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OP g, CDU.itT 

C8\JT k.U. AL)J\1iNJ STAATIVE T BIBiJNAl 
ALLAHAF3AD BEl\JCH 

ALLAl1AAAD 

Original Appl icati on Noa 1444 1992 

Allahabad this the 09th day of _M=av~•----- 1997 

Hon ' ble Dr . R. K. Sax ena, Judicial 1'Aemrer 
Ho n ' ble Mr, p,S, Baweja • .Admn . Memhe~-

Uni.on of India through D. Il. M. , Central iiai l •Nay , 

Jhan si . 

Agpl i can t 
BY Advocate Sri G,P . A grooyal 

Versus 

1 . Sri Bhaiya La l Sjo Hal key I}'o TalliyaT Nainagarh 
Nagra , Jhan si . 

2 . Prescribed Authority under the Payment of f/ages 
A ct , ( DL C) at J h an si • 

Res pondents 

By A'dyocate Sri O.P , Gu 2ta 

Q .B D ~B (Oral ) 

By Hon ' ble Dr . n,f(, Saxena, J udicial Member 

Thi s O.A. has been preperred challenging 

th e awa .rd g iven by the respondent no. 2 on 03.6.1992 

under Payment of vVag es Act. 

2. Ihe facts al are disclosE.d in the O,A. 

• 

ae well as in the •wa.rd, are that the respondent no. l 

was worki·ng in th e Central Railway. His salary 
,., 

amo'unting to~. so,000-00 was illegaly de:iucted 

for the period f.rom 16.9.82 to 31.2.89. He, therefore, 

espoused a case before the respondent no.2. On the 

consideration of all the facts, the .res 
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came to th e 

to th e tune 

•• • • 2 • • • • 

ron clu sion that d e:iu ction of salary 

'vf Ll'L~ ~ 
of Rs.67,057-50 wa~ .... d ~e by the present 

applicant and, therefore, the said al}lount was directed 

to be paid to the respondent no~l. Besides
1
an equal 

amount was directed to be paid as compensation and 

Rs.50/- as cost of litagation. Feeling aggrieved by 

the impuyned order, this O.A. bas been prefer.red • 

3. The respondent no. l has challenged the o. A. 

on the ground that this Tribunal has go:t no jurisdiction. 

4. This case is fixed for disposal today but 

the counsel for the applicant is not present 11\hile 

Sri o.P. Gupta, counsel for the respondent no.l is 

!. 
present. We, hov~ever, decide4 the case because it 

is based on the well established legal position. 

5. It is cl ear from the fa c°'s that the respon-

dent no. 2 being Prescribed Authority under the Payment 

of 1/ag es Act,had given thi$ award and such an awa.Id 

was appeal•ble under Section 17 of the Act. The 

applicant did not pref er any appeal and directly 

~ 
approa~the Tribunal. This approt1ch has been considered 

by their llord ships of Supreme court and found illegal • 

In the case 1 
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that the appellat e jurisiiction of the forum 

pre scribed und er Section 17 of the Act, has not been 

taken away of any of th e provisio~of the Mrninistrative 

Tribunals Act. In view of thi s -fact, the O.A. no 

mo re remains maintainable and it stands di smissed • 

The applicant if so advi s €<i, may approach the proper 
) 

forum ev en now. The stay order which was passed on 

os. ID .199 2, stands va cated. 

I 
Member ( J ) 

/M.M./ 
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