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IN THE CTRAI AnzaIsTRATIvE TRIBUNAL  
OJ TTACK B ENCH*'JTrAcK. 

ORIGINAL APPLIcATIOW NO 270 OF 195 CLItlEorTgr  tT;
Tiirch, 1. 

SHRI PRAMANANDA BARAL. 	. , . 	 APPLICANT, 

VERSUS 

UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS• 	,.., 	 RPONDENTS. 

OR INSTgJCTIONS 

1. 	Whether it oereferr& to the reporters Or not? 

2, 	litiether it be circujat1 to all the 31ches of th0 
Centre,]. Jdmiaigtrtive TribunI or not? 

(G. Ntii MHA 
M49ER (JuDIcIt.) 



CO RAMS 

CTRAL ADMINISTRATI7E TRI3UNAI 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO27O Op 195, 
utk'€Fif the T4h5iy o Uráih[7oj, 

THE 	HONOURABLE MR. G, NARASIMHAM, Mg43 ER (JUDICIAL) 

SHRX PARAMANANDA BARAL, 
S/o.Late Bh.Li aarul, 
Watchman, Small Industries service 
Institute, ckshop, Vikash sadan, 
CoiJege square,Cuttck, 	.... 	.... 	... APPLICANT. 

By legal practi tioneri bVs. S. N. Mohanty,3.D. 3ain,Advocate. 

- Versus- 

1. 	Union of India represented through its Sec retazy. 
Ministry of Industry,Npw Delhi. 

2, 	The Direct.rSmal1 Industries Service Institution, 
College $quare,Cutta ck..3, 

By legal practitioner: Mr.S.3.JerlaAdditionaj. Standing Counsel, 

ORDER 

,RASIMHM,MEM3P1( (JUDICIALJ1 

Applicant,a watchman under RespOndent No.2 prays 

for issue of direction to the Respondent No.2 to pay Overtime 

dues to the applicant for the period from May,193. to F)CUary, 

195 on the ground that he is entitled to the Overtime dues 

because the Union of India fixed the duty hours of a Watchman 

at 48 hours a week under Office Memorandum date 31.-.12-1971 

(nexure2) and his mininum period of duty was fixed at 12 

hours a day as per the oer dated1841983 under Annexure..1. 

He suOmitted his Overtime claim to Respondent No.2 in the 

prescribed proforma for the peri4 from May,191 to the end 

of 1995 but the same was rejected.rlier he L*Oved  this 

Tribunal in O,A.No,3/93 in similar relief and this Triounal 

in order dated 6.1-1994 allowed the claim and directed the 



Respondent NO, 2 to pay the Overtime dues1 pu rsuant to that 

direction Overtime dues was paid till April,1391 to the 

applicant, Thereafter no Overtime dues was paid to the 

Applicaflt,HenCe this Original Application. 

The Department in their Counter take the stand 

that as per the piles a claim for Overtime Allowance shall 

be considered to have fallen ö*d due for payment on the first 

day of the month following the month to which the Over Time 

Allowance relates .HenCe the claim for the period from May 

191 to April,1992 accoLding to the Department is barrI by 

time as per Rules.Further he has not submitted any claim from 

April,1992 to pebruory,1995 for Consideration of his claim. 

NO rejoinder fil. 

4, 	 I have heard Shri p,K,Padhi,learfled counsel 

and 	shri S. 3.Jena, learned Additional standing Counsel appearing 

for the Respondents.AlsO pe used the records of 0,A.N0.3/93, 

It is not the case of the Department that the 

applicant had not performel Overtime. They oppese1 the Overtime 

claim for the period from May,1991 to April,1992 on the grnd 

of limitation and for the period from May,1992 to February, 

1995 no claim was sunitti. Hence question of payment, according 

to the Department ,does not arise, 

similar paint of limitation was taken in O,A,N0,3/93 - 

et this Bench allowed the claim of the applicant and issue 

neces:ary diretien to the Department which has since been 

complieLHence on the ground of limitation I am not incline to 

dis.allow the claim of the applicant upto the period April, 

1992.I*wever,the dis?uteas to whether the applicant preferred  

the claim from May, 3.992 Ui 1. Feb ru a ry, 1 5. EVen assuming -(kL 



3- 

he has not preferred any such claim, can it be said that the 

'4 	Department would not consider the same sue mstt.,It is ciea 

from AnnexUre.1, a xex c*iY'b# the Of!tce Memo ramdum dated 

17.7,196S, that in respect of nongazetted Government servants, 

whose pay cad cllances are drawa on estclishmt bills by 

the Head of an Of fice, the zesponsibility for making claims 

for drial of pay and allowances rests with the Head of the 

Office, H1Ce it was the responsibil ity of the RespOnd en t 

NO.2 to prepare the bill for Overtime dues performed by the 

applicant and disarse the same even witut waitiag for 

any claim or represetati.n from the applicant. 

7, 	 p.r the reasons discussed above, I direct the 

Respondents to draw and disbu rse the Over Time dues to the 

Applicant from laay,,1991 till Pebuary,195 within a period of 

120 days from the date of receipt of a copy Of this crier, 

8. 	The Original Application is atozdiagly allowed 

No costs. 

'1 	' 	)' 	? 
(G,NSIMHAM 

M 	(JDIA) 

KNN/CM. 


