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Principal Bench ( /
y

Central Administrative Tribunal ' / /
/

'  New Delhi, dated this the February, 2000

HON'BLE MR. S.R. ADIGE, VICE CHAIRMAN (A)
HON'BLE MR. KULDIP SINGH, MEMBER (J)

I  . 0. A. No. 231 1 of 1995

Shri Dinesh Tripathi,
S/o Shri J.N. Tripathi,
R/o C-A6, Gujranwala Apartments,
J Block, Vikaspuri,
New Delhi-1 10018. ,. Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri M.L.Chawla)

Versus

1. Lt. Governor, Delhi
through the Chief Secretary,

»  Delhi Administration,
}  Delhi-nO005.

2. The Director,
Delhi Energy Devlopment Agency,
NCT of Delhi,
37, Institutional Area,
T ughlakabad,
New Delhi-1 10062.

3- The Chairman-cum-Development Commissioner,
Delhi Energy Development Agency,
Transport Authority,
5/9, Underbill Road,
Delhi-1 10007. .. Respondents

(By Advocate: Mrs. Meera Chhibber)

2. 0. A. No. 195A of 1995

Shri Ravi Tripathi,
S/o Shri J.N.Tripathi,
R/o C-46, Gujranwala Apartments,
'J' Block, Vikaspuri,
New Delhi-1 10018. .. Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri M.L.Chawla)

Versus

Lt. Governor, Delhi
through the Chief Secretary,
NCT of Delhi, Delhi. .. Respondents

(By Advocate: Mrs. Meera Chhibber)

ORDER

HON'BLE MR. S. R. ADTHF

AS these two 0 As invxDlve common questions of lay



R

and fact, they are beir^ disposed of by this comtnon

o r d er«

2, Applicants challenge respondents' orders

terminating their services# They se^ reinstatgn

grant of temporary status and regulariSation uith

consequential Oenefits#

3. AdTiittedly applicants were engaged by Delhi

En'erg ey Development Agency, uhich is a society
'  ij

registered under ths 3Dcieties Registration Act

(Annexure-R-I and f^Il) and is not a Govt# O^artroent '

^  Respondents are therefore correct when they state that :
the enployees of the Agency are not Govt# servants

and are not employees of Delhi Adnini stration and hencdR

their grievance cannot be adjudicated by the Tribunal# R

i^plicants' counsel has bcefc shown us any notification

issued under Section 14(2) aT Act bringing 0£04

within thelribunal * s jurisdiction#

.i ,

4# Applicants' counsel Shri Chawlahas argued that; ;'

DGDa i s in effect a part and parcel of the Govt# of MCT

of Delhi as its aims and objects are to implensnt Go vti» L

^  policy and all the Oembers of its governing Body aTo
drawn from? amongst Govt# o f fi cars. H ence he argues that

the Tribunal has jurisdiction in these 2 OAs# In this

connection he places reliance on the Hon'bie ajprsus

03urt*s judgment in the case of Hussain Bhai l/s# alath

Factory Tezhilali Uhion AIR 1978 SC141G.

5# Ue are unable to agree with £hri Chawla's

contentions# It is clear that OEDa is a Society ragistefei

under the aJcieties Registration Act and Section 14 aT Ast i'

is clear that unless such a Registered 3Dciet^ is notified
.•4
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it does not come uithin the Tribunal's juri sdi ctiofio ;

In these circumstances, the ruling in Hussein Bhai'a ?

case (supra) does not advance applicants* case<»

6« ri Chaula had sought for and had been

granted further time to furnish addl® material

to support his contentions, but although sufficient

time has been granted to him, no such materials

have been furnished to satisfy us that deqpite no

notification having been issued, the Tribunal still

has jurisdiction to adjudicate this dispute Invoking

a Registered Societyo

7. The OAS are therefore dismissed for lad< of

jurisdiction leaving it open to applicants to agitate

their claims before the appropriate forum in accordance; j

uith 1 abi, if so advisedtNo costso ;

80 Let a copy of this order be placed In each casoi

recordo

( kUL DIP SINGH ) (s.R.ADIGE)/ '
nETIBERCD) VICE CHAlfTlAN (a)

/ug/


