Open Court

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ADDL. BENGCH
ALLAHABAD

COW 4 Hon? ble Dro R-K.Sﬂxena, J.M.
Hon'ble Mr. S.Dayal, A.M.
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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1104 oOF 1993

l. Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay VT,

2. Divisional Rai lway Manager, Central Rai lway,
Jhansi ,

3. Inspector of Works, Central Railway,
Agra Cantt. Agra. oo

C/A  shri prashan Mathur,

App licants
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Versus

1. Khunni Lal, s/o shri Balwant, presently
workin as Mali under Inspector of works
Agra Cantt. Agra.,

2. Prescribed Authority under the Payment of Wages
Act, 1936 - 32 Garden Road, Adra, Agra.

3. Chief Judicial Magistrate, agra.

o Respondents

C/R Sshri Anupam Kulshreshta.

JUDGMENT

BY HON'ELE DR. R.K. ENA, J.M.~

This Original Application has been preferred
Challenging the Award dated 27.5.1992 (Annexure-A])

Passed by the Prescribed Authoirty under the Payment
of Wages Act.
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2A The brief facts 0f the case are that the

T€Spondents no,l Khunni La] hadespoused @ case uncer i

Payment o Wages Agt befor: the r€spondent no.2 on the
ground that the present dpplicants had illegally deducted
the salary for the period from 16,2.1985 to 13.3.1988.

He, therefore, claimed an amount of #&,56,0l4/~ as the

decucted amaunt 2§ Salary an: alss claimed copm ensation,
D

The respondent no 2 upheld the contention of responcest
no,l about the illegal cecuction o 3,56,014/-, The f
Salc amount was allowed to be pdid by the present
dpplicants and an equal amount W8S also awarced as F
compénsetion, Thus the present applicaats were required

to meke payment of is.l,12,028/-, Feeling aggrieved by

this eWerc,the present Original Appli ation has been
préferrcd, It was acmitted nd notices were issued to

the respondents who havye challenged the contention of

the applicants by filing Coumter affica it. It has been
urged that this Tribunal has got ng jurisdiction.

3, We have heard Shri p.Mathur counsel for the

dpplicents but none has dppeared for the responcents,

We have peérused the record,

4. The dispute whether an dggrieved person by an
Orcer of the pPrescribed authority uncer Payment of Wages
Act coulc épproach this T lbunal without €xhausting the
Lemedy of appea) provided under section 17 of the Act,
hds Leen deciceg by the Hon'ble Supremé Court in the
Gase of K.P.Guptaiv N Contrplier of Printing and Stationery -
A.I.R, 1996 SC 408. Their Lorcdships held thet the |
jurisdiction of the appellete’ forum under section 17 ?

of the Act was not tsken away by eny of the provisions of | v

Administrative Tribunals Act 1985, In view of this

legal Position we come to4 the conclusion that the present




