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COOAAL AIMINlSTAATIVE TRIEUN\L 

. ~IJAH\BIW. BeNCH . . KIJA~BAD. 

Allahabad this the day 17th October, 1991.( 

COOAM : Hon' ble Dr.- R.K. Saxena, Member ( J) 

Hon'ble Mr. o.s. ~weja, Member (A) 

ORIGINAL APPUC'ATIOO NO. 1105 Of 1994 • 

Union of' Indiil t hrcugh the D • .P .e 
Northern Railw~y, D.R.M Office, 

. 
' All•habad.-~ 

(By Advocate Sbri G.·p. AgarYia 1) 

Versus 

Rajn1 Kant Soni and others .,., •••• Respondents.· 

(By Advocate Shri H.B.l Singh ) 

0 R 0 E R (mAL) 

1.~ This Qrigina l Applic«tion has been filed 

c~llenging the judgement (Annexure A-2.)) given by 

Ilns Additional District JuckJe, Allaha~d, on 

.1. 7 l2. •!1992 •• 

2/. The brief facts of the case are that 

one Rajni Kant San! resporxient no. 1 Md instituted 

a case before the prescribed Authority under ~yment 

of Wages Act with the prayer that the ..,resect. applicant 

~d illegally deducted an amount of Rs 19577.~0 paisa 

of salary from 12;2.19 to 17~2•'1983i~nd bonus for the 

month of November 1984.l H•• therefore, cl•imed the 

s~id amount •longwith canpeosation at the rate 

ef lQ tim- •f the ~mount. The mnter was decided 
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by the prescribed Authority on lo.lo.l987. The direc­

tion given by the prescribed Authority was thit the 

present applicant sha 11 pay an amount of Rs 19,!;77 .20 q, 
~ 

paisa whic:h was illegally deductea fran tbe salary ard 
!-

the amount of bonus t• the present. respondent no. 1 81 

Besides/ ~n amount ef as _39,154.¥lO paisa equi~lent 

to two times of the deducted ~mount,shill be paid as 

compensation and ~ lOO/- as cost~ 

It appei.rs thilt the award given by the 

prescribed Authority was chillenged by the present 

applicant befere the D~.strict Judge, Allaha~d, whe 

came to the conclusion that the jurisdi~ien was 

vested in Central Aaninistrative Tribunali! Therefere, 

) directio~ given was thit the Appellant before him 

J.. should appretich~ the appropriate forum. Hence 

this Original Application here. The respondent no. 1 

contested the case by filing C)\ and by raising the 

question of jurisdiction.-

is present today. None appears . for the respondents.~ 

The main question in this c•se is whether 

the Centra 1 Administrative T ribu~ l ~ n exercise 

jurisdiction over the dispute as has been narrated 
• 

above. The"i«De, Lordships ef the Supr•e Court in 

the case of K.P. Gupta Versus Controller of Printing 

and Statiomlry AIR 1996 SC 408 has clNrly laid dewn 

that the a~peal against the award of the Preicribed 

Aut herity under the payment •f Wages Act ~before 

the District Judge and ~he centri 1 Ac\oninistrative 
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ea Rnot ex er cis e t he juri$diction. The powers 

Under Article 227 of the Constitution ~rrds 

the Centr~l Adninistr•tive Tribun•l whtett furtber 

res-tricted by the Hon•.,le Supreme Court in the 

decision •f L Ji Chindr• Kum•r Versus Uni• n of India 

and others A .'I .a 1997 sc 1125 .~. · 

6 :.' In view of these fact.s, the present 

Original Applic•tien is n•t maintain~ble here. The 

applicant may apprcach the a,prepriate forum;.£ so 

advised~~ The Ot'iginal Application stands dismissed • 

Interim stay granted on 1.s.a 994 stands va~ted 
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Mf51BER (J) 
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