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'Q.A, No, 827/91

New Delhi, this the ^th day of 3yly, 1995

Hon*ble Shri A.U.Haridasan, Vice-Chairtnanf3>
Hon ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Plenber (a)

1» Sb» 5«S«Sharma,
s/o Sh, Raffleshwar Dayal

2, Smt, Saroj
u/o Sh. S.S.Rauat

3* Shri Sri Chand s/o
Shri Baldev Singh

4. Shri UK.Ahuja,
s/o Shri L.R.Ahuja,
c/o l*)«L«6haulaf Advocate,
C.4/E, 127, 3anakpuri,
New Delhi-110 058,

(By Shri l»I.UChah)la, Advocate)

Versus

1« Union of India through the
Secretary Communication,
Govt, of India, Sanchar Bhauian,
Ashok Road,
New Delhi,

2* The Chairman,
Telecom Commission,
Sanchar Bhauan, Ashoka Road,
Neiii Delhi,

3, The Chief General Pianager,
Advance Level Telecommunicaticjn,
Training Centre,
Ghaziabad, Ui|)«

• • • • Applicants

4, The Chief General PTanager
(Maintenance) ,
Northern Telecom Region,
Kiduiai Bhaiuan, Danpat^,
Neu Delf;ii,

(By Shri n.K#&Jpta, Advocate)

ID R D E R

•••Respondents

By Hon*ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, ftember (A)

The four applicants who were working as Senior Hindi

Translator under the respondents have come before the Tribunal

seeking directions for the grant of the pay scale given to

Senior Hindi Translators working in the Central Secretariat
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Official Language Service (CSOLS) under the department of

(Official Language as also to other Senior Hindi Translators

in various departments/organizations under the Government

of India#

The case of the applicants is that till the changes

made in the pay scale in puisuan<6e.to the recommendation of the

4th Pay Commission, their pay scales.i,e. Rs, 550-800/- were the

same as those of their counter^part in other Win is tries/Depart

ments, They also claimt ; that the eligibility for appointment

to the'post of liindi Translators i»e« a Plaster's degaree of'
'j'

a recognised University in Hindi/English uith English/Hindi

as main subject at degree level is also cotnnon to all

ministries/departments. They also averred that the duties/

fLffictions and responsibilities of the Senior Hindi Translators

in the Post and Telegraph Department to uhich they belong

are not only the same and identical to the duties and respon

sibilities of Senior Hindi Translators in alJi other departments

and ministries but also similar to^ the ETentral Secretariat

Official Language Service (CSiOLS) under the departn^nt of

Official Languages, It is claimed that the 4th Pay Commission

recoinnended the pay scale of Rs, 1640-2900^ for the post of

Sailor Hindi Translators in Central Secretariat Official

Language Service and in respect of other similar pos^ it

was suggested that the department of Official Language may

prepare model rules uith a vieu to bringing uniformity

In therecruitment procedure, pay structure and to the extent

possible their service prospects. Despite this recommendation,

the Govt, of India have implemented the recommendation only

in respect of the Senior Hindi Translatora belonging to the

CSOLS Service but it had neither taken the steps to bring

uniformity in the recruitment procedure, pay structure and

service prospects of similarly placed offlc^ls in other
W. . d^ departments ^ granfejbf-pay scale even where
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the nature ofc^tles ,3 as
condltlone of „cKrit« nt «« atollar. The applicants are
399rle„ed that the respondents granted to the, the
replace^nt scata reco«ndsd by the 4th Pa, Co»,issi„,Ti,erefore.
cltlns the pr^oiple of e<,ual pay for eoual „ort,. the, have
sought parity/ . pay ecalee of the Senior Hindi Translators
Of the Department of Official Languages,

The respondents ha»denled that the 4th pay Cowlseion
^ reoo«ended parity of the pay eoalee between the Hindi Trsns-

latore working In the CS«1LS end non-partloipating offices of
ao.»rn^nt. Their InterpreUtl.^ is that suggestion .as o.hl^ for

creating uniformity in respect of leoruitirant procedure anS^l '̂
etructure of Hindi posts es between Central sectt. Official
Langifige Service and non-participating offices,

Us have heard the learned counsel S/shri PJA.Chaula

and Shri S.L.Lakhanpal for the applicant and Shri n.K.Gupta,counselj.^
the respondents. Learned counsel for the applicant submitted

that only ground taken by the respondents for denying the equal

that the applicants belongjlto the so-raUed
non-participating offices while the highypay scales have been

granted to the Hindi iQfficers of the Department of Official

ianguage. They submitted that the Supreme Court had already in
a nuBter of decisioryheld that where two sets of people in the

same line are performing the saroeduties, the principle of equal

pay for equal work applies in full measure. In this context they
,cases of

sought to place reliance on the / Randhir Singh vs. UOI and Ors

reported in 19fl2(l) S,L,R, Page 756 and P,Savita vs. UOI reported

in 1985 <Supple) SCC Page 96 as well as the orders of this Tribunal

in £),A, No, 157/90 titled as C,P,lj},D. Translators* Association Us,

Uffll i Ors, and C^A, No, 1310/89 titled as U.K.Sharma 4 9 others

India andOis, It uas pointed out by the applicants'
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counsel that two later mentioned decisions of the Tribunal
alxoued the higher pay scale of senior and junior translators

of the Department of Official Language applicdile to the applicants,
even though the applicants in question belonged to non-participating
offices*

