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RENCH: NEW

OA No. 7968/97

New Delhi, this th

Tn the matter of:

1. GLP. Panday

</ Late Shri B.ol.

P

e Srd day

N. BHAT.
P. BISWAS,

Pandey

R/o 18/%53, Lodhi Colony,

New Dalhi.

7. Upendra Roy

5/0 Shrl Premeshwar Rov,
R/fo H.No. 173C, CGI Vikaspurl,

New Delihd.

2. L. Ghed
afo Shri G.L. Ghal,
R/o 3372, Sector T,
Sadia Nagar,
New Delhi.

&, Erivastava

pio 789, Se
Sadia Nagar.,
New Dalhi.

stor 11T,

g

5. F.P. Sharma
/0 Shri S.R. Sharma,
R/ Sector TTIT/720%,
R. K. Puiram,
New Delhi.

5. Dinesh Tandon
/0 Shri G.K. Tandon,
B/

Ghariabad.

Balashwar Jha

/0 Late Shri Raniit Sahal,

Kamla Nehru Nagar,

s/0 late Sheri Diwas JTha

Rio A/S/378B Pac
New Delhi.
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har,

8 Jugal Kishore
sfo Shri B5iri Ram,
R/io 87131, Subhash Nagar,
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M. DL Siddiagud
/0 Ghri :
R/Acy 1478
Delhi.

Al am,
saimian Straat,

Santosh Kuamar

5/0 late Shri Sidha Nand,
Ric 6/6272 Street/7,
Devnagar,

New Delihil.

Panday,
Sawa Nagar,

sugustus Karketta

a/0 Shri Christ Hira Kerkebta,
Rio Street/19,

Hew Rallway Colaony,

Mandavali,

NDelhi.

Sunil Ran

3 /00 Sh

jﬂﬁ
PLB. Srivastawva,
CNeaetadl Nagar,

U,
e
.

Advocate: Shri V.K. Sidharthan,thounh ncns arpenred)

Vo sus

Union of India through

Sacratary,

Legislative Department,
Ministry of Law & Justice &
Company AfTairs,

Soverpment of India,
Shastri Bhawain,

New Delhi.

NDepar tment of Personnal &
Training, Minilstry of Per
Pensicons & Public Grievances,
fentral Secretariat,

South Bloock,

New Delnd.

Advocate: Shiri N.5. Mehta)
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ORrRDER

By Hon ble Shri “.N. Bhat, Member (J):

The applicants in  this Q. A. are worki
franslators  in the 0Official Language Wing of Legislative
Depar tment of the Ministry of Law, Justice & Company Affairs,
Govit. 6T Tndia. They have come to the Tribunal for removal
af the anomaly  that has allegedly arisen in respect of  the

pay scales giranted o them in pUrsUsances

smmendations  of the Fourth Pav Commission as against the

P
pay scales granted to Assistants (Legal) who were earlier
drawing lesser  pay  than  the applicants. Admittedly, Ths

are-revised pay scale of Translators was Ba. 550500 wnhich

has haen revised to Ra, 160907660,  The Assistants (lLegal),

v bLhe other  hand, were drawing pay in the pay scale of
475800 which W s revised to R, 15487909 on the
recommendations of the Fourth Pay Commission, The conditions
of seirvice and  the method of recrultment of the applicants
are governed by the Ministry of Law, Justice &  Company
Affairs, Official Language Wing (Group-B post) Recruitment

~

197G (hersinaTter referred to OLW Rulss, 1979 while

of the Assistants (Legal) are governed by &  different

of rules, According  to the applicants, the requlzite

qualifications prescribed for Translators ars  nhighar than

thase presc For Legsl Assistants and the Translators are
recruited directly thraugh the Uriion Puhlic Servios
Commis=ion and are classified as  Group-R Non~garat ted

. - 4

thLMinigt@rial afficers of the Genersl Central Services, The

Fourth Payv  Commi- ton, however, recommendsd hiaher Day soale

>3

of Rs, 16482980 to  the Assistants (Legal) while no  such

A PN T sy e e e e o py ped g . k H
Hhgner pay  scale was recommanded for the ranslators, Triis,




to an anomaly and

according to the applicants, has given i
they seek rectification of this anomsly. The applicants

claim the sti11 higher pay scale of Rs. 2OBB-3508 in  order

"

o
s

toy maintain, what the applicants call, the "relativity

the pay scales in Legislative Department.

