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Central Achiiinistra^v^ l'"it>unal
Principal Bencn

0-A. 2170/99
with

0-A- 2171/99

N5« Delhi this the 12th ctey of May. 2®0®

Hon'ble ait. Lakstni swaminahan. MertiarO)-
D..-_Aa.2.l..70/-22

Shri Dharam Pal, son of
Shri 3ai Narain,

T-510/C-58, Patel Naga.r,
New Delhi-

Shri Babu Ram, son of
Shri Hari Ram,
R/o Village- Bhagilla,
Palwalt (Haryana) ..

3- Shri Bhim Singh, son of
Shri Prabhati Lai, .
W2-1. Palam,
Delhi-

Shri Tribhi-tohan Singh, son of
Shri Kaimest'it.''>ar,
p-123. Old Palam Gaon,
Sarojini Nagar,
New Delhi~11^ 023-

(By Advo:ato Shri O.P. Khokhe)
Versi-ts

Union of India through

1  The Secretary,
Mini«^tr^/ "^f Urban Development,Hir^;r&ha«an. Nev, Delhi-n® en

•7 The Director General of Wotks,
ci^tral Pirt^lic works Department,
Hinistry of Urban t)evel^ent
Ninnan Bhawan, Netu Delhi 110 0

3. The Chief Engineer (DD-2),
Sewa Bhawan (2nd Floor),
R-K- Puram,
New Delhi-110 066.

/, The Superintending Engineer,
Central Public Works Departmen.
N-S-G- Project,
Manesar

Distt- Gurgaon (Haryana;-

(By A<»yoca,te Shri Rajeev Bansal)

0\

Applicants-

Respondents -



- - v#

.  (2)

Q, A.2171/99.

1 . ̂ Shri Ha.hesh Ktimar, son of
'Shri Bharat Singh,

R,/o P-3A, Old Pa;lam tSaon,
Sarojini Nagar,
He«Ai Oelhi-n*? 023.

j 2. Shri Rajender Kumar, son of
Shri Mehentl Singh,
R,/o A-8/6®9, Amar Colony,

pxjan Basil,
Poorvi Gokal Purl,
Delhi-1ie> 09^4-

3. Shri Chaman Lai, son of
Shri Lekhi Ram,
R/o Vilage Naran<a:>ur,
Distt. G.urgaon (Haryana).

A. Shri Amar Nath, son of
Shri Imrat,

R/o 8-1/23^4, Sultan Puri.
Delhi.

(By Advocate Shri O.P. Khokha)
Versus

Union of India thro'jgh

1. The Secretary,
Ministry of Urban Development,
Nirman Bhawan, New belhi-1 10 011-

2  The Director General of Works,
Central Public Works Department,
Ministry of Urban Developfwnt,
Nirman Bhawan, New Oelhi-110 011.

3. The Chief Engineer (00-2),
Sewa Bhawan (2nd Floor).
R.K- Puram,

New *Delhi-110 066.

\

Applicants.

Respondents

The Superintending Engine-
Central Public Works Department,
N.S.G. Project,
Manesar

Distt- Gurgaon (Haryana).

(By Advocate Shri Rajeev Bansal)

ORDER

Hon hie S.mt.. j5.aks.f^.i._.St;jamj.oatJte.n,.,.,,.MejiYt]>^.C..Cj2LX«-

The learned counsel for the parties have submitted

that the facts and issues raised in both the O.As (O.A.2170/99
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and hence they are being
^ n A 2171/99) are identical ano
^  V ^ For the sake of convenience,

of by a common order.
raised In 0-A. 21.70/99 have been

the facts and Issues raised
referred to.

^nclent«= have in their reply fil^cl2  The respondeni;.. <•«

t^OA taKen a prelLlnarv objection reoardino21-2-2<2«2«? to the O- - Tribunal hearing
.  The principal Bench of the Tribunajurisdiction of the Princ

these cases in Paragraphs 2-3.

t  JC> filed rojoinder on 2A.3-20«>^
r  t? The applican"*^^ ha -

" t̂  the above averments- T^y^^ve relied onand controverted t learned counsel for
A-3 order and Shri 0-P. Khokha.Annexure A 3 or

4. 4=-rates that since this has D«rthe applican project. CPWO. Nev Delhi.the
„tfice of Chief Engineer. HSD Pr.iec ^
pril^ipal se^h has Jurisdiction in^t^^^™
submitted that the applicants hai -

.  neneral of u«rks.CPWD dated 25/30.-..hy the Director C^neral ^rtention of tlb
t»-*=.refore no merit mthere is. theref

4-Kp.-r the Principal Bencn oirespondents that hc^s^p^r admitted
-  th«a matter They have, howes-r,Have jurisdiction in the mat

i- ' 3- =r3tc: are .Aorking m MSG Proj-that the epplicants - p^pondent A-
Oistrict ' Dur^on. State of Haryana, -ith ^
^ H they have submitted that they «are atboin .Although they ha ,-3 are in

Tttytve .bt Pl'acod on record an-/ such aPPointabnt
iLbd by the «,.betent autlbnity at Hev, Delhi and. inorder issuea uy . ^ vr, them by the

,3Ct^neUed on the «rK order sheets issued them
V  . kisgP Elect. Divisiorr-I.

Assistant Engineer (Electrical) I/.
C.P.W.O.. Hanesar. Durgaon (^nexure A-S)-
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Pi=»n^al learnect counsel for "t^4. Shri Raoeev EJansai,
M  ' ^ ̂  ̂-wo+- as there is no prayer made by

respondents has contended that as the
the order issued by Respondent 1

the applicants for quashing the , ^ the
^  ̂ , ,P97 O.A. maintainable a^ted 30.'..199?. This has been stoutly

is ailso barred by limitation. This
^  li b Shri o P Khohha. learned counsel. «ho hascontroverted bi

^■rted that as the applicants rely on this ores'-tMnitted tnau =

Ht tr their notice till the ai<<9dmentnever brought - 8. Ore »=
Tribunal was given in Viiender Singh 8 Ors.Vscases > (Annexure A-A).

