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CRLLRAL DEIN TSTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
 EAN RS BENCH

Second Floor,
Commercial Complex,
Indiranagar,
BANGALCRE- 560 N38.

Pated: Bﬁ‘g:p&@% -
354 of 1994,

"
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AFPLICATION NO

APPLICANTS :~ Mr.V.Jayaraju,Bangalore.,
V/S.

RES PONDENTS ;- Secretary,Ministry of Railways,New Delhi and

others.

Te

1. Sri.Ranganatha Jois,Advocate,
~ No.36,'Vagdevi',Shankarapark,
Shankarapuram,Bangalore-4.

2. Sri.A.N.Venugopal Gowda,
' Advocate,No.8/2,Upstairs,
R.V.Road, Bangalore-4,

3. Sri.M.S.Padmarajaiah, -
Sr.Central Govt.Sgng.Counsel,
High Court Bldg,Bangalore-].
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Suhject :~ Tetwardsing "t Copiag of the Order- Passed by the
Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalare.

Y thic Tribunsl i), the above

mestioned application(s) on 20th Sepbember, 1994.
Lssuedon 1/
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE  TRIBUNAL
BANGAL ORE BENCH3 BANGAL ORE

APPLICATION NO. 354/1994

DATED THIS THE TWENTIETH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1994

Mre. Justice P.K. Shyamsundar, yice Chairman

Mre T.V. Remanan, Mmembsr(A)

mr. V. Jayaraju

Mmechanic

Moter vehicles Department

Wheel and Axle plant

Yelehanka, Bangalore-65, eseee Applicant

(By shri S. Ranganathe Jois, Advocats)

Vs.

1e The Sacretary
Ministry of Rezilweys
Union of India
'Rail Bhavan', New Delhi=1.

2. The Managing Director
The Rail India Technical and
Economic Services Ltd. (RITES)
New Delhi Houss,
27, Barskambha Road, New Delhi-1.

3. wheel and Axle plent,
Yelahanka, Bangalore-64 represented
by its General manager, essee Respondsnts

(By Shri AR.N. Venugopal for R=-1 & 3 and
Shri M.S. padmarejeiah, S.C.C.5.C.

for R=-2)
0 R D E.R
(Mmr. Justice P.Ke Shyasmsundar, Vice
Chairman)
Admit.

Ws have heard both sides. This case is all

submitted a representation to the Rites for payment of

e allowance. The saic authorities rejected it as per
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Annexure—RSlp;Lnting ouﬁ,‘inter alia, that as per the S 'i
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terms of the cpntrect sjoned by the applicant, he was
not entitled tb overtimg allowance stéting among other

\ those working on
r& except/heavy duty vehicles

' i '
were given ovﬁttime end that those engeged on light duty

M |
things, no vehicle driv

vehicles wereibompensaﬁLdby Compensatory Rest for
i i

working on holidays and‘tfavelling allowance whanever they
1

were deputedv#utsida their headquartersand that from the

———

records produfed by the| applicant they did not find that

he ‘had earnsdiany overﬁimé and that in fact he had not even

prefarred hisjovertimeijpills 1In short, the claim

preferred byf@ha appliganL for overtime was rejected,

noo
stances evenpif he prefers an
9

'nﬁ no.2 should have no reservation

2. We think undef the cirgum

overtime billj respond

in coneidering the cla;m\preferred by the applicant and

dispose of thie same inuaqcordance with the terms of

contract sigﬁ%d by himﬂbefore proceeding to Iraq and in

accardancs‘wfih the rules, if any, applicable as regards

‘&aiiéfgﬁg;gfé%ggymant of;aﬁgogancs ﬂ%r overtime work put in by the
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