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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
/ N E W D E L H I

{

/ , O.A. No. 440/90
• T.A. No. . 199 8. B; 1^90.

DATE OF DECISION

Shri Ram Chancier Dhankhar ^etitfOner-Applicant

Shri a.B. Raval Advocate for the>P,etiti©ijep(s)<Applican t
Versus

Oelhl Aclmn. ^ Or6. Respondent

Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

The Hon'ble Mr. Kartha? \/ic e-C hair man (Judl,)

The Hon'ble Mr.P• C• Jain^ Administrative namber.

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allovi^ed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

ND

(Judgemsnt of the Bench deliuered by Hon'bla l^lr, P, K,
Kartha? Vice-Chairman)

The grieuancB of- the applicant in the present

application filed under Section 19 of the Administr atiu e

Tribunals Act, 1985, is that the respondents did not appoint

him as a Teacher in Geography in the S, N, Dain Modern Senior

Secondary School, Kamla Nagar, New) Oalhi, though ha uas

found fit for such appointment by the Board uhich interviaued

him. The Director (Education), Delhi Administration, is the

first respondent and the Manager and the Principal of the

said School are the second and third respondents. The

relief sought is that a ilandamus should be issued directing

the respondents to giue, an appointment letter to the apolicant

as a Geography Teacher in the Respondent school,
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2, The appiieation came up for adsnission on 16,3,90

uhan ue heard the learned counsel of the applicant and

went through the records of the Case and reserued our

orders,
I \

3, The facts of the CgSe in brief are that the applicant

uho is working as a. Trained Graduate Teacher in the

Universal Public School, Preet Uihar, Delhi, applied for

the post of Geography Teacher in S. Dain Modern Senior,

Secondary School, Kamla Nagar, Delhi, pursuant to an

advertisement issued in the Hindustan Times of 9th

October, 1989, He uas interviewed by a Board uhich

included the Principal, the Manager, the President and

Vice-Prasidant of the sgid School and the Education Officer

of the Directorate of Education, Delhi Administration, He

has stated that the Board found him fit for appointment

but has not given him the offer, of appointment. In the

meanuhile,. the School authorities issued another advertise

ment for the same po'st in the Hindustan Times of 14th

January, 1990, The applicant has alleged that the action

taken by the respondents is violative of Articles 14,

16 arid 21 of the Constitution of India,

4, In our considered opinion, this Tribunal has no

jurisdiction to entertain the grievance of the applicant

and issue any direction to the respondents. Apparently,

5, FI, Gain Modern Senior Secondary School is a private
A

school aided and recognised under the Delhi School

Education Act, 1973, In Shri Narind er • Quota Vs. Union
' . (1)

-of India, 1986 A,T,C,^414, the Principal Bench of this

Tribunal has held that it has nc jurisdiction to entartain

an application under Section 19 of the Administrative

Tribunals Act, 1985, to redress the grievance of an

cv—
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employee of a private aidsd school (see also B.L. \] arwa

Ms, Union of India & Others, 1986 (3) 313 (CAT) 402*
(1) ' 'Bal Krishna l/s, K.V. S. , 1986 ATC^37 2).^,.2^r:- —

_ .(i

• " " "" , r-—; - jf^Q legal

position stated aboue holds good even in a case where a

parson seeks employment in such a school. This Tribunal

has no jurisdicti :jn to issue any directions to the

authorities of such, a school,

5* In B.L, Parma's case, mentioned above, tha Tribunal

obseruad that a private aided school may be an instru

mentality of the State, answering the description of

"other authorities", uithin the meaning of Article 12 of

tha Constitution of India against whom a writ could be

issued but this Tribunal would not have the jurisdiction

unless a Notification envisaged by Section 14(2) is

issued. Consequently, in the absence of such a notification,

the High Court continues to hav/e jurisdiction in such cases.

In the light of the foregoing, we are of the opinion

that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the

present application, in the absence of a notification

under Section 14(2) of the Administrative Tribunals Act,

1985, The applicant will, however, be at liberty to seek

redress in an appropriate civil court, in accordance with

law, if so advised.

There will be no order as to cost^s.

(P.C, 3ai|i) (P, K, Kartha)
Administrative Member \/ice-Chairinan(Dudl. )


