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lGn t t; l e .r . J usti l.e U . L.. . !::>ri vas tav a , .G . 

( Ry on •. r . J u tic.e i.J .(., . ,:) r i va$tava, ' .C . ) 

It ar;pea rs tn.., t :.. d[ r lie. nt ·he oJ s tt\ emr lv ·~ 

~n the Of ice Of o.:strict fdno~e~ . Telep une ,A rcl hdd 

w 

• 

perfor ("'led "'"u l l cuty on i: . 1CJ . 7, , 1 3 . 1 . 1979 ... nd 1 :. . 1 . 7, i h 

ere we: ~·, ~ff , rut ov~rtlm~ a lC''o' .. m<...e was net , ranted tv 

him fOr ~ ~ch he ma es 'ar~oAs e forts . The df~li vnt 

f~led d S'J~t ln the <..,o rt. c Jud(e Sf.'ldll L..a;ses, i'\ ra , 

r y upe ra ti vn vf l u this s Ji t ha!:> tP-en transfer reo tli 1-\ ra • 
• 

2 . The .resf..cndents denied ~..hcm:-1iat.:.lity to rr.al<e tne 

r cylient or .rc futed the c ldirn or the drplicunt dnd have 

1= l eaded t.hat the apr.~li nt verv , .. e 11 knew t~c.:t these OdyS 

.ere morked weelly o f days and that there 'las no t:rio.r 

san~tion tor performinc the overtime duty on these a ... ys . 

U1 1~ . 10. 78 the :..~pplic Jnt hi~elf v,ithOUt con~• prior S::lnCtlun 

murlred his auty 1 rom 10 to 17 9 ours anc '- r rrom 17 . 20 h s 

to 20. 30 h s . ,Lh 13 . 1 . 79 ana 1 . 1 . 79 d lso ne withOJt any 

pri or sanction sicne_ on t.he outy chart , ut no au~~Y h ~rs 

we .. e no ed • . \s there wds no prior san ticn for pertorll'J.n0 

the c;ertirre duty , the appli nt is not entitled to t 
• 

the v1e time all~1:Jnce nor the esronoents otli ed to ke 

tne ~a ment . I t has teen stut del~~ here th the 

~erfvrted c c.rtime duty or ~ hrs in t r-te on th o• Nv•. e 
' 

d a sum ot .s •• --.L os dra·n vr ~M 01 f ci ce. t . 

h 1 t 1 utJC h th • a1 f li c • n t s 1 r n c on th f> ~ ~ • men t v ou c n 2 r u t 

d not ta. P t. Jo rrent, n ... t. .... t ls h "' e 01 

c. r e i .. CJ .i. r w t. _. c. • ~. - t o vk • T11 e ~ e t us t n r c.;.WJ1 c.n 
I 

• 



/ 

-2-

8.11.1981 when he pe~formed 6 hours duty ana 4 houxs duty 

on 11.11.81 ana a sum of Rs. 57.50 was paia t.o him • .:.o far 

as Decemoer,1981 is concerned a sum of ~s. 123.65 on account 

of overtime duty ~-S paid wC the applicant. But the 

disputed amount has not oeen paid to the applicant and 

new pa yu ent was made. 

Obviously when an ea1ployee .te4!u ired to work 

overtirr.e ciu t y it should oe uacked oy some ordee oz: sorr.e 

sanction. lf the volunteers of the same sanction the duty 

charge the g overnne nt is not o b liy ed to n ake the pa}' ment. 

Ove.xtime allo\vance payment is made in accordance with the 

rules or directions and for that a written oraer is 

necessary . The applicant ma y ha ve p er foz:med the duty but 

in absence of the order fo r performing •he duty it can only 

be the Act of volunteer or, nerely because for doing 

voluntary service the applic ant cannot claim ove~tine 

allowance. conseque ntly the applicant's claim has ~ot 

to ~e rejected. The application is dismissed. No ord e.x 

as to costs. 

Vice-Chairma n. 

16th Decemoer,1991,Alld. 
~-----------------------
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