pondents have resisted the 0.4, hy Tiling a

detailed counter fothe malin ples taken is that 1t was

on the recommendations  of  the Fourth Pay Commission, wiiich

gal ) were granted

wan an expert  bhody, that the Assistants (s
higher pay scals and that the applicants have not been denied

the replacemsnt.  sosle  Tor the pay socale thay  wers  alrasdy

holding., According  to the respondents no anomaly had arisen

Al th%r@foré,tha 0.8, was liable to be dismis The olea
’
of Timitation has also been raissad. The maintainashility  of

the O.A. s also oguestioned on the ground of non-Joindss of

w3

3. To  the counter of the respondents the applicants

have Filed & redoinder in whiach thay have vaised a new plea.

According to  the applicants, the Fourth Pav Commission  had

recommended the pavy

ale of Rs. 140882608 for  Assistantz

Hegsll but  the

spondents oraated Lhe anomaly T
1701990 by raiszsing their pay scale to Rs. TH4B-2900.

4, We: have  gone throough the pleadings  and  the
documents filed by the parties in support thereof. We have

alwa heard  the lzarned counss) For the s

X W/‘“

spondents, as
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tearned counsel  Ffor the applicants did not put in BODEAETAnGs
whaen the matter was  being heard.  The arguments weire  hessd
and concluded  on 27.5.1998 and while this judgement was  in

the oroc of  production  the - learned counsel for  the

applicants made an appearance on 8.5, 1998 and nirravad Tor nne
day s time to file written St aumants, No o such  writian

arguments have  been  filed although more than six dovs  have

passed since then.

5., Tt 1s not disputed that the revised pay soala
for the pay  scale of Rs/ 550800 in which pay  scale e
applicants ware aar)ier working iz Rs. 16RB-2668. Thite, the
apnlicants cannol have  any grievance  as  reaards b
ceplacement scale given to them. We find, on aoing Eheough
the recommendations of  the Fourth Fay  Commission  (Para

TR 2370, that adequate reassons have  been  giver  why t e

sntz (Legall should be granted a higher pay scale.  Tha

qualification prescribed  for  recrul tment bo the  post of

Assistant (Legal) 15 Degree in law with at least thrae W E

Xy

e of  Jegal  work. Furthermore the Departmant  of
’
Legal Affairs was also facina difficulty in recruitmert  and

P

retention of the

Legal) They  had, thay afore,

suggested improvement in their nay  scales  and  this was

by the Fourth Fay Commission who recommnended the pay

s, 1640-7900. Therefore, it would he wrong to say
that the respondents have created any anomaly., The  Foudrth
Pay Commission having considered the matter and  having
amcwmt@d‘ﬁﬁ the plea raised by the depar tment. concerned made

n e

this recommendation and  this Court/Tribunal is  not i

2]



ion to find fault with that recommendation, as we do not

& onecetsary expartise in such mabtter s,
& That apart. the gqualifications for  the tws
posts being different and the one prescoribed for  Assictant

(Legall being higher the applicants cannot ¢laim parity with

Assistants  (legali. As  already mentionad, the essaential

aguatification for recruitment to  the post of

15 Degree in Law Wwith at lec thrae vears experience

of lTegal woirk while the gqualifiction for recruitment to  Fhe

of Translator is  only  Degree  in law  Without iy
axperience  in legal  wark. The  respondents  had  walidly
racomnmendad & higher  pay  scale  for  Aszistante  (Leasl)

particularly  in view of the Tact that some difficulty  was

cienced by the depsrtment in retaining those  who

ad alveady Joined as
L J

istants (Legall.

fooo I o view of the above, we do not find any Ground
to dnterfere with the racommendations of  the Fourth fay
Commis=ion anr the  consequent orders  dssusd by Fhe

respondents  relating to the By scals of As

Cleasl .

Thie O.A. s oaccordingly held to he davoid of ANy merit,

=

g . I'n  the event, thic 0. A. in o i sm

Wilhout sy order as to oc
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