Justice Obul Reddy. The said Tribunal elaborately
considered the materials placed before it and gave its Award
on 30th April, 1988. The said Tribunal by its Award came to
hold that so far as the equation of posts and consequent
fixation of new scale of pay, allowances and other benefits
for officers and ot her enpl oyees of the Regi onal Rural Banks
at par with the officers and other enployees of conparable
level in the corresponding posts in the Sponsor Banks and
their fitment .into new scale of pay, as are applicable to
of ficers of ~ Sponsor Bank in corresponding posts of

conparabl'e “level, it is a matter which has to be deci ded by
the Central Government in consultation with such authorities
as it may consider necessary. In viewof the aforesaid
observations of the Tribunal the governnent of India

constituted a Comm ttee, called the Equation Comrmittee and
referred the Award to the Committee seeking for a report in
the matter of Equation. On the basis of the recomendation
of the Equation Conmittee dated 22nd February, 1991, the
Union Governnent 'in exercise of power wunder Proviso to
sub-section (1) of “Section 17 of the Act issued certain
directions whereunder the Branch Managers post has been
equated with the post of Assistant Manager of the UP
Co-operative Bank Ltd. and the scale of pay for the latter
post has al so been nmade applicable tothe former post. This
Notification of the Union Governnent was assailed by the
concerned officers of the Bank by filing Wit Petition Nos.
19929 of 1991. The Hi gh Court of Allahabad having ' all owed
the Wit Petitions and having i'ssued certain directions
relating to the salary of the enployees of Kshetriya / Kisan
Granmin Bank the present appeal has been filed by the Bank on
getting Special Leave to Appeal. By the inpugned judgnent
the High Court set aside the circular of the Central
CGovernment dated 27th February, 1991, and directed not to
make any discrimnation between the officers and enployees
of the Kshetriya Kisan Gramin Bank with the officers of the
other Gramin Banks and, further directed that the Assistant
Branch Managers of the Appellant Bank should get the sane
scal e of pay as the Assistant Managers of other G am n Banks
sponsored by the Nationalised Banks. For issuing aforesaid
direction the Hi gh Court cane to the conclusion that ' the
Tribunal has accepted the claim of the enployees of
Appel l ant Bank and had held that they are entitled to the
pay scales which are given to the enployees of the
Conmmercial Bank. After referring to paragraph 4.428 of the
Award the High Court further came to the conclusion that the
Equation Committee wongly came to the conclusion that the
petitioners being Branch Managers are entitled to the pay
scal es of Assistant Manager on the plea that since the Banks
where petitioners were previously enpl oyed have been
sponsored by Uttar pradesh Cooperative Bank Limted, Lucknow
and not by other nationalised Bank. Since the Kshetriya
Kisan Gamn Bank, Minpuri is the only Bank which is
sponsored by the Uttar Pradesh Cooperative Bank Limted,
Lucknow and all other rural Banks have been sponsored by the
nati onali sed banks, the H gh Court is of the opinion that
the distinction made by the Equation Committe is in gross
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violation of <catena of decisions of the Supreme Court
relating to the principle equal pay for equal work. The
H gh Court also came to the conclusion that 27 officers of
the Appel | ant Bank have been discrimnated in the paynent of
salary and pay scales as they are otherwi se entitled to get
the same pay scales of the Conmercial Banks as well as
Nati onali sed Banks. On the question of job evaluation the
High Court also cane to the conclusion that the nature of
job being performed by the officers of the Appellant Bank is
not dis-simlar to that being performed by those sponsored
by commercial or nationalised banks and, therefore, there
cannot be a discrimnation in the matter of pay scales and
ot her benefits with their counter parts.

