
IIM the: central /^DniNlSlRATIUE TRIBUNAL
f4.incipal bench

NEU DELHI.

RA 103/98
RA 88/98

PT' MA 1158/98
OA 1912/96

Neu Delhi this the 15th day of September, 1998

Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (O)
Hm'ble Shri K.Muthukumar, Member (A)

Union of India through the
Chairman, Staff Selection Commission,
Block No.12, CGC Complex, Neu Delhi-S

.. • Applicants

(By Advocate Shri l/.S.R, Krishna )

Ms*

Shri Lalit WJraar and 14 Others

(None for the Respondents ) •** ^sspondents

RA 8e/lS96

Union of India through Secretary to
the Govt.of India, Ministry of Finance,
Department of Revenue and Grs,,Neu Delhi

.  I' ... Applicants
Us. , :,

Respondents
Shri Lslit KLimar^ and Others

(None for the Respondents)

ORDER (ORAL)

(Hcn'ble Smt.Lakshrai Suaminathan, Member (j)

Notices had been ordered to be issued in RA 88/1998 and

103/98 to the original applicants in OA 1912/96 by the

Tribunal's orders dated 13.0.98 and 4.6.98, respectively.

2. In RA 88/1998,'ue note that some of the notices sent

to the applicants have since been returned by the postal autho

rities with the remarks " left without address,"
/  .

In RA 103/98, ue note that notices to two applicants

have also been returned uith the remarks as mentioned above

by the postal authorities. Ue also note that acknoiirledgement

receipts of notices have been received from some of the other

applicants.
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■  In the aboue ciicemstances it is nres a
hair' s H ■ Pl'ssemed tl^a^tlCBshej^been deiy ser„ed on the applicants th-, k
on their behalf o • i ^ o none has appearedbehalf, eean thoygh the R4s have been n ,, a ^ '

.  ®" out tulce.
Iaiq haue hsard Shri i/ S R iv-^' u

„  . "-«-K"3hna.leamed counsel for the
Hevieu Applicants in Reuier, a t

.  . bnd Shri R.R.Bhartl

eernsd counsel for the Reuieu Applicants in Reuieu ,88/98. In th-Vi ' Application/cumstances^ for the reasons niuen in the '
HAS the delay fi'l . / the respective
6. r " 'O  the main groundSurged by Sh ri Krl-hna 1
counsel and Shri R H Pha f ■ i ■ "b'-'®arned

n - H.n.Bharti,learned counsel for the re ■ " 'opplicants is that they are fan- ' '
y  re facing certain diff icul f ioo • .

' r; r /b-P Of the iribunai datdd
;  - --aue problems for ebslbi'ng■  d i d i=it e s i •3tes ,uhich nave been referred to in

- -en that the BA bad bean fllad on^; ; 7'
tbs Tribunal- in ubicb impugned orde r dated" 1. .r . g"" ^
Para 5 of the imnr a ■ Pfssed. jp •tne impugn®d order if has ~ie .has,.130 been stated thaf" hhe
applicants shall be absorbed aoainst the'

■  , ■ - '"'b^bbancieseuaiiableforthe year 1995 both in flaherasth-
i ianorasthra as uell •pi<? io r ■ ■^  as in Gujrat .zones."

■The abouB extract from the impugned order clean ■ athat reference has been made only to the , ■ '
TPlbunal and does not appear 'tonot appear to coper the entire lot of . a-a

154 candidates „hc ue re declared su ""'^'btas •
c  e. ci-j-areo successfnl in j-kraof Inspector of Central Exci-e/r ®><3"iination

:  ha„e alsobther grounds taken by the Revieu applic-.nts ■ ra
and ue do not' find thai +p ^'1®"o that these grounds fall ui,h.-„',K
of Order ,7 Rule 1 rp- ■ " PPOeisions

, ■ ""°®r ohlch alone the Rfl, '8. 2 As are permissible. ]in the above fpq fs nnW ' - • f - '
,  "" 1 i^ctams tance f nf fu,and RM 86/98 are rpino'' .-f ^ ^A 103/08

(K.nithukumar)flb^betCfl) 'bmt.Lakshmi SuaminnCn)
n2 mhe V i ^ I


