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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD :

R.A.Nc. 100/94

in 0.A.967/93 Dt.of corder:08.12.1994
|

Between [

1.P.Shankar Rao
2 .K.S5ham Rao
3.M.S.Mgllesha
4,R.Sidda Goud
5 .M, MogleshwarnRao
6.A8bdul udduss ;
7.Darbar Singh Gill !
8.N.Chandrasekhar _ |
9,G.Ramudu ‘ i
10.S.Narging Rao ' |
11.8hiv Ram
12 .K.Narsing Rao
13.D.Satyanarayana
14,C.P.K.Ravichandran
15.Koka Herish
16.5.Bala Prabhakar Rao
17.8.Narsimloo
18.A.K.Chanda
19,P.J.Wesley
20.N.Nageshwar Rao
21,.T.H.Munnaiah
22.C.Anjaiah
24,B.Jangaiah
25.Raja Ram ;
26 .K.S5amkba Murthy
27.Akram Khan |
28,.L.Narayana
29.M.Narayan Swamy
30.M.Bhaskar Rao , ,
31.V.Narasimha - -~ .. Petitioners/Applicants

-

and : |

1. Director General, D.R.D.C. .
and Scientific adviser - :
Min. of Defence,South Block I
New Delhi, :

. [

2. Directoer, :

Defence Electronics Research Laboratory

Chandravangutta,Hyderabad=-58. .. 'Respondents
Counsel for the Petitiorers K Mr.G.%ikshEpathy
Counsel for the Respondents t: Mr NV %amaha .

C ,
CORAM: | '

HON 'BLE SHRI A.V. HARIDASAN, MEMBER(JUDL,)

HCN'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI, MEMBER{ADMN) ‘




ORDER

YAs per Hon'ble Shri A.B.Gorthi,Member (Admn) X

Hearcd lesrned counsel for the petiticners
Mr K.K.Chakravarthy(who is representing Mr G,Lﬁlkshapathi)
on the merits cf the Review application. The malin ¢ontention
raised in the review application is; th=t in our order dated
| :

6.4.1994, we observed inter-alia as under:

"3 As ncne was present for the applicants on 4.4.94

and when this case ca2me up for he-ring, it was listed for
dismissal today. Now learned counsel for applicants has
stated that he is unable to substantiate the‘claim in the
0aA that the applicénts were required to work only upto
44% hours per week, and not 48 hours per weeﬁ. In view
of this, we must accept what has been stated by. the
respondents in their ccunter affidavit. Conéequently,

we find that the applicaticn is without merit. The szme
iz hereby dismissed. No order as to costs.™' |

2. It is now stated in the review application thsat
the learned counsel for the applicants had drawn‘our'attenticn
to a Judgement of the Calcutta Higher Court in support of the
plea of the applicants for grant of overtime allowanée for
working beyénd 44% hours and upto 48 hours per week. It is
also the ceontention of the review applicants that no reference
was made to the judgement of the Calcutta High Court in our

order dated. Y 6.4.94 passed in CA 967/93,

3. Prior to deciding OA967/93, we had the occasion to
deal with two similar metters which came up before us in 0a435/92
and CA 457/92. 1In the former(OA 435/92) the various ¢cntentions
raised on either side were discussed at length. Para 5 of the
order in the said CA would show that the Judgement of the Calcutta
High Court was discussed and distinguished; simila%ly; a referen;e
was also made in thzt order tc¢ the Judgement of th? SQpreme Court
¢ in Ex.Major N.C.Singhal Vs Director General, Armeé Férces Medical

3 Services, New DelhifaIR 1972 SC 628}, 2After detailedidiscussions
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Ccﬁy_to:

1. The Director Genmeral, D.R.D.D., and Scientific ()

a Adviser, Min. eof Defence, South Block, New Belhi.

2. 'The Director, Defence Electronics Research Laboratory,
- (Chandrayanagutta, Hyderabad- S, .

J.pCne copy to Mr.G.Bikshapathi, Advocste,CAT,dyderabad,

4,:0ne copy to Mr.N.V.Ramana,Addl.CGSC,CAT,Hyderabad.

5.!Cne copy Librery,CAT,Hydarabad,

6.4 Bne spare‘copy. o
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on vsrious aspects of the case, the szid OA vah! dismissed
for the reasanghthét'thefapplicants therein wére ?équired to
work for 48 hours ;nd as such, t?ey could cléiw overtime
zllowance only if they were required to work for morethan

48 hours per week. Fbliowing our 9rde:;ﬁ§LOA No.435/92,

we diépgsed of 0.2.467/82 also, whicgi;:rtéined tc  the

employees of the DRDC, under Ministry of Defence.

4, In Oa 967/93, the facts stated and the claims raised
ere similar to those in the previous Ois (435/92 & 467/92)
which we had disposed off, ss alreody stated. Conéequently,
the main question tc be determined in CA9€7/93 wég,ﬁhether

or not, thé arplicents were required to work for 48 hours

a welk as stated by the responéantg,og,for ¢nly‘44%'hours

per week as asserted in the Ca. As we had alreédf held that
the employees working in the DRDC under Ministry of Defence
were required to work for 48 hours a week, we again'asked

the aspplicant's counsel to state if there was anf&ing on recgfd
to indicate that the employees were regquired to WOrk'onlyh44%
hours per week and not more. It was, from this ﬁoint of view,
that the OA was dismissed on that‘short grounid and not because
we hadéﬁg;t in our mind the Judgement of the Calcutta High Court

to which, a reference is now being made in the review application.

5. In view of what is stated'above, we do¢ not £ind any
merit in this review spplicaticn and the same isfg}éﬁlﬁééa;?
kééping in view the'circumstancés of the case, fhere is no order
as to costs, |

'_j\"\ﬂ > \‘;‘ .
(A.B. GCRHI) (A.V .HARIDASAR)

Member (aAdmn) Member (Judl.)

Lated:The2th December, 1994

: 1
(Dictated in the open gourt) ‘ : l
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