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CENTRAL )MINI smATIVE ThIBUNAL 
ALLAI-IAB1-U BENCH--  

ALLAHABiL . 
•••••••000.8weaM1.11.01...1•1113 

Allahabad this the  17.2_'‘, -ct day of 1996 

lion' ble Dr. R.K. Saxena, Member 	Juid. ) 
Hon'ble Mr. L.S. Baweja, Member (Actin. ) 

Review Applicatio No. 12 of 1996 
.11111/1.01.0,  .01011181 011■01Mly •••••••••••■••••■••••■ 

Original Applicat on No. 905 of 1993 
.1.1.11.410111. 1011•MOINVIN 	11111110••• 	-- 

General Manager, Baste n Railway, Calcutta 
and Others. 

APPLI CANTS. 

By A dvocate a‘i A. St 

V 

Musafir Pandey and 0th r s. 

alekar. 

RESPOIC EN TS . 

	/1111••■•••••■■•11 

Review Application No. 13 of 1996 
OINIO■so...•••■•• al•••••■•• ■•••■•■■•••=11m0■ IMPIIMmaa. 	 mowS1.1 	MI•11010.1.M 

IN 

Original Appli ation No. 899 of 1993 
01.••■■•••■••■■•■•■■•••■•••• 

  

......011•1111110011111. 	1011MOINI 	111••••••■■••MVAIMOI■ 

  

General Manager, Easte 
and Others. 

n Railway, Calcutta 

Applicants  

By Advocate Sri A. Sthal ekar, 
.1111... 	 .101•■••■•■■•.101. 	  

Vs.J 

Gcpal Singh and Others 

Respondents. 



Original Appli 

General Manager, Baste 
and Other s. 

By Advocate Sri A. it a 

ation No. 898 of 1993 

n hallway, Calcutta 

ek ar 
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Review Application No. 14 of 1996 
01111410.1111*.■•■•••■•• 

 

•••■••■■■■.• 	11.110111.1* 	111110.401100.01 

 

In 
...1••■■ 

Original Application No. 907 of 1993 
	  40010.1.10011 ••••■•■■•••• 	41.10.10 	•1101.01110411.*.. 

General Manager, Eastern hallway, Calcutta 
a nd Other s. 

APPLI CANTS. 

By Advocate Sri A. Stnalekar. 

Vs. 

S.N. Tiwari and Others.i 

RESP0N ENTS. 

• 
•■■•.**.s...www............1■.1.0.41011.*110■1•001 ■••••■•••■141.• 

Review Application No. 15 of 4996 
41■11/....••••rn. 	 Juafte■••••1010•101.8 INMI■NO 11011111111011MB 	~Mk 	4•••••••••■•■••••••• 

In 
•••■•••■• 

Original Application No. 906 of 1993 

G ener al  Manag er, Ea stern Railway, Calcutta 
and Others. 

APPLICANTS. 

By Advo cate ‘&i A. St hal ekar. 

Vs. 

Ramagya Rai and another 

RESPOND- ENTS. 

1.14...M1•1•0••■■•••■.■ 

Review Appli tion No. 16 of 
00/110■111.40.0111111.1111ro .11111■1111/111.1* 6111011•041 11.0.111. 

In 

1996 
01.10••••••■■•••■■• 
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Chandra Bhan Lel and ethers 

RESPONDENTS. 
■MINOINIM..11.••■■■d/a./...1•01•11.11111010 

si 	 (BY Cl....ATI.ON) 

By Ilonsble Lr. 11.1e0, Saxenao  Member ( J ) 
•••••.wompouta*-•• ■•■s.. oraawiwatiC ■■•tt 

   

  

1•001•01•••••11**•5*. 

These rev ow applications have been 

moved on the ground tha the judgment of' Kri shna 

Prasad Gupta Vs. Centre ler, Printing and Stationery 

19950) SCALE 89' nowhere debar s---_ the D'ibunal 

from exer ci sing the alternative jurisdiction  

under section .1.9 of Adiiinistratjve Tribunal Act. 

Such an exercise can bo done only when the infirmity 

of the award given by t e Prescribed authority cannot 
f 

be cur ed in appeal undez section 17 of Payment of Wages 

Act. Lie do not see sucll a qround. So far as exex ci sing, 

the jurisdiction under section 17 of the said Act 

itself is concerned, the Tribune has no jurisdiction. 

Thus, there is no ground of review. As such, they 

stand rejected. 

Member ( J ) len)
N,  

Arex' 


