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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ! PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA No.1368/94

New Delhi this the 4th Day of May, 1995.

Hon^ble Mr. N.V. Krishnan, ViGe-Chairtrian (A)
Hon'ble Dr. A. Vedavall i, Metnber (,])

Union of India throughs

1. Chief Signal & Telecom
Engineer (Nirman)
Northern Railway,
Baroda House,

New Delhi.

2. Dy. Chief Signal S
Telecoffl Engineer (PS)
Office of the Divisional
Railway Manager,
Northern Railway,
New Delhi. ... Applicants

(By Advocate Sh. P.S. Mahendru)

Versus

1. Sh. Nihut Ram, S/o SH. Ram Sumer,
through Bharat Singh Senger Mahamantri,
Near Daga School,
Sikaner (Rajasthan).

2. The Presiding Officer,
Central Govt. Labour Court,
Kasturba Gandhi Marg,
New Delhi. ...Respondents

(By Advocate t None)

ORDER (Oral)
(By Mr. N.V. Krishnan, Vice-Chairman (A)) '

The applicants are the Chief Signal Telecom

Engineer, Northern Railway and his Deputy Chief Signal 4

Telecom Engineer (P.S.). They are aggrieved by the

Annexure A-1 order of the learned Presiding Officer of

the Central Government Labour Court in LCA-96/92

(Annexure A-1) by which the claims of the workman, the

first respondent herein has been allowed to the extent of

Rs.7,,703/-. It is stated that the Labour Court has no



%

jurisdiction no cntorlain that niain under Section
33„t:(2) of the I..dustrial Disoutoc Set. «'if and scon
r„, objection sac filed before tfnn acthority (Smietcrc
3.3,. Ncvorthoiosa. bithout concidering tine
objection the award has been grantedr

2., Notice has been issued to the first

respcrriant and a rcpiy has becit flicd by the firat
respondent along with written argui.ents. ihe iaarneu
counsel for the respondents to not ?rcs.:nt today.
ttiough sei^-vedr

3. Ne have heard the learned counsel tor

the applicants and have also pef-iscd the wrf ton
^opgunents of the learned counsel for the respondeniSr
Pe are of the view that this matter is squarely

concluded by the decision of the Supreme Court in
HX.On vc... Gancsh Rasak &Anrc 1994 f4),SCALt 90/
revising the judgement of the High court of ocoCc .i c,

was held as fol lows;--

"12,. The High Court has referred^to pome of
ifitpcp decisions but missed the true impui^i.
..q ,,.f„ 4.Urneo derfiions clearly inoicatss 0,^31..

nr.::.rth^ vlrn ^ . ,h 1
ju '̂fijcn icUfmpn tn a cer-tain benefit is 01 sputed,;tnere
3, 3„ r,„, icyri , the dispute nr ia;i iny ,.,3. cpo-
is net incidental to

d '''u "
nrh.ir'Sdictio^"'''''u u ,
entu.lsmerrt and then proceed to compute lho f;-;-

. d, ,>d on that basis in excif ise oi ibb.
. ,0, ^ bi hu y
b i i li^ni ' ' < s i f

hv She employer and th
, ,, f ' 1 u c n s . m . 1 ^

,,,,,, h drrtcrprecation ^,y
to the labour Courfs power

\L-



K.-- under Section 33C(2) like that of the Executing
Court's power to interpret the.decree for '
or its execution,'''

^In the present case the orders of the

Labour CuLs't do not ctiscloss that thei'e was any

decision or award about the entitlsrneut of the

workers,. Hence, w'a are of the vew that the Labour

Court's order is without jurisdiction and accordingly

it. is quashed,

'n. The 0,n. is disposed of as above. No costs.

(Dr., A Vedavalli)

iienber) J)
(N.V, Krishnan)

Vice- Chai rmaruA)


