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I 	 & 	I n this pp1ic ation under Sec tiori 

19 of the Administrative Trjthnajs Act, 135, to petitioners have 

prayad for a direction to respondents to upgrade them to the ievei 

of 2radesman 'E with effect from 16.10.1981 and to Tradesman 'C,  

with effect from 15.10.1984 along with corisejuett.ial benefits. 

2. 	Shortly stated the case of the applicants is that they 

were initiallv appointed as Urski1led Lahcu:ers in the year 1963 

and during the years 1973 - i979 they were given duty in the 

Ammunition Lng ±or whkh the7 were paid special a]]ance of Rs.10/ 

per month as A.MnUrjj+1- i.-,) rA Al1ance. After 1979 they were posted 

in T & E Wing and soecial a1l'ance of Arwrunition was stopped. Bu t 

again on the reccmmeriation of the Eoard on their representatior 

Ammunition Allowance was given to them with effect from 6.5.1984. 

During the intervening period from May, 1932 to May, 1986, the 

petitioners were placed aw ay from Ammunition ing and they were 

deprived of the said ammunition allowarxe of R.10/-  per month 

whereas other ecrployees, who were juriios to the applicants were 

allced to continue in the said 44ing and continued to get the 

ammunition allowance. They have stated that Government of India 

basing on the recommendations of the Expert Classification 

\ \ 	Committee rmmeby the 3rd Pay Commission approved five pay 
j) 

scales fox Indugtji workers. The Co,  mittee also recommended for 

upgradation some of the unskil1ed category to seni skilled 

category and fiñent of such persons in the scale of s.210/- 290/ 

instead of earlier un-skilled scale of 6.196 	232/-. Applicants 

have stated that in pursuare of that, labourers who were in 

the pay scale of Rs.196 - 232/- in the un-skilled category were 

fitted in the scale of Rs.210-290/- and this order wa5 given 

effect to from 16.10.1991 vide Annexurei. The Goverrent of 
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India also clarified in letter dated 18.2.1986 at nnexure-2 

that such of the labourers, who were employed in AmmuriitiorV 

heavy duty and.were in the scale of Rs.196 - 232 + Ammunition 

Allowance of Rs.10/- per month should be brought over to the 

scale of P.213 	296/-. Applicants have further stated that 

consequent upon the decision of the Gernment to upgrade some 

semi-skilled (Tradesman 'i') to the skilled category (Tradesman 'C') 

some of their juniors were upgraded, but they were not upgraded. 

The matter went to Anomaly Committee. They have also referred 

to litigatioris in different Benches of the Tribjnal and ultimately 

order dated 13.11.1993 of the Government of India in which as a 

one time measure Tradesmen in category 'i'  were ordered to be 

upgraded to category 'C' with effect from 15.13.1994. Applicants 

have furbhex stated that as a result of this order Tradesmen 

in the scale of s.2l0-296/- as on 1.10.1984 were fitted in the 

scale of Rs.260 - 403/-, i.e. Tradesman C,  bt these benefits 

were denied to them. In the contest of the above facts they 

have approached the Trithnal with the Dráye.cs referred to earlier. 

Respondents have filed their counter opposing the prayer 

of the applicant. It is not necessary to refer to the various 

avements ma3e in the counter because these will be considered 

at the time of grounds urged by the applicant in support of the 

prayer made in the Application. 

Heard Shri S.B.Jena, learned Mdl .Standing Counsel 

appearing for the Respondents and also perused the records. 

The admitted position is that the benefit of One time 

upgradation of persons working in th category of Tradesman 

was allowed to such persons who were in position as Tradesman 'E' 

as on 15.10.194.  The applicants admittedly were not working as 
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Tradesman 'E' as on 15.10.1984. Their CaSe is that they should 

have been made Tradesman E with effect from 16,10,1981 and had 

this been done at that time they  would have come within the 

benefit of one time upgradation which was applicable to those 

Tradesmai 'E'  as on 15.10.1984. The applicants have urged several 

grounds in support of their contention that they should have been 

fitted in the category of Tradesman 'Et  from 16.10.1981. de are 

not inclined to consider these arguments, because even granting 

the applicants' case that they should have been fitted in the 

category of Tradesman E!  on 16.10.1981, they ought to have 

approached the Tribunal within the period of limitation as 

prescribed under Section 21 of, the 	 1985. But they 

have Come up in this iginal ppiication for such fitment only 

in 199. Their prayer for fitmeuit as Tradesman 'i"  with effect 

from 1.0.1931 is grossly barred by limitation as a consequence 

of which it must be held that they were aut in the category of 

Tradesman ' 	as on 15.10 .1984 and therefore, their claim for 

gfving them one time upgradation is also held to be withit any 

merit and the same is rejected. 

In the result we hold that the applicants are not 

enttlei to any of the relefs prayed for by them in this Q.A. 

The O.A. is therefore, held to be without any merit and the 

same is rejected, but without any order. as to costs. 

(G .NARASIMHAM) 	 ri zsqcw 
MEMBER (JuDICI Ar.) 
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