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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW DELHL

0O.A. No. 1043 1987,
T.A. No.,

DATE OF DECISION August 12,1987,

A ,
Shri U.C.Pathak & another Petitioner Se
Shri B,R.Kapoor, - : Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
, .
Union of India & another ' _ Respondentss,
Noﬂg‘ \ : Advocate for the Respondent(s)
CORAM :
\r‘w{ '

-~ The Hon'ble Mr. | Jystice K.Madhava Reddy, Chairman.
The Hon’ble Mr. Kaushal Kumar, Member.

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? )fe

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? : : /4‘ .-
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? A e
4, Whether to be circulated to other Benches? N7
. / -
(Kaushal Kymar) (K Madhava Reddy)
\ ' Member Chairman
12.,.8.1987. 12,8.1987.



v

12 Be 87
Shri U.

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL \
PRINCIPAL BENCH: DELHL. op 1040/\¢\,

C. Pathak & another VS UNION OF INDIA & A\JOIHERo

Present: Iohrl BR Kapoor, advocate for appllcalt

On the qverment in the petition itself,

_it is clear that the Detltloner is an employee OL.

the Mational HydlofElectrlc Power Co;poratlon Ltd.

"It is obviously a company régistered under the, _

!

. Companies Act, _Though it is a Government of India

Companies Act witi: the right to sue in\i;s\0wnv

’

enterprise, nonétheless this company is an’

inﬂébendeﬂt legal entity incorporatedupnde; the

name and be sued in its name. The‘employees of

the company do not hold a post under the Unlon

_Sectlon 19 of the Admlnlstratlve Trlbunals Kci

f of this company to move this. Trlbunal under

“so fars Consequentlyy ‘this Tribunal has.no

2. ' Shri Kapoor, learned counsel for the

or the Union Tefritoryu‘ Belng employees of the
company, their grievance camot be enﬂertalnea

by this. Trlbunml undul Sectlon 14(1) read with

No doubt, if a notiflcatlon under subsection(2)

of Sectioh'l4 othhe Aét is issued in respect of

thlS company, it would\be open to the cmgloyees

Sectlon 19 read with Sectlon 14(2) of the Act.
Admlttedly, no such notification has been issued
jurisdiction to entertain the grievances of an
employee of the National Hydro-Eledtric Pover

Corporation -Ltd.

!

petitioner, however, brings to our notice that

’\'\_4 - ) . ‘ . ’oooooooz/""\




-an application for redressal of the grievance of an

not have -jurisdiction to entertain this application. ~

" for presentation to éppropriate‘forum.

st

“this appliéaht*s pétition under Article’226 was dismissed.

by the'High‘Court on 15,1,86 and that the abﬁlicant moved

the Supremé Court by way of Speéial Leéve. That Special
Leave Pétifion was allowed to be withdrawn with libérty
foAmove the'concerned.bench_of‘the Centfal,Administrative
Tribunal, ’Therefore; this petitiqn<coﬁld'be entertained
by ‘this Tribunal ‘We._ are afraid thatltﬁe order of the

Supreme Court cannot be construed as a dlrectlon to this

" Tribunal to entertain the present petition, &11 that the
~Supreme Court has dode is to allow the applicant to

. withdraw his Special Leave Petition,. Their Lordships

Have also given liberty to the applicant to move the
concerned bench of the Central Administrative Tribunal,
The Supreme Court did not hold that the Central -

Administrative Tribunal had jurisdiction to entertain

employee of the National Hydro~Electric Power Corporation

Ltd, In the absence of such notification under sub-

secﬁion'z of Section 14 of the Act, this Tribunal does

This application‘is therefore rgturﬁed to the applicant.
se: ' ;Itishmmﬂx
douﬁfful, if any court bﬁ"Tribuhal has jﬁfisdiction to
entertain the appllcant' ﬂrieﬁancé in fhe face of the
Hl”h Court's order dated 15._.86 - Be that as it may,'

as thls Trxbunml has no Jurlsdlctlon to entertmln thlS:

application, lt is returned, ‘
Ordered é?cordiff}v. - ké%;;z
%\ . /LU_J“/ ~_ » / =
(Kaushal Kumar) =~ = . (Ko Ma\ﬂﬁ}?@dy)
Member (AM) Chairi
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