
w '

1

THE C£WT;vmL A0fiINIST:;.1TIUE TRI8UWAL5 LUCKNOlii SENCH-LUCKNOa}* »

O.A. NO, 575 of 1990.

The Union of India ................ Applicant.

Versus ,

Laik K h a n . . R e s p O j - , d e n t *

Hon 'blc i T , Justice U.C* Sci\/astay3~-\/.C .

Hon'ble f'ir. K. Obayya -

(By Hon’ble f';r, Dustice U,C.Sriuastava-V.C,)

 ̂ Sri G .P , Agrawal learned counsel fab the respondent r.oued

an npplicotion under Sedtion 15 of the Payment of Wages Act, praying 

respondent

that'the/has been working with the Roilway Administration, but from 

the month of Nouember, 1936 to October, 1937 toiaal amounting to 

Rs, 1 2 , 400/- has not been paid to him.FSo the nonth of November 

and December the wages were calculated i .e .  Rs. 1200/- thereafter
V

at.the rate of k s .  7Q0/- in view of the ^evised pay scale. He also 

prayed for IO/0 compensation; The respondents despite service of the 

notice did not appear and the Prfescribedr.Authority vide its judgment 

dated 1 0 . 12.8 8  after considering exparte evidence held that the 

claim of the applicant was proved and accordingly passed an order 

that he tuas entitled to a sum of Rs. 19,400/-  as wages, Rs. lOOO/~ 

as compensation -and Rs. 200/- as costs^ total amounting to Rs.29500/- 

The Railway Administration did not file any appeal against the same. 

But the respondents feeling aggrieved ggainst the afnount, filed 

an appeal. The appeal cameup for hearing before Ilnd Additional 

District Judge who enhanced the aT.ount of compensation to be

was

Rs. 9 , 700/- instead of Rs, IOOO/- that is half of th^ amount which/

"N

awarded to the applicant as wages. Against the said the Union

of India has challenged the ggime by filing this application before

to '
this Tribunal. The Union of India submitted/the order passed 

by the authority under payment of ii/ages Act and as such it is  n^ 

longer open for it to challenge the said order. The only question 

that'has brought to ĵ e considered is as to whether the amount of

compensation should be enhanced or not* iiie have looked into the

/
record and h^ard the learned counsel and agree with the learned - 

counsel that there was no justiflication for enhancing the amount

of compensation which was a'jorded by the payment of uJangs Act
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Authority under payment tjf Wages Act after taking Into considera­

tion the totality of circumstances and accordingly this applica­

tion is allowBd to the extent, that the amount of compensation 

uihich has been auardsd by the appellate court will be rGduced to 

Rs, lOOO/- i»e , which was awarded by the authority under the 

payment of uiages Act, The learned counsel for the respondent 

who is,appearing states that the respondent was always willing 

to join the seruicBj but the duties are not assigned to him, A 

fact which has been disputed by the learned counsel for the 

Union of India. Uhat ever the p o s i t i o n i f  the respondent is 

willing to join, obviously the Union of Ipdia should allow hiin to 

join.Btt as,, the scope of this, case is  limited, we cannot give any 

positivecdirectiori in this regard* No order â s to the costs*

ots \28.8,92,

Vice Chairman,


