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The Hon’ble Mr. SusSSSon<e O C ENUsUS STCSWUR NI

e/ | . o
The Hon’ble Mr. W\~ SRR e dene (V)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? , ‘
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? #
. { .
4 3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? %

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal 7 //
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,BOMBAY BENCH
CIRCUIT BENCH : NAGPUR oy
Registration O.A. No, 163 of 1988 :

Dhansingh Kantasingh cene Applicant ’
Vs. fi

Union of India & Others eee. Respondents “é

Hon'ble Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.
Hon'ble Mr.M.Y.Priolkar, Member (A
(By Hon.Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.)

‘ The applicant who was a Watchman in the office
of the Director, Small Scale Institute approched this
Tribunal for the ex~facto grant of overtime allowance
admissible as pér the rulgs applicable in the other
Central Governmént Ministries, and further prayed that
the duty hours are to be @#educed to 8 hours per day
with immediate effect and he had prayed certain other
rules also. During the pendency of the appliéation
the applicant had retired, and that is why the learned
counsel prayed that written relief be confined for

& night
overtime/allowance admissible as per rules. The
applicant has stated that ofcourse he was reuqired to
work #2rhours per day instead of 8 hours and as such
he was entitled to compensat€dyfeor.4 bouns;mgre workin8~

as is done in the varlous;others;departmenta of the

Cehtral Government including Geological Survey of

‘India.

2. The respondents have opposed the application
aad contended that the applicant had no right to
claim ovértime allowance as this has been practice

of the department from the very beggning and the
applicant has not been able to point out the single
instant4When those who works like him prior to his
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gg;iﬁghenttand subsequent to his retirement were

-2-

paid this allowance.

2. The learned counsel further stated that by
way of concession the applicant has been granted the
overtime allowance from the date of filing of this

application upto the date of his supperanuation.

4, In view of this statement learned counsel
for the applicant contended that the respondents
have thus recognised this claim of the overtime allowan-
ce for a particular period, and has given the said
allowance. There is no reason why the said allowance
may not be granted from the date he claims it. 4s has
been stated earlier that the said allowance has.been
granted by way of concession. In case the respondents
féel that the applicant had worked faithfully and
loyely, it is for the respondents even now to
cons ider his claim to give overtime allowance from
the period he is claiming or even thereafter. The -~
épplicant can approachu; the departmeg%7%§th this
prayerand it appgars that there is no reason why this
prayer will not bé considered unless notwithstanding
wibh the facts that his earlier representation has
been rejected. With the above observation the
application is disposed of. ‘
g b
Member%zj// Vice=Chairmane.

(sph)



