
LINAL IS1   

- 	\ 	O[j BENCH 

Second Floor, 
Commercial Complex, 
In dir an ag aT, 
BANGE 560 038, 

Lated: çç p 1gg4 

J4IPLICATIQ\J NO: 	354 of 1994. 
---------------- 

APPL1CANTS:.. Mr.V.Jayaraju,Bangalore 

V/s. 

RESPQ\JDFNTS:_ Secretary,Minjstry of Railways,New Delhi and 
others. 

T. 

Sri.Ranganatha Jois,Advocate, 
No.36, 'Vagdevi',Shankrpr, 
Shankarapurain, Banga1ore4. 

Sri.A.N.Venugopaj. Gowda, 
Advocate,No .8/2,Upstajrs, 
R.V.Ro8d, Bangalore-4. 

Sri.M.S.Padmarajaiah, 
Sr.Centra]. Govt.Sgng.Counsel, 
High Court BJ.dg,Bangalore_. 

f 	
of the OrdQr Passed by the Central Administrative Tr.ihunal,Raflgjl4i 

lSe find enclosed herewith a copy of th cPJJER/ STAY 
DER/TER ORDER/ Pss&d 

by this IribI  ilt th above mntjoned PPlication(s) on 20thSeptember,1994. 

4 

gm* 

- ii4J RE G ISTRpJ 
JCDJ. BRANCHES 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIV9/TRIBUNkL  
BANCALORE BENCHIBANCALORE 

ApftICAT ION NO. 354/1994 

DATED THIS THE TWENTIETH DAY or aEPTEMBER,1994 

r. Justice .i<. Shyamsundar, Vice Chairman 

Mr. T.V. Ramanan, Member(A) 

Mr. V. Jayaraju 
II ec ha nic 
Motor Vehicles Department 
Wheel and Axle plant 
Yelahanka, Bangalore65. 	•.... Applicant 

(By Shri S. Ranganatha Jois, Advocate) 

Vs. 

The Sacretary 
Ministry of Railways 
Union of India 
'Rail Bhavan',, Naw.Delhi—l. 

The Managing Director 
The R8i1 India Technical and 
Economic Services Ltd. (RITES) 
New Delhi House, 
27, Barakambha Road, New Delhi—I, 

Wheel and Axle Plant, 
Yelahanka, Bangalore-64 represented 
by its General Manager. 	....• Respondents 

(By Shri A.N. Venugopal for R-1 & 3 and 
Shri M.S. padmarejeiah, S..C.6.S.C. 
for R-2) 

0 R 0 ( R 

(Mr. Justice P.K. Shyamsundar, Vice 
Chairman) 

Admit. 

We have heard both sides. This case is all  

of overtime allowance to the applicant when 

( 	h'*.wai '\working as a vehicle driver in Iraq to which place, he 
y J 
( 	

fr 
was epted at his behest, on an earlier occasion the applicant 

7 	t. 	 ) 

)su litted a representation to the Rites for payment of 

allowance. The said authorities rejected it as per 



Annexure-03 ponting ou , inter alia, that as per the 

terms of the cntrect a gned by the applicant, he was 

not entitled t overtim allowance stating among other 

those working on 
things, no vehJicle driv, ra except/heavy duty vehicles 

were given overtime andL that those engagEd on light duty 

venicies wsre ~ !compensatl d by Compensatory, Mest for 

working on hoidays and travelling allowance whenever they 

were deputed cutside th i' headquartersnd that from the 

records produ4sd by thø applicant they did not find that 

he had earnedHany overtime and that in fact he had not even 

preferred hisovartimeLbill, In short, the claim 

preferred by ha appli ant for overtime was rejected. 

H 
e think und4 the cirumstances even if he prefers an 

overtime bill1 respond nt no.2 should have no reservation 

in conEiderir the claim preferred by the applicant and 

dispose of th same inacordance with the terms of 

contract sigrd by him' before proceeding to Iraq and in 

accordance w'th the ru as, if any, applicable as regards 

, 	 ayment of a]h.owance fi r overtime work put in by the 

/ 
I 	 piicant inIraq. 

( 	 .3. 	with tb 3se observations, this application 

stands dispo'ed of fin3lly. 	 rr 
I 

(T.v. RArIAAN) 	 (p.v. SMYArISUNDAR) 

MEIfIBER(Ai: 	
VICE CHAIRkN 

ml. 	
" 