At the outset, it may be stated that Appellant Bank
did not file any -counter-affidavit in support of the
CGovernment order ~or the recomrendation of the Equation
Conmi t tee. M .~ Raj u Ramachandran, |earned senior counse
appearing for the appellant subm tted t hat wi t hout
controverting any facts which the enployees of the Bank
m ght have averred in the Wit Petitions filed before the
H gh Court, the appellant would be able to assail the
conclusions of the ~Hi gh Court emanating the ultimte
direction wth reference to the very award of the Tribuna
and the report of 'the Equation Committee in as much as the
High Court has failed to appreciate the basic principles on
which the Tribunal proceeded and has mis-read the findings
of the Tribunal which has vitiated the ultinmate concl usions.
According to M. Ramachandran the Tribunal had specifically
negatived the applicability of the plea of ‘equal pay for
equal work. On the other hand the Tribunal thought it fit
to apply the principle of parity for determning the salary
and other conditions of service of the enployees of the
Regi onal Rural Banks. |If the principle of parity is to be
applied then the enployees of the Appellant Bank can have
their pay structure with reference to the sponsor bank of
the appellant, nanely, U P. Cooperative Bank Ltd., 'Lucknow,
and not the salary of Commrercial or Nationalised Banks who
happen to be the sponsoror of 195 other Regional Rura
Banks. M. Ramachandran al so further urged that under the
statute the remuneration of officers appointed by Regional
Rural Bank could be determined by the Central Governnent
under the Second proviso to sub-section (1) of Section 17
and while maki ng such deternination the Central Governnent
is duty bound to have due regard to the salary structure of
the enployees of the State CGovernment  and the |oca
authorities of comparable level and status in the notified
area where the Bank situates. The aforesaid criteria fixed
under the statute wll also weigh with the Tribuna
appointed for determning the pay structure of /these
enpl oyees who in essence is discharging the function of the
Central Governnent. This being the position, it is obvious
that the pay structure of the sponsor bank at the State
level will be the relevant guiding factor and, as such, the
Equation Committee had rightly determ ned the pay structure
of the respondent enployees bearing in mind the criteria

fixed wunder the statute. The High Court, therefore,
cont ended by M. Ramachandran, completely overl ooked
aforesaid statutory criteria while recording its concl usions
and giving ultimte directions. M. Ramachandran al so

contended that the Tribunal, bearing in mnd the germane
considerations for determ nation of pay structure of the
enpl oyees of the Regional Rural Banks cane to hold that
maintaining a parity with the enpl oyees of the sponsor bank
would not be inconsistent with the second proviso to
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sub-section (1) of Section 17, but the H gh Court, however,
had totally ignored the aforesaid statutory criteria
provided under the second proviso to sub-section (1) to
Section 17, and thus committed gross error in equating the
enpl oyees of the Appellant Bank with the enpl oyees of the
ot her Regi onal Rural Banks whose sponsoror are the
Nati onal i sed Banks in the nmatter of the pay structure of the
enpl oyees. According to M. Ranmachandran under the schene
of the Act the unbilical |inks between the sponsor bank and
the Regional Rural Bank sponsored by them cannot be ignored
and on the other hand the same nmust be borne in mind while
deciding the pay structure and other service conditions of
the enpl oyees. M. Ramachandran al so contended that a
single Ganmn Bank, |ike Appellant Bank may constitute a
class by itself and having regard to the sponsorship in
question in fact such a classification woul d be permnissible
and would not violate the provisions of Article 14.
According to M. Ramachandran, \if the inpugned direction of
the Hi gh Court is given effect'to then necessarily the pay
scal es " of ~the Sponsor Bank of the appellant nanmely, UP.
Cooperative Bank Ltd. w.ll have to be raised and it would
lead to absurd consequences which nmust be avoided. M.
Ramachandran lastly submtted that in the matter of equation
of posts or equation of salary of enployees, the Expert Body
appointed for the purposes is the best judge by virtue of
its expertise and the decision of such Expert Body should
not be interfered with by the Court unless either mal afides
are alleged and proved or the Court conmes toa conclusion
that the decision is on account of extraneous consideration
or it makes a hostile discrimnation and arbitrary in
nat ure. In the case in hand none of these ~having been
alleged and established the H gh Court commtted  serious
error in interfering with the conclusionof the ' Equation
Conmittee who had gone into detail and had determined the
pay structure of the officers of the Appellant Bank

