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OPEN COURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD

CONT EMPT APPLICATION NO. 14 OF 2002 in 0.A 513/93

WEDNESDAY, THIS THE 187H DAY OF DL &MBER, 2002

HON. MR. S. DAYAL, McMBER(A)

HON. MR. A.K.BHATNAGAR, M &MBER(J)

UoCoShUkla

s/o Sri Madho Ram 3hukla,

r/o Gita watika,

Gorakhpur,

working as A.C.C+ I, under chief
Electrical ¢&nginsar,
N.c.Railway

Gorakhpur.

Counsal for the applicant :=- Sh,

Versus
1 V.K.Dutta
Di isional Railw Manager,
N.EoRailuay’
Lucknow. .

Counsel for the respondant:= Sh,

ORDER
HON. MR. 5. DAYAL, MEMBER(A)

-......Applicant.

BeTBwWari

----Ra@3pondent,

K.P.Singh

This contempt petition has been filad for wilful

dig-obediance of directions given inthe 0.A to the

raspongents to verify the claim oq&ha applicant for

payment of admissible overtime allowance and make

paymant,

2. The respondent has filed their counter affidavit in

which he has mentioned that the applicant did not

submit his claim. To support his

contantion he has

filed an office letter dated 31-12-2001 as annaxed

L
as annexure A-I. The applicanthhs stated that

he submittsed a claim from March 1

L\

982 to 1999 on 30-1-2002




showing his duty continuously for mora than 17 years
irrespective weekly rest, holidays and sanctionad lsave
wit hout any break. The applicant was asked vide
lstter dated 1-2-2002 to submit complate particulars of his
claim in prescribed OT form. The respondent tracad
out the old available QT shests from 22-2-1996 to
1999 and the difference of QT allowance on the
basis of axcess over 96 hours of works was calculated
and diffsrance of Rs. 17,732/~ was paid to tha applicant
on 22-4-2002. It is mentioned by the respondents that
vecovd pe~taiiviug b L {
thae lifs of;local compansatory mileaga nights officiating,
over tim@ was three ysars and G.M (P) Gorakhpur had
a letter dataed
sent/c.. 5-9-2000 to all 3enior D,P.0 and parsonnsl
Lq/ = i [vw{& /le veals e ’1_
Officers aﬂa Headquarters to destroy the documents as
per Railway Board letter cated 17-10-1988. Wwe have
pPerused annaxures 8 ad 9 and we find that the document
relating to allowancaes as well as atiLendance ragister ‘L

w8ra to be maintained for three years and thersafter

to be dsstroyed.

3. In view of the circumstances mentionad above we find
the verifiable claim of the applicant has been

settled. There is thus no cass of wilful dis-obedience

of the orders of tha Tribunal has bzen made out.

The contempt is,therefors, dismissed and notice:

issued is discharged. (
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Madhu/




