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Judgement (Oral)

(Hon'ble Mc., I.K. Rasgotra, lMember (A))

None appeered for the petitiocners. However, since this
is én oid matter we proceed to dispose it of on mer its. The
respondents are represe n\ted'by Shr i P;H. Pzamchandani, Senior
Counsel_ vie have perused the records of the case and heard

Shrl hamCha’ldaﬂl, lea}. ned SQﬂlOL Counsel for the respondents,

2, In this Criginal application filed on 23,12.1985, under
Section 19 of the Administrstive Tribunals Act, 1935 the
petitioners have prayéd th.af_ the scheme of productivity
linked bonus (PLB for short} be directed to be extended

to them on the bas is of the principle of equality enshrined
in Artlcles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India., It is
further prayed that the respondents be d:.rected to pay the
PLB to the petitioners w.e.f. 19JO - me date ©n which

the Sald scheme was made applicable to the civilians in

the department. They have also prayed .for tne arrears

of pLB ca this account. The petitioners are emp l-oyees
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of the Nyval Headquarters and are engaged in Hydrographic
wor ke Aaccording to the responients there are 152 Civilian
employees in the Navalvwdiggnaphical Qnit, Dehra Dun., Cut
of these 33 persons afe working -in the Prinmting Press of
~the saidxcffice. There are only 23 industrial worers
while remaining 124 are non~industrial workers. The bulk
.of the civilian employees fall under ﬁhe'category'of plefps
industrisl. The scheme 0f PLB was introduced in 1980 and
was to cover those organisatibns -
' n(é) which are engaged in production, manuf acture

and supply of tangible material good3;

(b) whose employees are predominantly civilians;
and
(c) the bulk of those employees can be categorised

as industrial in character.t

s}

3. The PLB scheme was tO»coveg;only civiliagn. employees
of the selected units which fulfil the above criteria.
Accordingly, the selected units were enumerated in Annexurre-
II of the scheme circulated umder Miniétry of Defonce Letter
No.24(9) /30/0(JCM) dated 28,7.1983, As the petitioners did
no fulfil the criterial laid down for covering employazs
under the PLB scheme, they were not included in the list of
gelected categories of civilain/employees. The casue of
activn in the case of the petitioners, therefore, arocse in
1983 whereasfihis”O.A. was'filed in 1933. Apart frcm.the .
application béing time barred under Section 21 pf the

. Administrative Tribungls Act, 1235, the petitioners also
have no case on merits, They do not flall under the policy
guidelines lazid down by the responients, as adverted to
earlier. It has been further stated by the respondents that
since the petitiocners are not cover.d by the scheme of PLB,

they are being paid ad hoc bonus, as is baing paid to other
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civilian employees of the Govermment of India not covered
by the sch=me 0f PLB.

4, fe havc gone througn the pleadings carefully and

cecnsidered the submissions made by Learnsd Counsel for the

=

aspondents. The.pétitioners are working. in the Naval

drographic unite iehra Dun and in accordarce with the

o
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“iteria leid down are not eligible for the payment of PLB.
There is no question of ﬁiscrimination Lnvolved, as they
cunstitute a separgte category from those that are listed
in Annexure II to the scheme. Further they are being paid
ad hoc bonus, as the similarly stbiidled émployees are being -

paid from time to time. They have to ccmpére themselves.,

with tﬁose wno are similarly situgte. The petitioners cannoti
lnvo“b irticles 14 & 16 of the Constitution as they do not

possess attributes whicn would enable them to fulfil the |

. . ' i
criteria lgzid down for entitlement to PLB.
-

5. . In the above facts and circumstances of the case the
Co A 1is dismissed both belng barred by iLimitation as well as

for want of merits, No coOsts,
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