M. Anant har aman, advocate appearing for sone of the
respondents, however, subnitted that in terns of industria
jurisprudence the Regional Rural Bank enpl oyees are entitled
to claim parity wth the enployees of Nationalised and
Commercial Banks on the ground of similarity of duties and
function and the same would be wthin the guidelines
contained in the second proviso to sub-section (1) of
Section 17 of the Act and in fact the Tribunal has held so,
and this being the position, the Equation Conmittee could
not have decided the pay structure of the enployees of the
Appel l ant Bank differently fromthe enpl oyees of ‘the other
Regi onal Rural Banks and, accordingly the H gh Court. was
fully justified in comng toits conclusion  about’  the
discrimnation nmeted out to the officers of the Appellant
Bank and was fully justified in issuing the -inpugned
direction which need not be interfered with by this  Court.
According to M. Anmantharaman the Award of the Tribuna
havi ng been accepted by the Central Governnent in toto it is
the Equation Conmittee which committed error in granting
different pay structure for the officers of the Appellant
Bank on the basis of so-called parity with the enpl oyees of
its Sponsor Bank and as such, it was just and reasonable for
the Hi gh Court to interfere with the sane and the inpugned
judgrment does not suffer fromany legal infirmty so as to
be interfered with by this Court. The counsel, further
contends that neither the Bank nor the Union of India nor
even the Sponsor Bank having filed any counter-affidavit in
the Hi gh Court, are not entitled to assail the conclusions
of the Hgh Court which is based on a reading of the
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findings of the Tribunals and based on the sound principles
of discrimnation under the Constitution and it woul d not be
appropriate for this Court to interfere with the sane. In
his subnissions as well as in the witten submi ssions filed
in this Court, the learned counsel referred to various
par agraphs of the Award to indicate that the very grievance
of the enployees of the Bank was to have parity with the
enpl oyees of the Nationalised and Cormerci al Banks and that
grievance has been satisfied only by inpugned judgnment of
the H gh Court. Consequently the inpugned judgnent does not
require to be interfered with by this Court.

M. Vijay Hansaria, |earned counsel appearing for
sone of the respondents on the other hand subnitted that
even in the matter of “equation the Equation Comittee was
not justified in equating the officers of the Appellant Bank
with clerks and other grades of enployees of the Sponsor
Bank, ~as is apparent fromthe conclusion made and in this
view | of t he mat t er it woul d constitute hostil e
di scrimnation and such discrimnation having been struck
down by the Hgh Court the judgment of the H gh Court need
not be interfered with by this Court.

In view of the rival submi ssions at the Bar, the first
guestion that arises for our consideration is whether the
Tri bunal had really accepted the plea of principle of Equa
pay for Equal work or had rejected the same and i nstead,
had applied the principle of parity. W have gone through
the award passed by Justice OGbul” Reddi. The dispute which
had been referred to the tribunal for its decision was the
dispute relating to pay, salary, allowances and other
benefits payable to the enployees of the Regional Rura
Banks in terns of the pleadings of the parties in the Wit
Petition(Cvil) Nos.7149-50/82 and 132 of 1984, filed in the
Supreme Court of India. The first two wit petitions had

been filed by the Al India G anmeena Bank Wor ker s
Organisation and the third one had been filed by the Al
India Regional Rural Bank Enpl oyees Associ ation. It is

undoubtedly true that in the wit petition, prayer had been
made for issuance of a nmandanus to fix the enolunments of the
Regi onal Rural Bank enployees in conformty with the laid
down judicial nmaxins of equal pay for equal work  and

i ndustry-cumregion formula and bring about parity in
emol uments between the enpl oyees of Regional Rural ~Banks
inter se and enpl oyees of the Nationalised Commercial Banks.
The Tribunal on consideration of the stand of the parties
and various statistics given by the Banks, 'cane to a
concl usi on that there would be no seri ous economni c
repercussions, if the parity in the matter of pay-scal es and
al l owances, is given to the Regional Rural Banks enpl oyees.
It also canme to the conclusion that there cannot 'be any
conpari son between the District Central Co-operative Banks
and Regional Rural Banks inasmuch as Co-operatives are a
State subject and the said banks are run by the State
Cover nment s; whereas Regional Rural Banks are run by the
Central CGovernnent under an Act of Parliament. It also
found that the work carried out by Regional Rural Bank
enpl oyees and Nationalised comerci al bank enpl oyees is the
same, both in quality and quantity. It further found that
there are absolutely no grounds whatsoever to deny parity
between the enployees of the rural branches of t he
comer ci al banks and those of Regional Rural Banks, applying
the vyardstick of cost of living and vol une of business. It
also found that the Regional Rural Banks and the rura
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branches of the commercial banks perform the identica
functions and duties. The tribunal came to hold on the
basis of evidence on record that the enpl oyees of Regiona
Rural Banks form a separate class under a separate statute
and so are the enployees of the comercial banks. In
par agraph 4.422, the tribunal held:

4.422. | further observed in para 4.149 that | nust
make it very clear in this connection and let there be no
ambiguity about it, that my finding that the RRB enpl oyees
form a separate class and that, therefore, they are not
discrimnated against so as to attract the doctrine of
equal pay for equal work, has to be disengaged and
de-linked from the question of their claimfor parity in
their pay structure with the sponsor bank enployees in
correspondi ng and comnparable posts within the framework of
the 2nd proviso on the facts and circunstances of the case.
Shred of | egal nuances, their clains have to be exam ned on
the principles of justice and equity.

