
,. 

.. 

CENTfif\L AlMI NI SIBATIIVE 'IRI BUNAL 
Al..LAHAB@ BENQ-l 

Af.LAHABIO. 

Oria i nal ApP1i cation NL. 4 79 2i 1996 

Allahabad this the 2-S 1 k- day of _ _>-e..~ 1996 

Hon' bl e Qr. H.K. Saxena, Manb er ( Ju d . ) 
Hon'ble Mr, s. Dayal. ,\l\enber ( AcJnn.) 

UNION OF I.NJIA tr-rough (l) The General, anager, 
Northern hail way, Head w.ia1 ter Office, Baroda House, 
New Delhi (2) U.F\,J\1,, M.B., N. F.ailway, and (3)Sr.D.P.O, 
D.h.M.' s office, N, hly. M.B, 

Af>PLI CA TS. 

By Advocate Sri G, P. Agrawal, 

Versus 

1. Shri Kri pal Singh, adult, son of Sri J airaj Singh, 
Driver U.iesel/Goods Shed, Moradabad, Home Address 
Ko thi No. 185, 01ander Nag ar, Mora dab ad. 

2. The Presiding Officer, Labour Court, D ehradun. 

RESPOt..p ENIS, 

By Adv o cat e Sri J • N. Ti wa ri • 

By Hon' bl e Dr. h,K. Saxena. Nlapber { J ) 

This O.A. has been filed by the Unio r. 

of India through the General JVlanag er, Northern h ail way 

an d tV>.O oth ers challenging the order dated 13.2.96 
' 

(annexure A-1) vvbich was passed by the Presiding 

Officer, Labour Court, Dehradun. 

The brief facts of the case are that 

ripal Sing h - respondent no.l had instituted a 

claim no. 91/89 under Section 33 C (2) of Industri al 

Disputes Act, 1947 and had dan anded the payment of an 

amount of Rs, 2, 78 , 11~ a 1 o ng wi th 1810 of i n t ere st on 

the g round that the present a pplicants had not complied 

with the direction)of ;<-~e I-on' bl e Supreme ()Jurt to 
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give consequential benefits. The present applicants 

had obj ected to exercise the j u1 i sdi ction on the 

ground that the claim of the present respondents 

was based on the existence of a right and since 

the Labour 6ourt could not adjudicate upon the 

existing right of the present respondents, the 

cl aim could not be entertained. This obj ection 

of the present applicants was rejected by the 

Presiding Officer of the Labour Court, Dehradun 

vi de order dated 13 . 2. 96 ( a nnexure A-1) It was 

observed in the impugned order that the question 

whether the a p pl i cants cl 2im wa s b a see on the 

exi stin9 right or not, WJuld be decided on 

hearing merits of the case. Feeling aggrieved 

by this order, this O.A. has been filed with the 

prayer of its quashment. 

3. The respondents contested the case 

by filing the counter-r eply and took the plea that 

no O.A . could be filed against an inter-locutory 

order. Besides, other points of challeng e have 

al so been taken. 

4. The rejoinder has been filed by the 

a pplicant, reiterating the facts as mentioned in 

the O.A. 

5. We have heard the learned counsel for 

the par ti es and have perused the record. 

6. The question for dete.rmination in 

this case is whether the impugned order(annexure A-1) 
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the impugned order goes to shwWthat the r espondent 

no.2 had not outright rejected the objections taken 

by the applicants. ~/hat was observ ed, wae that the 

question of the existi ng rig ht of the applicants 

(in the misc. case filed befo1e the respondent no.2) 

would be decided when t he bearing of the case on 

m eri t"6:Ls done. It is cl ear law that if several 

grounds have been taken, opposing a particular 

matt e r before the Tr ibunal or the Court and one 

of the grounds related to the j uri sdi ction, the 

Tribunal or Court is expected to decide all issues 

in dispute at the s am e t i me witho ut trying some 

of t hem as preliminary issue. Th . .~4, t k 
1 s l:-5-Sbl'e was a en 

by their Lordships of Su prane Court in'O .P.Maheshwari 

Vs. Admi nist ration A.I. ' . 1984 ;;5.C. 153. 1 

7. In view of these facts, we do not find 

any ground i n the O. A. It is, theref ore, di.snissed. 
\ 

No order a to costs. 

Man b er ( J ) e- -

/M.M./ 


