IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCHz

AT HYDERABAD

_o;A.NoiT;pga;gzﬂm_“‘

"BETWEEN:

S/Shri/Smt.
i. E Hanumaiah
' 2. M.Sayanna '
3. G.Laxmaiah : .
4. G.Satyanarayana
6. Chronjilal ‘ s
7. J.Urmila ' '
8. D,Koushalya
9. K.Baloji .
_10. Ramalingam
11. Ramkelhawan
12, D.K. shavulu ,
13. M.Madhusudhan Rao T
14, N,V . Brahamam .
15. M,Laxmi : ~
16, M.Ganesh ' o

.~

AND

1. Unjon of India rep. by its
Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi.

2. Director,_DLRL,
Hyderabad-500005, ‘oo

\
i
|

DATE OF JUDGMENT. 27 .4 .95
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Applicants

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANT:  SHRI V,.Hari H§ran

COUNSEL FOR- THE RESPONPFNTS‘ SHRI NV Ramané

ﬁx /Ad31.CGsC
CORAM:

HON'BLE' SHRI .JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAQ, VICE CPAIRMAN‘

_HONfBLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMLER (ADMN, )
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RESPO!'DENTS




0.5.NO.1094/92.

JUDGMENT Dt:27.4.95%

(AS PER HON'BLE SHR1 JUSTICE V.NEELADRI RAO, VICE CHAIRMAN)

Heard Shri V,Hari Haran, learned counsel for
the applicants and Shri N,V,Ramana, learned standing

counsel for the respondents.

2. This OA was filed praying for declaration
that the orders passed in Inter Office Note No.DLRL/
OTA/413804, dated 29.7.1992 by R-2 rejecting the claim
of the applicants for over time &k wages for the
period from 6.11.1973 to the date of entitlement of
each of the individ@ual employee, is illegal, arbitrary
and opposed to the principles of natural justice and
for consequential direction to the respondents to pay

the same within a m time frameq. x‘*xh,

3. All these 16 applicants are working in DLRL,
Hyderabad. They plead that they were directed to work

on shift basis of the duratiorn of ® hours per &2y and

48 hours per week while the prescribed weekly hours for
labour ﬁzg:only 44> Wmmx per week. They claim that they
are entitled to éver time allowance at single rate of wagej
for the hours between 44% and 48 hours and af double

the rate of wages beyond 48 hours per week as helddy

the High Court of Calcutta.
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4. But it is pleaded for the respondents that

the prescribed; hours of work of DLRL are 48 hours per

week and hence the applicants are not entitled to over-

time wages as prayed for. They are also relying upon
the judcment of this Bench in 0A 956/89 decided on

17.9.1991. It was held therein that as the hours of
work for DMRL are 48 hours per week, the question of

payment of over time wages for the work upto 48 hours

per week does not arise.

5. It is not in controversy that the High Court

of Calcﬁtta held in the case relied upon for the
applicants that as the prescribed hours of work of the
concerned establishment were 44} per week, the emplo-
yees therein sha&igg;iéntitnled to over time allowance

if they are asked to work for more than 44 per week.

N

Hence it has to be stated that the said decision is
not applicable when the prescribed hours are 48 per

week and if employees work for only 48 hours per week.

6. When it is pleaded for the respondénts that

the prescribed hours of work for their establishment

are 48 per week, though number of adjournmments were

obtained, no document is produced for the applicants
to establish me& ' that the hours of work for PLRL are -
44% per week., Hence, thecre is nothing to dis-belie”
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the contentionﬁ for the respondents that the prescribed
hours for their establishment are 48 hours per week. When
& the prescribed homrs per week for the respondenty
establishment are 48 hours and when even according to

the applicants they worked for only 48 hours per week,
the questicn of payment of over time wages for any

period does not arise,

7. Accordingly, this OA fails and hence it is

- dismizsed. No costs./
. , \
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(R .RANGARAJAN) 2 (V.NEELADRI RAO)
MEBBER (ADMN, ) VICE CHATIRMAN

DATED: 27th April, 1995,
- Open court dictation, ﬂQVS
- ey S
Peputy Registrar(J)C

To vsn
i. The Secretary, Union of India, . | _
Ministry of Defence, New Delhi, | "

2, The Director, DLRL,Hyderabad-5.

3., One copy to Mr.V.Hari Haran, Advocate, 1=1=336§35,
Viveknagar, Hyderabad.

4, One copy to Mr.N.V.Ramana, Addl.CGSC.CAT,Hyd. _
5. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. - R
6. One spare copy. _A_;;;"*’}— )
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- ORBERAFYDGMENT 3

' M.A. /Rt A. /Cl A. NO.

:¢ANQ!OQQWQ1“&

, s T.A.NO.- (W-Po‘ | T . )

‘ - : ~Adpitted and Interim directions

Disposgd of with dirsctions.

l ' S : ’ Dismissed,
y - - - . ]

Dismissfd as withdrawn

Dismighed for default,

Ordered /Rej ected.
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