Utimtely, the tribunal held that the officers and
enpl oyees of the Regional Rural Banks will be entitled to
claim parity wth the officers and other enpl oyees of the
sponsor banks in the matter of pay scales, allowances and
ot her benefits. I n paragraph 4.428, the tribunal held as
fol | ows:

4. 428. So ‘far as the equation of posts and the
consequent fixation of the new scales of pay, allowances and
other benefits for O ficers and other enployees of the RRBs
on par with the Oficers and other enpl oyees of  conparable
level in corresponding posts in sponsor banks and their
fitment into the new scales of pay as are applicable to
Oficers of sponsor banks in -corresponding posts of
conparable level, it is a matter which has to be deci ded by
the Central Government in consultation with such authorities
as it nmmy consider necessary.  This will also include the
pay scales, benefits, other allowances and fitnent of
sub-staff of the RRBs with the sub- staff of sponsor banks.
This Award is accordingly passed and it shall cover al
exi sting RRBs. The Award shall be given effect to from Olst
day of Septenber, 1987.

In view of the aforesaid conclusions of the tribuna
on the basis of evidence placed before it, the conclusion is
irresistible that the tribunal never applied the principle
of equal pay for equal work and on the other hand was of
the view that the enployees of the Regi onal Rural Banks will
be entitled to claimparity with the officers  and  other
enpl oyees of the sponsor banks in the matter of pay scal es,
al l owances and other benefits and for determining the
parity, it left the nmatter to be decided by the Centra
CGovernment in consultation with such authorities as it may
consi der necessary. W are, therefore, persuaded to accept
the submssions of M. Ranmachandran, appearing for the
appel l ant that while resolving the dispute of the enpl oyees
of the Regional Rural Banks, the tribunal did not apply the
so- called principle of equal pay for equal work and on
the other hand applied the principle of parity wth the
of ficers of the respective sponsor banks.

The next question then arises for consideration is as
to what has been done by the Central Government to arrive at
the parity. The Central Governnent appointed an Equation
Conmittee, which Commttee discharged the function of
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equation of posts wth the sponsor banks. The Equation
Commttee was a Comittee of five Menbers with Shri P
Kotaiah as its Chairman. It referred to the findings of the

tribunal in its Award in paragraph 4.425, which entitles the
enpl oyees to claimparity with the officers and enpl oyees of
the sponsor banks in the matter of pay scales, allowances
and other benefits. It considered also the suggestions of
the different Associations. It opined that the Personnel of
the appel |l ant bank shoul d be equated only with the Personne

of conparable level in its sponsor bank, viz. the Utar
Pradesh Co-operative Bank Ltd. It thereafter, took up the
task of equation of posts and recommended the equation on
the basis of sone broad criteria and held that whereas the
officers and enployees of the Regional Rural Banks other
than the appell ant bank can be equated with the officers and
enpl oyees of their sponsor banks nanely the Nationalised
Banks or the Commercial Banks, but so far as the officers of
the appellant bank is concerned, they have to be equated
with the officersof its own sponsor bank nanely the U P.
Co- operative Bank. The Conmittee also took up the case of
equation in detail and submtted its reconmendation. W see
no infirmty wth the Equation made by the Equation
Conmittee on the basis of the pay structure of the enpl oyees
of the respective  sponsor banks and. the sane is in
consonance wth the directions of the tribunal as well as
the second proviso to sub-section(1l) of Section 17. The
H gh Court however in the inmpugned judgnent wi thout properly
applying its nmnd 'to the relevant conclusions of the
tribunal as well as the very basis on which the Equation
Comm ttee discharged its obligation of doing the job of
equati on, erroneously, cane to the conclusion that since the
nature of job perfornmed by the enpl oyees of 'the appellant
bank is not dis-simlar to that being perforned by those
sponsored by comercial or nationalised banks, a difference
of pay scales and other ‘benefits would tantanmount to
di scrimnation. The af oresaid conclusion is whol |'y
m s-conceived and in utter disregard to the findings of the
tribunal as well as the principles enshrined in Article 14
of the Constitution. It is too well settled that even a
single institution can forma class by itself and while
deciding the question of violation of Article 14 what is
required to be found out is whether there are any reasonable
basis on which a single person or group of persons are |eft
out of the group and whether there is any rational relation
for such differentiation with the object sought to be
achi eved. In other words, what is necessary is that there
must be a nexus between the basis of classification and the
object of such classification. This being the test and the
test being applied to the case in hand in the light of  the
provisions of the Regional Rural Banks Act, 1976, it is the
sponsor bank, which plays a vital role in the establishnment
of the rural banks by Governnent of I|ndia and when the Union
Government is called upon to determ ne the renuneration of
the officers and enpl oyees, appointed by the Regional Rura

