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IV THE CENTHAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BE wCH 9

UA 1482/¢3

New Delhi this the 3rd day of December, 1598,

non'ble smt.lakshmi Sweminathan, Member (3J)
don'ble Shri NeSanu,Member (A)

In the matter of

1. Jacob Vargnese,
Tecnnical Assistant,
Uepartment of Science and Teciinology,
M/0 Science and Technology,
Menrauli Road, Mew Delhi.

2. BeKaTyagi, ' y
Technical Assistant, /
Department of Scicence and Technology,
M/0 Science and Tecinology,
Menrauli Road, New Delhi. ;
essApplicants
(None for tne applicants)

/

Vs.

Te Union of India through
Secretary,
Ministry of Science and Technology,
Mehrauli Road,New Delhi.

2+ Prasnant Mali(Direct Recruitee)
Technica! Assistant
. 0/0 Science and Technology,
- M/0 Science and Technology,
Mehrauli Road, New Delhi.

3. Hari Bans Singh (Direct Racruitae),
iechnical Assistant, S
D/0 Science and Technology,
0 Science and Technology,
Mehrauli Road, New Delhi.

4 Kumelndu Bala(iirect Recruitee),
Tecnnical Assistaent,
0/0 Science and Technology,
M/0 Science and Technclogy,
Mehrauli Road, New Delhi.

Se ounil Kumar ARggarwal(Direct Recruitee)
Tecnnical Assistant,
0/0 3science and Technology,
M/0 Scien ce and Techhology
FMenrauli Road, New Delhi.

6. omt,Tulika srivastava,
Technical Assistant,
0/0 science and Techneclogy,
M/0 Scisnce and Technology,
Mehrauli Road, lew Delnhi.

\9ervice top bespondents NoeZ to 6 is tg
be erfacted through Tespondent No.1
i.e. UOI through its secretary)
*++ Respondents
(None far the respondents)
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ORDE R (OHAL) 9

.(Hon'ble amteLakshnmi Swaminathan, Member (3)

This case has been listed at serial yo.g in today g
cause list. In the circumstancas, we have perused the pleadings.
e note that after the replies wer: filed by the respondents in
December, 1993, the applicants had not filed 8ny rejoinder to
rebut tne averments made By them. The apnlicants nave challenged
the provisionel seniority list dated E48.90 and the final |
seniority 1ist dated 3U,10.91. This Ceks has been filed on
S5+6.53. The ofricia) Tespondents in their reply have teken a
preliminary cujection thet the application is barred by lTimitaticn
e find that the applicents have not even filed a Misce 1'aneous
Applicetion for condonation of delay. In the Circumstances of
the case, the 3pplication is barred by limitation under ectigis
20 and 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act.,1985, |

2. Apart from that since NGNe had appeared for the

Filed, it dppears that tne @pplicants are pot interested ip
PUrsuing their casss ang have accepted the stand taken by the
Tespondents in the cass,

3. In view of the above Facté @nd circumstances of the

case, the O0A is dismissed, No order as to costs,

(J.Sahujlll"__' (omtelakshmi swaminathan)

Member (a) Membe r ( J)

SRS



