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T IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDIRABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD,
Between Dated: 20,2,1992,

Gajananda Gupta ‘ vew Applicant
. And

1. The Under Saﬁfetary. Department of Official Languasge, Ministry of
Home Affairs, Loknayak Bhavan, Khan Market, New Delhi, :

2. The Govt. of India, represented by Secretary of Official Language,
Ministry of Home Affairs, leknaysk Bhavan, Khan Market, New Delhi,

ses ) Respondents,

Shri. Ka¥ra Prabhakara Rao.

Counsel for the Applicant t S
s Shri. W.Bhaeskar Rze, Adal.'casct_

Counsel for the Respondents

CORAM} _
Hen'ble Mr, ¢C.J.Roy, Judicial Mémber.
The Tribunal made the fellowing order:-

8ri Ka¥ra pPrabhakara Rao, learned counsel for the app i,
is present and heard. In this case the applicant is working as
Official Lafguage Assistant in Praga Tools Limited, which is a Public
Sector Undertaking. In Annexure A-2 the Ministry of Home Affairs
called for applications for filling-up the post of Research efficer in
the Department Qfficial language. The applicant is an aspirant to that
pest and his application was rejected by the lst respondent on the
ground that the definition Central Government office as given in
Official Language Rules, 1976, applies® only to the policy of efficial
Language but not in the matter of Government Service.® Aggrieved by
this the applicant comea hefore this Tribunal for an alleged grievance
for redressal. It is absolutsly clear for me after goling through the
sub-section (2) of section-14 of the A,T.Act, 1985, that there is neo
netification issued cevering the applicant's undertaking. 1In this
case it has te be established that whether the subject matter falls
under the defindtien of szervice of Central Gevernment and whether this
Tribunal can exercise {ts jurisdiction. The learned ceunsael for the
applicant argues that the Article 14 and 16 are applicable to this
case and that this Tribunal has jurisdiction to entertain this applicatien:
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within twe wheksS thereafter. It is ansolutely made clear that this
notice is not 8m axpression of opinion on the aspect of the case
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