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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM
0.A. No. 221490 489 ‘
e o DATE OF DECISION _12=4=1390
Div]- oPerS_QI_'mel Officer /App“cant (S)
S.Rlyb . »
AMrs.Sumati Dandapa ni Advocate for the Applicant (s)
Versus :
- P.N.Satheesan and others Respondent (s)
Mrc.P.Sivan k Pillai _ _ _ Advocate for the Respondent (s)
‘ "for R 1 to 3.
‘CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr. S.PeMukerji, Vice Chairman’

“The Hon’ble Mr. N.Dharmadan, Judicial Member

Whether Reporters ot local papers may be @allowed 'to‘see ‘the - Judgement? 7’«/.
To be referred to the Reporter or not? (¥

Whether their Lordships wish to see ithe fair .copy of the Judgement? N2

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal 7 jN
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- JUDGEMENT
(Hon'ble shri S.P.Mukerji, Vice Chairman)

we have heard the 1earned counsel for both the parties
dated 28.11.89
ent;his application in which the ;nterlocutory Orderépassea by the
competent authoriry under ﬁbymat of Wages Act has been challenged.
By that order deduction from the wages of the petitioners before the
competent authoritx)hég been stayed. The kaarned counsel for the
appliCanrs before us has'argued that by the interim order, the @aih
relief itself hes been allowed, She has also contqued that the
competent authority has no jgrisdictioh as the wages of the petitioners
before it was rore than Rs. 1600/= per month. She has also aréued
that in para 4 of the interim order the competent authority has
"YI'\OW

expressed some views by pre-judging thehissue.
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2e The learned counsel for the respondents has

argued that by staying the recovery from the wages, the

necessity of approaching the competent authorify every

month for stopping the recovery has‘been obviated; He

hag also argued that the petitioners before the competent
authority cannot be expected t? be forced into‘multiple
litigation as they cannot afford the same, As :egéras

the jurisdicﬁionlhe has urged that this matter can be “

raised before the Competent authority itself,

3. ﬁaving heard the learned counsel for both
the parties and‘gone through'the documents carefully

, ' by we
we feel that interference at this stagepis not Cal}ed
for. The question of jurisdiction éan b: raised by
the applicéntg)béforé the competent adhority sﬁfh as
té% preliminary issue to be décidéd by it., We do not
£ind any mis-carriage of justice or perverse finding in
the interim order by which the fecoverf has been stayéd
dufing the p?ndency of the procéedings before the competent
authority. Staying of'recovery of impujned amount is |
a normal practice before the jqdiciél for%és and we do

not see anything unusual in the matter. In the circpmstances

we see no merit in the application and reject the same with
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3.
the direction that if the question of jurisdictioﬁ is
raiseé’x before the competent au'chérity, it may decice
the' same expeditiously uninflue'néed by the obse:;vations
made in the common order dated 28th November, 1989, There
will be no order as to COstse

(N. DHARMADAN) (S P LMUKERJI)
" JUDICIAL MEMBER | VICE CHAIRMAN
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