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Zfﬂqn'bla'Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (Judicial)_/
This case was listed for hearing with a note to
the counsel that .the first 10 cases ére pas ted pereﬁ~
ptorily for final hearing. In spite of waiting for
considerable long time, none appeared for the applicant,
Hence, we heard the learned counsel for the Respondents

and proceeded to deal with the matter on the basis of

. pleadings and records,

2. The applicants, who are working as Junior Engineers

{Electrical) were recruited in the Ministry of Communication

~on the basis of an interview, According to them, they

/

were interviewed by the Raespondents for the posts of
Junicr Engineer (Electrical) on 18th Navembﬁr, 1978 and
were informed during the course of intervieuw that they were
selected and told to uéit for the appointment later,

The two applicants were appeinted to the posts of Duniqr
Engineer (Electfical) on 31,3.1380 .and 8.4.198q,r98pectively,

Their grievance is that certain candidates, who uwere

- interviewed later and had been kept on the pansl below

the applicants were taken on duty prior to the joining
of the applicants, They have stated that they had

represented befcore the higher authorities, who had assured
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them that their seniority right will not be affacted.
They have challengad the All Ihdia‘eligiﬁility iist of
Junior Engineers datsd 15.5,1983 (Annexure A=4) which
ués circulated on 17.5.1989, They have alleged that

in visw of eligibility list, their serial numbers have
Vbeen reduced and number of their juniors, who have bsen
salected/intarvieued‘after their seglsction aﬁd uﬁo are
‘below in the select list have pecome senior in the said
Py ) ';mpuvgned éligibili@y list, They have, therefore, prayed

that the impugned seniority list may be quashed and sat

® | : .
aSid@ and direction may be given to the Respondents to
revise the seniority list,
3. The learped counsel for t he Respondents has sub-
mitted the - following objections that the application
is bad in law for -
(i) Non-joinder of hedessary parti@s;
, ..
(ii) The agplication is barred by limitation,
. . 9
(iii) Having not challanged the circle seniority
list-publishsad on-19,1.1989 and an earlisr.
draft seniority list circulated on 29.10,1385
in this U.A. based on which the present impugned
All India Seniority List had been published;
“the application is untenable; and
(iv) The applicants 'are claiming seniority
from the date of intsrview based on certain
assurances stated to have been given to them
/)% . which have been denied as false and misleading.

far the Respondents that the applica:ion suffers from
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i b4e Ue-agree uith the submission of the-learned counsel
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infirmity on the ground of nonwjoinder‘of necessary
parties. The Raspondants have also stated.that the
recruitment of Jumiosr Enginears (Electrical) was béing»
done at that time circls-wise and accordingly a draft
seniority list of Junisr £ngineers (Electricali was

issued vide order datad 29.10,1985 which was followed

by an updatsd circule ssninrity list dated 19.1,1989,

Sincz the All India eligibility.list is prepared on'the

‘basis of the circle seniority list, the applicant ought

to have challgnged the circle seniuripy list also which
thsy have Failed to do, \We, therefure, find force in the
argu=-ment that this‘ﬂ;ﬁ: ié also time barred, éincé,

tﬁa cause af,aétion has arisen as early as.29.10.19853na

whan the updatal seniority llSt was issued on 19.1,1989¢nd
thds application has been filed only on 20,2, 1990let is
barred by limitation under Sec,21 of the A,T. Act 1985,
3o on this ground also, the application is liabls to

be dismissed,
5. " We also find that the claim of the applicants for
sgniority from the date of interview is untesnable; their

mere assertion that they were informed during t he course

‘of interview that they were selected and told to wait

appears to be 7
for the appointment/rather far-fetched and unsubstantiatad.

Such a procsdurs will also be contrary to established rules,

Moreover, this contention was also vehemently opposed
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by the lsarned counsel for the Respondents.as being

baseless,
6, Having regard to the aforesaid facts and

circumstances of the case, wa find no merit in
the application. The application is accordingly

dismisssd; Thers will be no ordaer as to costs,
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