IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ’
ERNAKULAM BENCH

_O.A. No, 348 ‘
T.A. No. 1991

" DATE OF DECISION ‘ ’9'/1‘9/

A, G, John & 38 others

Applicant (s)

B

‘Mc, M. R. Rajendran Nair Advocate for the Applicant (s)

Versus
Union of India represented by ' ,
Secretary €o Govt.?Ministry of corondent (s)
Communications,Department of Posts, New Delhi & another

Mr, V. Krishnakumar, R ACC?SC Advocate for the Respondent (s) |

CORAM:

*.

The Hon'ble Mr. NoVe KRISHNAN, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER.

" The Hon'ble Mr. N. DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER S

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement?7¢/
To be referred to the Reporter or not?

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement?m

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal? g
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MR. N. DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER
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The applicants are aggrieved by the refusal of the
respondents to grant productivity linked bonus to them.

. According to the applicants, they commenced service as

~ <

Reserve’) Trained Pool Postal Assistants under the Sr.,
Supdt. of Post. Offices, Pathanamthitta Division. They

have undergone practiCal and theoretical training'and they’

were posted as short duty assistants in various post

offices on various dates. They also submitted that they

.

were absorbed as Postal Assistant in regular establishment.
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The applicants while working as RTP‘Postal\Assiétants werkéd,
almost all the days inaévery moﬁth without any leave @h;reas
regul%r employees are getting,ill éacilities available to
regular employees ;ncluding bonus. The ;pplicants submitted
that tﬁey are also enﬁ;tléd to productivity linked bopué
which:was introduced‘ih the P &'T'Depaftment. Several
ﬁersons similariy sitﬁated.h;ve giléd O;A. 171/89 for a
deciaration.that they are eqéitled to the Senefit of
productivity linked bonus. This ﬁibunal by’ final order

dated 18.6.90 following the order in 0-A. 612Ag9 h%?@kthat

‘the applicant; the;éin are entiﬁled to productivity 1inked
'bcnﬁs, vThe appl%cants submitted that they are similarly
sitﬁaﬁéa persons like the applicaﬁts in O;A. 171/89, 612/89 etc
and théy are entitled to,siﬁilar benefits. Hence, tﬁey have
£iled this ;ppiication for a declaration that they are
entitled to be paid productivity iipked'bonus for the

period during\which ﬁhey havé rendered ge:vice at the same
rate applicable to regular.employees.

2, ' The respénden#s have not filed a réply statement. ﬂ@égL’
“1§arned counsel for the'respondents'was not able to

distinguish the facts of this case from that of O.A. 171/89

and other similar cases.
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3. | It is unfortunate that'in spite of a number_of
judgments prbnéunced by this Tfibunal reéardﬁii
admissibility of produetivityilinked bonus to RTé‘hands
in the Péétal Départment,.that depértment isvdri;ing
their éﬁployees to the Tribunal‘whén’it woaid h;ve‘béen
more graqéful'ﬁbr thé depart@ent ;o extend tﬁe benefits
ﬁo.similarly situated persoﬁs. None of the judgments
oé this Tribunal on this issue has been\stayed or set’aside
/. .- . ’ '
by the Supreme Court. We are bound by those judgmenéh,*
4, Accordingly, we‘;re qf-the_view‘that-this}caseAis:
cqvered by the deciéion already fgndered by this'?ench :
in the aforesaid cases, We follqw the'judgment in those
cases and allow the application wi§ﬁ the declération that
.the\applicants ére enfitledto be'paid productivity linked
. : ’ ) : )
bonus for the period during which. they have rendered
se:vice'as RTP Postal Assistants on the basis of the
average emoluménts applicable to them in the same-manner
; ‘ » A .
like tﬁe casual workers who had put in 240 days of service
E§§§§E§tgf for three.years or more as-on‘§1st March ofxeach
ﬁonus year after their recruitment. We further difeét the
respondénﬁs to disburse to thg appl;gants ;rrears if any dﬁg

o

to them.



5. The apblicationi s allowed as indicated above.
There will be no orders as to costs.
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(N. DHARMADAN) (N. V. KRISHNAN)
'JUDICIAL MEMBER , ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER
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