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€C/ST 'commission cannot

adjudicate disputes: HC

It is neither a

5 tribunal nor f\lﬁ N\
. court’ At |

{ SPECIAL CORRESPONDENT
_'BENGALURU ¢

i The State Commission for
. Scheduled Castes (SC)
: and Scheduled Tribes
¢ ($T) is not esnpowered in
¢ law to adjudicate and de-
! cide disputes between
. the parties and pro-
. nounce its orders either
. interim or final as it is
i neither a tribunal nor a
i court, the High Court of
| Karnatakahassaid.

“The commission can-

© not be construed to be a
¢ tribunal or a forum dis-
** charging the functions of a
¢ judicial character or court.
:  Article 338 of the Constitu-
. tion itself does not entrust
' -the commission with the

power to take up the role
of a court or an adjudicato-
ry tribunal and determine
the Tights of parties inter
se the High Court has
observed. '

Justice M. Nagaprasan-
na passed the order while
setting aside a 2016 direc-
tion ‘of the commission
asking the government to
promote to a government
employee in a dispute ov-
er seniority and date of
promotion between two
employees belonging to
the Scheduled Caste

M.B. Siddalingaswamy,
a superintendent working

_in the Office of the Direc-

tor, Department of Pre-
University  Education,
had questioned the 2016
order of the comission
on a plea filed by another
employee, K.R. Muralid-

har, also a superinten-

dent in the same office.

« the powers bes-
towed upon the commis-
sion by the Constitution

are procedural powers of

. the civil court for the pur-

pose of investigating and
enquiring into matters.
and are limited only for
that purpose. The proce-
dure that is conferred un-
der Article 338 cannot be
confused to be conferring
a substantive power akin
to that of a civit court ora,
tribunal which are adjudi-
cating bodies of disputes:
of citizens,” the couft
held. e

As per the provisions
of the Article 338 and its
interpretation by the

* apex court; it is “unmis-

takably clear” that the,
commission does mot

have the power to adjudi-

cate such’ disputes, the
High Court said while not-
icing that the commission,

without authority in law,
had dirécted the -govern:
ment to grant retrospec-

tive promotion, correct 5&--
niority with consequential

benefits, etc. while enter-
taining the plea of one of
the employees. :
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