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CENTRAL QDMIHISTRQTIVE TRIBUNAL :FRINCIFAL BENCH
DA HNo.611l of 2000
Maw Delhi. this 16é6th day of May,2001

AON BLE SHRI KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(J)
FON'BLE SHRI M.FP.SINGH,MEMBERTHA)

ti Mivas 12-7-295 Mettuguda
Merabad- 500017
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(Hone for applicant)

VESUS
Council of Scientific & Industrial
Research (Extramural Research Division)
C.5.I.R. Complex, RPUSH
Maw Delhi-110012 through its
Dirsctor General .. Respondent

(By Advocate: Ms Anuradha Privadarshini)
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Ms .  Anuradha Privadarshini, counsel for the

raspondant is present. Wa waval
dispose of this 08 under Rule 1% of the

CAT(Procedure)Rules, 1987.

2. The applicant has filed this 04 under Section
17 ot the Administrative Tribunal Act,178%5
seeking directions to the raspondent (i) to guash
the 1mpugned O g of termination dated
17.7.1927, (ii) to guash the CSIR  Scheme of
Absorption  from  2.5.1997, (iii) to  absorb the
applicant  in  The permanent post under the said
Scheme  of Absorption and to continue her in  her

réespactive position up o the ages
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superannuation or till the absorption under the

said Scheme whichever is earlier, and (iv) not to
digsecriminats in cetwaan its emplovess or
seientific staff by picking andg choosing and

of  Senior Research Associate of C.S.I.R. She
alsa  claims  that she had conducted wvarious
resedarch  In the required fisld and before being

Associate of CL.S.TI.R. Now  the applicant is
claiming regularisation and has also praved for
gquashing of  the aforesaid CSIR  Schenme of

4. Learned counsel for the respondent  submits
that a similar matter was heard by Court No.l of
this Tribunal whereby aforesaid Scheme with

on of Research Associates

pto

regard  to the absorpt
was  challenged and the Court after taking into
consideration the vleadings and submissions made

Ly the learned counsel for the parties, dismissed

that 0A . Wa have also  gone through the

Judgement  of the Tribunal dated 18.7.2000 and we
find that the present case is fully covered by

the  same judgement. We find no reason to take a
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different wview in this matter also, contrary to
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in a similar mattaer by

the Tribunal in its judgement dated 18.7.2000.
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This 0A is accordingly d
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iissed. Mo order as to

(Kuldip Singh)}
Member (J)




