IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL
AHMEDABAD BENCH

O.,A.No. 117 JF 1992
FACNS.

DATE OF DECISION _ 9-3-1994

al PO R ' T o 1/
2Nri L.ne. Lnakor,

Petitioner
Mr. M.o. Trivedi, Advocate for the Petitioner¢s)
i
\‘7-'/ Versus
Union of India & Ors. ~ Respondents
Mr.Variava for Mr.Akil Kureshi, Advocate for the Respondent(s)
CORAM :

The Hon’ble Mr. /. Rachakrishn an, Admn. Membe

I

The Hon’ble Mr.
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? \
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? N

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?




Shri G.H. Thakor,

Ex. Chokidar,

In the C/o. ACE,

C'pO*‘J'D', Aahmedabad. R e e A;ﬂpl icant.
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(Advocate: Mr.M.S8. Trived

Versus,

-

1. Union of Incdia (Through)
y ' Lirectorate General of
Works,
Central Public Works Lepartment,
New Dekhi.

2. Chief Engineer (Elect.)
SWZ
Central Public Works Lepartment,
" Bombay - 400 020.

3. Superintending Engineer, (E),
Central Electrical Circle,
Central Public Works Department,
Nagpur.

4. Executive Enginecer,
C/o. ACED,
C.P.W.lia,
Ahmedabad. i vimidie s Respondents.
(Acvocat=: Mr. Variava for
Mr. Akil Kureshi)

DRAL ORLER

. D.A-No. 117 OJF 1992

Per: Hon'ble Mr. V.Radhakrishnan, Admn. Member,
Heard Mr. M.S. Privedi, learned advocate for the
apolicant and Mr. Variava for Mr. Akil Kureshi, learned

acvocate for the respondents.

2. The case of the applicant is that during the
periof 1.1.1983 to 2.3,1987 he had performed continuous
cuty from evening of Friday every week until following

e

Monday morning and he had been paid overtime only for

ceveod 3f=




17 hrs. a cday leaving a ba
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compensatory off £or duty on Sunday and for duty on
econd¢ Saturday, he was neither given OTA nor any
compensatory off. The respondents have stated that
applicant even though he was on duty he had not marked
the timings in the cduty register. It is admitted fact
that no substitute was provicded ancd he was the only
person on duty during those days. In this connection
reference is invited to para 9(g) of the letter issued
by Superintending Surveyor of Works, Bombay vicde his
letter dated¢ 1l4th March, 1991, for which it would
appear that the matter was referred@ to the Director

General of Works for taking a cdecision in the matter

as the earlier cdecision was taken by Chief Engineer,
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it could be only revised by the Director General, Works.

The respondents could not clurify as to whether the

was consicdered at the level of Director General

Works and any cecision as taken in the case. In this

it into account the
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connection it is

letter of 24.4.1291 written by the Executive Engineer,

-

lect. Division, C.P.w.D., Ahmedabad to the

Director General of Works, Central P.w.li., New Delhi,

Annexure A-6, diving the amount of overtime allowance

as grantec
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orresponéence that no decilsion was' taken by kspmky
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'irector General (Works) regarding payment of Or to
the appdicant for second Saturday. Taken into account
the various facts and circumstances ancd record
available the Lirsctor General of Works, New Lelhi,
Responcent No.l1l is hereby directed to consider the
question of admissibility of the claim to overtime
allowance made by the applicant for second Saturdays
and Sundays and cdecide the same as p=r rules by a
speaking order within ten weeks from the cdate of the
receipt of this direction. In view of the above
directions, Mr. Trivedi for the applicént seeks
permission to withdraw this application with a

liberty to file fresh ication in case the
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applicant is aggrieved by the fresh speaking order by
the Director General of Works. Permission granted

with liberty as prayed for. Application stands

disposed off as withdrawn. NO order as to costs.

(V.Radhakrishnan)
Member (A)

vtc.