]  rw^ fO A ^8/98 connected ca.se^ ,•(  8 Ors. (0-A. _ . nn niyttion of limitation.
O  7 -lo^^ there is no c]^-^V  decided on 2-. - - nts has a'so relied on the

.  counsel tot the applicants haLearned co.ins- Urtuon
-I- oi ir. B N. 8. Ctrs. vs-Judgement of the Tn u .

f  infii. 8 Oms. (OA 256/98). decided on 28.7.1998
°  . . Bansal learr^ counsel for the respondents has.

sdimitred that in
"^7ants wer: admittedly leorKing in 1^ Oelhi in variol.

bv the CP«D. for ^Ihi College ofprojects urderta .en by
Drnr-dPCt MSO BUlldlOg, 1- "Engineering Prc.ec .

prciects in Delhi , whereas New Delhi at
^ ,re employed and worKing outside Ne.applicants who . - ,.,Thmitted that

1  ■ <,Tate of Haryana. He has. therefore, eit-fiti  .. .» ^ e.
iP the matter and the app

to move a hi
-  loiTcs ;>= tlx^y have also not car.-maintaina.ble a- heard

for the applicants was also hearor. -He The les-ned counsel for tne apv
. H vehem^^nT^y submitted that theat s«^ lei^H in reply who had yehef.n..y

Prii^ipal ser^h indeed l«s Jurisdiction in t^ ^
.  pf Annexure A-1 and Annexure A-3 orders issi-

r.r-Lo xt reoresentation to
as well as the fact that they have made a repr■  ear CPWD at Hew Delhi or ,5.10.1998 (Page 35the Chief Engineer, CPWD ar
of the_ Par^r .^ok.)^:_
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5, After hearino the learred counsel for the par

at s^ ler^th on t^ tvo cases, the orders «ere reserved on
the preliminary objections raised by the respondents, namely,
jurisdiction and limitation. After the next case was taken rp
for hearincs. Shri O.P. Khokha. learned counsel for the
applicants, entered the court room and made a s.i™ission that

.  , o A«r c-1 t-K^i- he could tnovo a P'
he prays for withdrawing the O.A_

\  for Obtaining aPPr^^tiate orders from the Hon-ble Chairt^h to
i  retain tr« matter in the Prir^ipal Bench. As Shri Pajeex

Barsal. lear^d counsel, was representing the respondents in
the next case also (OA 533/98). which was taken up for

A.. --(-i-caH +-Kn+- a«=. th® orders hav-^ already beenhearing, he submitted that as rne

k, = mav not be entertained at that stagereserved, such a prayer may rnji-

.  , j_ a. -j i •»- 3 c; 1-he discretion of the
although he has fairly stated that it -

minutes Shri O.P. Khokhs,
court- However, in another Tew minuue-,

leaned counsel, again withdrew his prayer for withdrawing the
O.As and prayed that the earlier order "Orders reeerved" may
stand -

6. The applicants are a*ittedly working as Drivers.

pumteers. Beldars and Sewermen at Ma.nesar In the State of
Haryana. In their rejoinder, they have also tried
controvert the submissions of the respondents regarding the
Oiestion of jurisdiction of the Principal Bench to adjidicate
in these matters. Having regard to the provisions of Section
19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act. 1985.read with Rule
6(1) of the central A<tr,inistrative Tribunal (Procedure) Rules.
1987. the contention of the learned counsel for the applicants
that the Principal Bench of the Tribunal has jurisdiction in
the matter cannot be accepted. As the applicants have been
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^Ittedly ccntinulrK, to «orK at Manesar. t^ployed and are ad^xtt y ^ territorial
principal Bench of the Tri un

I  __ i-he same iie^ «•e _ matter, as tne,erisdict.on neen filed or all»- -
Chandxgarh Benc .

retain these cases issued from New
A  1 arvS A-3 orders issuct^japplicants on Annexures - applicants

-_4- -i-hpfn in these cases-
Delhi will not assi

to comply with the provisions ohave to compiy Central
.  Tribunals Act. 1985 and theAdministrative Tribunal

fProcedure) Rules, 198/ w..
^  - -ci-i-r;.tive Tribunal (Proceour ^Administrative

have not done.

T-n ParaGraph 5 above are alsoy  The facts given m Parag aj ^
-  h show that the submissions made by the learrelevant which shew

1  Tor the applicants to withdraw the O.As a, -counsel for ^
them after filing - ^nts had already been
r  .ble AS the reply of the respondents hadtenable. earlier if

r^ o/jrfwT. the same could have oet^nfiled on 21-2-2C«^e the s-m ^ ^ the two
4-^ to In the facts and circunnstances,they had wanted - . .. a.- r. In this view

•  ri rr. be disw'ssed on jurisdictio .0-As are liable to be dise.- _
rr it is not neoessary to express any vie«sof the matter, it is noi

merits or 1imitation-

8. in the result, for the reasons given above, O.A
nd o A 2171/99 are dismissed on the ground2170/99 and 0-A.2i/i/^

.  . . Mrt r»i~der as to costs.jurisdiction. No oroer

9. Let a of this order be placed in
\ n ■ A ■ 2171^/99.
\-
\

'SRD'

K  — ■ ~\smt,Lakshrnl Sw'amiii^han )
Member (J)

J


