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. The applicant hes

against certain recruitmenis

i.e. MNational Consumer

Comnission (NCDRC for short),

Grodp-fa, B, © &

o him owas  in gross

gulations/instructions
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3. Wwe note from Tribunal’s order dated
01.02.1995 that the prayer of the applicant for an
interim order to stay the process of -absorption
was declined and it was only directed that if any
absorption is made hereafter, the same shall be
subject to the decision of the O.A. We also note
that the applicant has not been present o &
number of occasions from August 1995 when tha caso

has been listed for hearing.

4. shri A.K. Behera, learned counsal
has submitted that this 0.A. 1is not maintainablo
as the Tribunal does not have the jurisdiction
over the NCDRC which is a statutory body set U
under the provisions bf Consumers Protection AT
1986. He has further submitted that as there i
no Notification under Section 14(3) of t h
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, he prays that

the 0.A. may be dismissed on this ground alons.

shri P.H. rRamchandani, learned Senior ounsel
also adopts this view in the case. He haszalso

submitted that unfortunately when the Tribunal had
passed the order dated 01.02.1993, this issue had
not been placed before the Tribunal. He, howdvd,
submits ‘that since the Tribunal does not btave

jurisdiction 1in the matter, the 0.A. may et D

considered further on merits and has prayed At
the 0.A. may be dismissed. Sh. £k
Ramchandani, learned Senior Counsel has  a!so

submitted that the applicant has sines e
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repatriated  to his parent department in Julv

i Ministry of Information and Broadcasting.
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