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Vijorker's Union ...Petitioners

Ver su s
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G or am

TheHon'ble Mr. I,K, R.asgotra, Member |a)
TheHon'ble Mr. G.J. Roy, Member :(J)

For the petitionars , None

For the respondents Shri P.H. Ramchandani, Senior
Counsel.

Judgement (Or a1)

v'(Hon'ble Mr. I.K. Rasgotra, Member (A))

None appeared for the petitioners. Hovvever, since this

is an old matter we proceed to dispose it of ora merits. The

respondents are represented by Shri P.H. Piamchandani, Senior

Counsel. V/e have perused the records of tlie case and heard

Shr i'Ramchandani, lear ned Senior Counsel for the respondents.

2.. In this Original .Application filed on 23,12.1985, under

Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935 the

petitioners have prayed that the scheme of productivity

linked,bonus (pLB for short) be directed to be extended

to them On the basis of the principle of equality enshrined

in Articles 14'and 16 of the Gonstitution of India. It is

further prayed that the respondents be directed to pay the

PLB to the petitioners vj. e.f. 1930 - the date on which

the said scheme was made applicable to the civilians in
the department. They have also prayed .for the arrears

of PliB on this account. The petitioners are empl-oyees
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Of the NgVai Headquarters and are engaged in Hydr ogr aph ic

work. According to the responJents there are 152 civilian

employees in the Naval i)?d£g>grap'h ical unit, uehra Dun. Out

of these 35 persons aj^e working -in the Printing Press of

the said Office. There are only 28 industrial workers

vi^iile remaining 124 are non-industr ia 1 workers. The bulk

.of the civilian employees fall under the'category of non-

industrial. The scheme of pLB was introduced- in 1930 and

was to cover those organisations

"(a) \,vi-iich are engaged in pr oduction, manufacture

and supply of tangible material goodfs;

(b) whose employees are predaiii'nantly civilians;

a nd

(c) the bulk of those employees can be categorised

as industrial in character. "

3. The PLB scheme was to-c ovej '̂ only civilian.-.-, enployees

of the selected units which fulfil the'above or it-er ia.

Accordingly, the selected units were enumerated in Annexurre-

II of the scheme circulated under Ministry of Def-nce Letter

No. 24 (9)/80/D. (JGM) dated 23»9.i983. As the petitioners did

no fulfil the criterial laid down for coverirg employa-ss

under the PLB scheme, they were not Included in the list of

selected categor ies of c ivilain/employees. The casue of-

acti'--'n in 'the case of the petitioners,- therefore, arose in

19P3 whereas this"'O..A. was filed in 193^1. •,-^^part .-fr cm..the .

application being: time barred under Section 2i of the

Administrative Tribunals ;^t, 19-35, the petitioners also

have no case on merits. They do not fall under the policy

guidelines laid down by the respondents, as adverted to

earlier. It has been further stated by'the respondents that

since the petitioners are noi: cover..'d by the scheme of pLB,

they are beif^ paid ad hoc bonus, as is being paid to other
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civilian employees of the Goverrraent of India not covered

by the scheme of PLB.

4, Ws have gone througn the pleadings caisfully and

considered the submissions made by Learned Counsel for the

respondents. The,...pet it loners are working . in the'Naval

Hydrographic uniti, Dehra Dun ana in accordar.ce with the

criteria laid dov.;n are not eligible for the payment of pLB.

There is no question of d iscr iminat ion involved, as they

constitute a separate category frcm those that are listed

in Annexure II to the scheme. Further they are beirg paid

ad hoc bonus, as the simila.cly sdiiidded employees ai^e being

paid from time to time. They have to compare themselves.,^

vjith those v^ho are similarly situate. The petitionsis :cannotv

invoke /U'ticles 14 & l6 of the Constitution as they do not

possess attributes which would enable them'to fulfi:l the

criteria Igid down for entitlement to pLB.'

5. . In the above facts and circumstances of the case the

0, A. is dismissed both being barred by limitation as well as

for Want of merits. No costs.

(G,J.> Royj
Member (J)

San.

(1. K. Rasg Mra]
Member (A;'


