CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI
D.&.2094/1989
Mew Delhi, This the 23rd Day of May 1994

Hon'bls Mr. Justige V.3, Malimath, Chairman

.Hon'bls Mr, P,T. Thiruvengadam, Member(A)

1. Vishamber Dayal age 29 years
S/o Shri Mansha Ram
537 Daryapur Kalan, Nangal Thakran
Oelhi -~ 110039, ‘

2. Jawahar Lal Gupta age S0 years
s/o Shri Atarshi Lal
RZ-E£/3 Ganghi Market
Uest Sagar, New Delhi 110046,

'Appliﬁénts

. By Adveocate Shri 0 P Sood

Uersus

1, Director General E, N.E
EME Directorate, Army qus
Neuw Dalh1 - 110011.

2, folcar Commanding
Vehicle Depot Workshop E.M.E,
- Delhi Cantt - 110010.‘”

Respondents

By None

0 & 0 E R(Oral)

VJ/cauaa of action has arisen thres ycars

" Hon'ble Mr, Justice V.3. Malimath, Chairman

1. The petiticners have praysd in this
application for a direction to the respondants
to tgegt“them_aé_e;ggible for productivity

linked bonus similar to the one which has bassn

- granted to the EME workers and to direct them -

te pay arrsafs from 1980-81 onwards,

‘2. The claim for arrears from 1980-81 onhwards

is clearly outside the scope of this Tribunal,

as we can not entsrtain any application whers
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prior to the establishment of this Tribunal. -
We therefore limit our examinatien of the casa

to the pericd within limitatien.

3.  The pfincipal contentien of ghh‘petitiene:s
is,thét thglEmE werkers having been given tﬁe
berefit of preductivity linked bonus there is

. no justifiﬁatienlto deny the same tc the pstitioners
én thé greund that thay gre similarly situated.

.In ether werds the charge ig that they are

discriminated against without any justifiable

T2&SC0NSe
4, The principal. cententicn of the respondents -
is contzined in para B of their reply wherein

they have stated as follows: -

1

WThe contents of para'B are not agreed and
relief/reliefs sought on the grounds ©at
para B8 (a) to (c) may be dismissed on the
grounds that Govt of India, Min of Def

has gragted.the‘fP:qdthivityhL;nked.Bonus'
after due bonsidaratien'te only eligible
categories of civilian emplnyses of Statie
‘Typs of WKsp under the EME Dte listed in -
Annexure III to Govt of India Min of Daf
‘letter Mo.24(1)/80/D(30M) dated 25 Aug 1980
as exhibited as R-1. The applicants are
‘not entitled to productivity linksd bonus,
The Govt hHas not approved the eass for

the aligibility of/ﬁhe PLB to the employees
of detachments including Det TG EME No.16
(Insp), because they do not fulfil the '
fpllquing_laid'doun conditionss - o

-r(a) The organlsatlon should be
engaged in manufacture, pruductlon
and sppply tangible material goods.

| (b} Thers should be predominance of

\0/ civilians, and | ’

: -{e) Bulk of the clullian employees
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can be categorised as industrial..
All the above threa conditiogs are to be
fulfilled together which the Detachment
Group in which the applicants ars working
" daes not FPulfil. ~Théreforg-'thé applicants
are nét entitled toftha PLB as claimad by
them. Thers is no such scheme like payment
g of uageémagainst pL8 Schema,at-bar with
. UKsp Staff. The civilian employess working
in the Detachment Technical Group and
HQ Technical Group EME(their parent
organisatieh)_aro not entitled to the
Preductivity Linked Bonus Schemo fermulatad
by the Gevérnmant of India and the sémo
has~ndtﬂbé§n-made.applicable/oxtsndad te
them in the Detachments as well as thair
Headgquarters Technical Group EME.®

5, The stand taken by the respcndents is that

the grant of productivity linked bonus has basn

- made conditional upon fulfi;mént of three
'ccnditibdslrefe;red to above. The resﬁendents'

.eontend that they have not granted the productivity

linked bonus to the petitioners as these thres
conditions are not satisfied, ‘'l have gene
through the rejoinder with refersnce to para 8

of the reply filed by the respondents. The

petitioners have‘not'effectivaly countered the

stand taken by tha respopdenis; They\simply

made en asserticn that they are not cerrset’

and are diaeriminatsry. The explanaticn given by

the resg@ndénts‘Far not granting the prcductivity'

VV/ linked bonus pregisely on t he ground that
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the pstiticners did not fulfil the gonditions

stipulated is worthy of acceptance. Hence the
charge of discrimihation failg., Tﬁis applicatien
is devoid of mer;t,énd therefcre the OA is
dismismsd. No costs.

AR -/ WM“”

(P.T. THIRUVENGADAR ) (V.S.MALIMATH)
Member(A) ' ' Chairman
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