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1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? o/"

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

JUDGEiriLNT

(delivered by ahri NU Krishnan, Vice Chairman(M)

The 11 applicants were earlier employed in various

capacities under the second respondent^the Director, Indian

Institute of Technology, NaU Delhi, Their ssrvicsss^ along

uith the service of certain others^have been terminated

from 31-3-93 by the office memorandum dated 2-3-92 An»A,1

issued by the second respondents* office. It is stated

in para 1 of the application that it is against this order

that this application is made.

2. This application came up before us for heading an

admission on 13-5-93. Ue heard 5hri BS fainee, learned

counsel for the applicant on the maintainability of this

application.

3. In answer to our query, the learned counsel for the



*

<3pplxc3n't s'tstsd thst Indii^n Institutes of Tschnology is

wholly controlled and financed by the Gout, of India and

is a local authority of the Central aouarnment for the

purpose of.section 14 of the rtdministrfetive Tribunals Act,

1985— act for short— and that no notification has been issued

by the Central Gout, applying the prouisionsof sub-section

3 of section 14 of the Act to the Indian Institute of

Technology, Euen though in para 1 of the application, it
is stated that the impugned order is the office memorandum

dated 2-3-92 An.1 referred to aboua, yet the applicants do

not seek any relief against the second respondents.

S, He explained that the relief sought was from the first

respondent, namely, the Ministry of Energy, Department of

Non-'-canuent ional Energy Sources,

5. It appears that the first respondent had initiated

scheme called the National Programme on Improved Chulhas
with tne object of conserving scardg of fuel resources.

The programme was to be implementSd by the second respunoent
i.e. tne Inoian Institute ot Tectinology. Necessary funds
were placed at the disposal of second respondent by the
first respondent from ye.r to year. The sanction^ also
indicated the number of posts that can be created for

operating the scheme. One such sanct icn/A n. A-3 for the
period 1-11-85 to 31-11-86. On the receipt of the sanction
the .scand respondent created nsceesary tmporary posts sgsinst
which the applicants uere employed temporarily,

6- It is nou stated in para 4.18 that though the scheme
uas to continue during Eighth Eiue Ye,r Plan, the first
respondsnt has net communicated further extension of the
sanction to the second respondent bejond 31-3-93. ds a
result thereof^ the second respondent has iaajed the rtn.al
order terminating the services of 15 persons uhich inoludei
all the applicants.

7* The applicants state that in similar circumstances
)



a>
'^this Tribunal had given directions to the Government to

frame schemes to regularise the services of 'casual employees'
who have put in a service of 240 days or more in a year.

The applicants have cited the judgements of the Tribunal

in Baluant Singh Rauat and Others, and in the case of

Dalbir Singh Us. Union of India and bhambonath Godhari Vs.
UGI, all reported in 1992 (1) rtT3 at pages 217, 417 &49Q,
respectively. In this background, the applicants have

approached this Tribunal seeking the follouing reliefsi-

"8,2. That this Hon'ble Tribunal fi-ay be further
tirr the respondent No.1 to release
aoDlir^nf '̂'" h"" extension of services of theapplicants as has been done in the past and
reinstate the applicants,

8.3 That this Hon'bia Ttibunsl msv ba fut-tho.
plessed to direct the respondent No.1 to prepare
a soheme Tor reguUrisation of the servicero"
prepared'?:"'' the scheL isprepared the services cf the applicants he continued."

a. The learned oa unsel via heard at length about the
maintainability of this application against the first
respondent. strongly relies on the three judgements
crted by him supra. Ue are of the viep^that this application
is not mdintdinabla for the re^snoa „ •r tne reasons given in the succeeding

s«

9. The jursidiction of this Tribunal is given in section
the act. This deals broadly ulth the different matters.
The first-referred to msection 14(1) (a), is recruitment

-d matters concerning recruitment to various services cr
p«ts. Obviously, the present application is not covered
by thdt provision,

second relates to service matters concerning
-.bers Of various services or persons appointed to various
posts- other than persons taken on deputation from .tate
Govyarnments or locdl authorities- anri n ^ •^•loixties- and pertaining to the
aarvice of sudh member or person in connection uith the
affairs of the Union vide section 14(l)(h). Chvicusly,
the applicants are net at present- or before the dn.l order

'Wi



uds ussyed"" n'stribers qF tn»/.noers or any service or appointed to any
posts referred to in section l4flWh'̂ i

^UJCb; in connection with
the affairs of the Union.

Tha third rererred to in section U(1)(c) u,
eroics matters pertaining to persons uho have been

taken on deputation in connection uith the efraire of the
"naon Trom btate Governments or Trom any iooai authority
corporation, society or other body. Tbis cap aiso does Lt
^it the applicants,

10. On this Simple ground have to hold that this
•^PPlicatxcn is not maintuinable before us h

• erore us,because these
cipplicants do not fnii xn any of the categories referred
in seotior, 14{1) of the act and, therefore th

, i-nBrerore, they can neither

^ ^dmu such

y h T -"Oo^.o^ents Cited
emp ed b " --ors•direct iyemployed by an official of fhc r

Gov/ernment of India,
11- OS are aUu of .
cooe, the grievance •grievance raised by the appilcani-
""V nature be a service matter as define

. ^or, to become aservic J
to the conditions of service

'Affairs of tha Union of ~ ^ connection uith the
thenct. ^ ^Qscrxbed in section 14(1)

the applicants is ofn'̂ mely, that the Gov/t of Xf^H- " general nature,
-end respondent ^r* "^unt in COnnnnf •

^ '"'"Cticn uith f M X .on Impiov/ed Chulhas as it us h f ^ Programmi
xt used to do earlior as .

- "''tchthe second respondent hadtoter- ^
-y te a ° their services.

yrrav/ance but ifout It does not come



uithin the scope of our jurisdiction, accordingly,

ue find that this application is not maintainable

and is dismissed, ^

* I I ^ \( Ba.HEGDE )
fl emb er (3;

21 flay 93 .

( N.V.KRlSHNaN
Vice Chairman(a

21 May 93


