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CENTRAL AIMINISTRATIVE TRIEUNAL
 KLIAHABAD BENCH .  ALIAHABAD,

Allahabad this the day 17th October, 1697,

CORAM : Hon'ble Dr, R,K. Saxena, Member (J)
| Hon'ble Mr, D.S, Baweja, Member (A)

———

ORIGINSL APPLICATION NO, 1105 OF 1994,

Unioen ef India threugh the D.P.®
Northern Railway, DR.M Office,
Allahabad/

Jedodo ﬁpplicnilnt ..ii
(By Advecate Shri G,p. Agarwal)

Versus
Rajni Kant Soni and ethers ,..,.. Respondents,

(By Advecéte Shri H,B.' Singh )

ORDER (ORAL)

By Hon'ble Dry R.K, Sexena, J.M

13 This xiginal Application has been filed
challenging the judgement (Annexure-A=2) given by
IIns Additienal District Judge, Allahabad, on

17 2 /1992

24 The brief facts of the case are that

one Rajni Kant Soni respondert no, 1 had instituted

a case before the prescribed Authority under payment

of Wages Act with the prayer that the presemt applicant
had illegally deducted an amount ef R 19577.20 paisa

of salary from 12,2,1¢ to 17/12;51983,and bonus for the -
month of November 1984, He, therefore, claimed the
said amount alengwith compensation at the rate

of 10 times of the amount, The matter was decided
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by the prescribed Aythority on 10.10,1987. The direce

tion given by the prescribed Authority was that the
present applicant shall pay an amcunt of K 19,577,20 ¢
péisa which was illegally deducted from the salary ?zﬂu:
the amount of bonus te the present respondent neo, 1.
Besides,an amount of K 39,154,400 paiss equivalent

to two times of the deducted amount shall be paid as

compensation and B 100/- as cest {

3. It appears that the award given by the
Prescribed Authority was challenged by the present
dpplicant befere the District Judge, Allahabad, whe ]
came to the coenclusion that the jurisdictien was
vested in Central Administrative Tribunal,! Therefere,
l& direction given was that the Appellart before him
éshould ipprﬁt‘:hé the apprepriste forum, Hence
this Original Application here. The respondent no, 1
contested the case by filing C,A and by raising the
question of jurisdiction,
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4 Shri G,P. Agarwal counsel for the applicant
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is present today, None appears for the respondents,

5e The main question in this case is whether
the Central Administrative Tribunel can exercise
jurisdiction over the dispute as has been narrated
above, Thex"ﬁﬂa, Lordships ef the Supreme Court in
the case of K.ps Gupta Versus Controller of Printing
and Stationary AIR 1996 SC 408 has clearly laid dewn
that the appeal against the award of the Preg_cribed
Aut herity under the Payment of Wages Act ln?/bet‘nra

the District Judge and the Central Administrative
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Tribunal él-fnf"d"mtg exercise the jurisdictien, The powers
Under Article 227 of the Constitution as rn%'rds
the Central Adninistrative Tribunal whiel furt her
restricted by the Hontple Suprema Court in the
decision eof L, Chandra Kumar Versus Unien of India

and ethers A,I,R 1997 SC 1125,

6. In view of these facts, the present
Original Applicatien is net maeinteinable here, The
applicant may approach the apprepriste forum if se
advised, The Qriginal Applicatien stands dismissed,
Int erim stay granted on 1.,8,/1994 stands vacated
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