Banks, the statutory requirenents t hat the Centra

CGovernment shall have due regard to the salary structure of
the enployees of the State CGovernment and the |oca

authorities of comparable level and status in the notified
area. This being the position and the tribunal having
specifically held that the enpl oyees of the Regional Rura

Banks are entitled to claimparity with the enployees of
their sponsor banks, the ultimate decision of the Equation
Conmittee on the basis of such parity, cannot be held to be
discrimnatory nor can it be held to be violative of Article
14. The High Court, in our opinion, therefore, comitted
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serious error on the basis that the enployees of all the
Regi onal Rural Banks are entitled to the sane parity,
irrespective of the pay structure of the enployees of their
respecti ve sponsor banks. The inmpugned judgnent of the High
Court on this score stands vitiated.

The next question that arises for consideration is, as
to what extent the High Court would be justified in exercise
of its extraordinary jurisdiction under Article 226 to
interfere with the findings of an Expert Body like the
Equation Comrittee. |In State of U P. and Os. Vs. J.P
Chaur asi a and Os., 1989(1) S.CC 121, this Court
unequi vocally held that in the matter of equation of posts
or equation of pay, the same should be left to the Executive
Covernment, who can get it determ ned by expert bodies like
Pay Commi ssion, and such Expert body woul d be the best judge
to evaluate the nature of duties and responsibilities of
posts ~and when such determnation by a Commssion or
Conmittee is made, the Court should normally accept it and
should " not-try to tinker wi th such equival ence unless it is
shown that it was nade wth extraneous consideration
Bearing in nind the aforesaid paraneters and on exam ning
the inpugned judgnent of the Allahabad Hi gh Court, we have
no hesitation to conme to the conclusion that the H gh Court
has tried to tinker with the conclusions and decisions of
the Equation Committee, even in the absence of any
allegations or materials that such decision-of the Equation
Commttee was on extraneous considerations. The Judgment
and direction of the Hi gh Court on this score is accordingly
vitiated. The further conclusion of the H gh Court to the
ef f ect

in our view although Tri bunal arrived ‘at the
necessary conclusion that the petitioners nmay be paid equa
pay for equal work because of simlarity in the nature of
job performed by them being at par w th the Branch ' Manager
of the Commrercial Bank, there was no reason for making any
di scrimnation on the part of the Central Government to take
the contrary view on the basis of the fact that since the
petitioners are attached to Rural Banks, which is sponsored
by U P. Cooperative Bank Ltd.

is a thorough ms-reading of the findings of the
Tri bunal . As has been stated earlier, the Tribunal in no
uncertain terns, cane to the conclusion that the principle
of equal pay for equal work cannot be applied, though the
enpl oyees of the Regional Rural Banks can claimparity with
the enpl oyees of their sponsor banks. The concept of equa
pay for equal work and the concept of claimof parity with
sonme others are two different concepts and the concl usion
of the H gh Court having been based on a mi s-reading of the
findings of the Tribunal, the said conclusion is vitiated
and must be set aside. The conclusion of the High Court
that the Equation Conmttee erroneously equated the Branch
Managers of the Appellant Bank with the Assistant Managers
of other Banks is also a conclusion not based upon any
rational basis and the H gh Court was fully in error in
applying the pay structure of the Regional Rural Banks
sponsored by the Nationalised Bank to the pay structure of
the Appel |l ant Bank which was sponsored by U P. Co-operative
Bank. The Equation Conmittee consisting of specialised
personnel havi ng exam ned the rel evant datas and havi ng rmade
the equation wth their expertise the sane could not have
been interfered wth by the Hi gh Court, particularly when
neither there has been any allegation of rmalice or
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extraneous consideration nor any materials on that score
were there before the Court.

In the aforesaid prenises, the inpugned judgment of
the Allahabad H gh Court is set aside and this appeal is
al | owed. The enployees of the Appellant Bank would get
their pay structure as per the Report of the Equation

Conmittee which was duly accepted by the Government.




