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C.C.P., 92 of 1992
Iy

OC.A, Yo, 4 of 1989

o
this the _2-6 day of October, 1994,
. e o pe :B:_SR

dharie 1adls

HOM'BLE MR, V.K. SETH, A
HOY'BLE MR, D.C, VIRUA, JUCUICIAL MEMBIR

Chandrika Pd. Verma ,540 lste ¢ ri Bhikha Fam

aged about 60 ye-ars, I./o llouse o, 493/85,

Dr, Panna Lal Road, Daliganj, Lucknaor,
Apnlicant

By «sdvocate ¢ Mohd. Illiyas

Versus

Sri Anand Swaroop Jhatnagar, Seneral lanarer, N,B,

lailway, Gorakhpur,

2, S.M.M, Islam, { enior wivisional Personnel Officer,

N.E. .ailway, Ashok llarg, Lucknow,
Aesoorndents

Shri A.X, Chaturvedi

By ~#dvocate
O0l. 03 R

. et o . . gt

DeCo VELMA, MEMBER(J)

“he a»»nlicant Chandrika 22, Verma
>

has filed this w»etition for initiztirg Lh® contemmt
-

I

oroceedings against the opnosite ~agties on

ground that_xgsi& the order of the Tribunal passcd
in 0,A, o, 4/89 in ths case Chanirika P4, Verma

Vs, tnion of India & others on 9.12.91 has not

been canplied with,

2. che relevant sortion of the or der



of the Triktunal is as belocs -

"In view of these circumsiancas the apo-
lication ceserves to e allo’ed and the
reversion order dated 12,2.568 is quashed
and the a»nlicant will b= deered to be
prcomoted 'ith effect from 1.1.86., rThe
responcents are directed to nrcmote him
on the said selzsction nose with eff=ct
from 1.1.86 and 7jive him all the conseg-

uential bencfits in accordarnte vith law,
Let this be done “ithin 2 »sriod of 3
months £fraom the <Zaté of communication of
this order®,

3. ‘e have heard the learned coursel “or
the parties, During the course of arcuments the lear-
ned counsel for the apnlicant has adrit.~d that he

has received all the benefits exc pt that the respon-
dents have not paid over time and nicght duty allowance
The learned counsel for the respondents has submitted
that as the applicant has been promoted w.e.f. 1.1.86

Tgbd)h /&_f‘
to the Station Superintendent which is a supervisoray

post, hence the applicant is not entitled for any

over time and niyht duty allovance. J‘he learned

counsel IZor the apnlicant'’s contention has bYeen
-

- er&/\ b
thatz@iuéag~to a higher -racde,ge the a»lirsant is

/

entitled for whdh allorarnce on a hi her scale,

It is, however, admit:ed that over time ar.l ~ight

duty allovance are not admirssinle 0 supervisorary

= &.-01-86
postuf “the apolicant had b:cn promot=d “.e.t, ZNXXES

(9]
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non-payment Of such z2l1lc ance by the res—o-dents,
amounrts to non-compliance of :this orfer of the Zribuna%

is not correct,

4., In view of tre¢ discussions made above,

We are of the viey chat ther

e is no non-compliance



0,

o7 thes order »uasced by :tf

hznce, notice Jdeserved to »e 'ith.rawn.

5. ‘he apnlication for coatempt is

dismissed and notices isfued to the resnondents

are hercby discharged
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