Sfcri n.K. Gupta.counsel for the respondents relied on

a case of State of Uttar Pradesh vs. 3,P.Chaurasia reported in

1989 (l) sec Page 121 and submitted that courts and Tribunals are

not to evaluate and compare the duties and responsibilities of

different groups of people on the basis of affidavits and pleadings

and the matter should be left to the Execut ive Government who

should appoint an Expert Body for the purpose. Shri Gupa also

submitted that no specific recommendations have been given by the

4th Pay Commission of parity between all classes of Senior Hindi
Translators and what they had recommended was a higher pay scales

only for such categories of officials who belonged to the Department

of iOfficial Language. Hence, the same facilities could not be

extended to the applicants. Further more, it was contended that

the Government of India had now appointed another Pay Commission and

it wasopen to the applicants to plead their case before that

Pay CoBBiission and the proper course would be to await the

recommendations of this Pay Commission.

Ue have carefully considered the arguments advanced on

behalf of both the parties. It is true that the 4th Pay

Commission dealt with specifically only with the pay scales

of junior and senior Hindi Tranalatorsof the Department of

Official Language, For the rest, the recommendation was that the

Department of Official Language should frame model rules



with a uieu) to bringing uniformity in recruitment procedure,

pay structure and service prospects. However, the recommendation

(Bade in para No, 10*282 ([Annexure—II) was not confined ' to

Parity in uniformity as bettneen the non-participating offices

but covered the CTentral Sectt, Official Service also. The

Pay Commission in fact observed that a uniformity in recruit

ment procedures etc, would ensure availability of men of good

calibre to the departments for handling Hindi work in different

offices connected with iOfficial Language Policy of the Union,

Hence, the real aim was tobring about uniformity of the non-

participating departments with that of the Official Language

Department and not to aggaravats the differences between the

participating and noruparticipating departments. In this

context, it is significant that the respondents have not denied

the claim of the applicants that the responsibilities and duties

assigned to them as Senior Hindi Translators are in no way

different from those who of the Central Sectt, Official Language

Service, There is, thus, no contention on the part of the

respondents that there is a difference in the duties and

responsibilities as between the two ^categories, Ue may,houiever,

examine the contention of Shri PUK.Gupta that the determination

of equality in this respect is a matter best Iwft to th®

judgement of Executive Governnfint as the courts and Tribunals

are not the proper foium to determine the cotnparative evaluation' of

duties & responsibilities. In the case of State of UP Us, 0»P«

Chaurasla(Supra) , the question which was before the Supreme Court

related to the pay scales of Bench Secretaries of the High Court

who had sought parity with the S^tion Officers and Privato

Secretaries to the Hon'ble Dudges, The successive Pay Comnissions

and a Pay Anomalies Coninittee had come to the conclusion

that the Bench Secretaries did not have a valid claim, on

the basis of equal pay for equal work since the duties and
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responsibilitiB3 in both the cases were different. This is,
however, not the situation in the present case where u,e have
not only asimilarity of designation butalso admittedly'̂ ^
eligibility conditions for recruitment as also the same
duties and res pore ibilitiss. The respondents have not shown

any where in the reply that the Senior Hindi Translators

of the Department of Official Langjage have different kinds

of responsibilities 09. a different set of duties. This matter

was also agitated in the case of C.PJJ.O. Translators*

Association Me, Union of India 4 fflrs. (Supra) and it was helii

t%at relying on Randhir Singh vs. UOI (Supra), that where
I

all the relevant.considerations are the same, persons holding

identical post must not be treated differently in the matter

of pay merely because they belong to different departments.

Similarly in the case of Sh,V.K,Sharma & 9 ors, vs. UiOI & flRS,

(Supra) this Tribunal had also held that i«r^=*4nd there is

no qualitative difference as regards duties and responsibilities

between the two classes of senior.and junior Translators

employed in Armed Forces/Inter Service Organizations and

Central Sectt. Officdal Language Service andHnence the discri-

Biination in grant of pay scale would be discriminary and

arbitrary,

Hon'ble Supreme Court has also held in P.Savita vs.

Union of India (Supra) t^at where all considerations are the

same, persons holding identical posts and discharging similar

duties, should not be treated different^ In our view the
present case falls squarely within the four corners of thia

observation.

Oi the basis of the above discussion, we have no

hesitation in concluding that the applicants who are Senior

Hindi Translatoi^ and who had the same pre-revised pay scales
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as thos, belonging to Central Sectt. Offi=i3l Unguege Servlc.
end „ho are discharging similar reepo^lblUtlea and dutlee
having aa»a elig^^mt, conditions for, ap^int»nt. are entitled
to the sa»e pa, scale i.e. Rs. 1640-2900/-. Accordingly. „e direct
that the eppUcanta «uid be allowed the pay scale of Ra.16,0.
J900/- uith arrears thereof from the dete of filing ofthis
application. There shall be no order as to coats.

[R-K«AH0D3a)..
nember^A)' (A.V.HARIDASAN)

Vice_Chairman(3)


