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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
3 	 AMGA LORE BENCH: BA NSA LORE 

DATED THIS THE THIRTEENTH DAY 0F JUNE, 1988 

Present: Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswarny .. Vice Chairrrn 

Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego 	 ..Mernber (A) 

APPLICATION NS. 822 & 82311987 

Smt. Jaya Venkatesh 
W/O. G. Venkatesh 
Assistant (F&A) 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodiha lii 
Bangalore - 17. 

Shri A.M. Muralinath 
S/O. A. Madhava Rao 
Assistant (F&A) 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodiha 111 
Bangalore - 17. 
( Shri M. Narayana Swamy, Advocate) 

Vs. 

The Director General 
Council of Scientific & Industrial 
Re s e arch 
Raf I Marg 
1'E1 D LHI. 

Applicants 

The Director 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodihalli 
Bangalore - 560 017. 	 .. Respondents 

(Shri H. Sulairnan Sait, Advocate) 

This application having come up for 

hearing before this Tribunal today, Hon'ble Vice Chairman 

made the following: 

ORDER 

These are applications made by the 

applicant under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals 

Act, 1985 (Act). 

2. 	 Prior to 26.8.1982, the applicants In 

Application Nos. 822 and 823 of 1987 were working as Upper 
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Division Clerk and Junior Stenographer 
I 
respectively, 

in the National Aeronautical Laboratory ('AL'), a 

i). 

Unit of the Council of Scientific and Thdustrial 

Research, New Delhi, (CSIR) a society rgistered 

and functioning under the Societies Registration 

Act XXI of 1860, and were eligible to alppear for 

an in service examination, prescribed tor the posts 

of Assistants (Finance and Accounts) Lssistant27. 

On 26.8.1982, an examination was held for the said 

posts by the CSIR in which the applicants were 

declared successful and were therefore included in 

the panel of persons suitable for appointment to 

the posts of Assistants, prepared on 9th May, 1983 

(Annexure—C). 

The applicants claim that on the 

basis of their inclusion in the panel, they had been 

appointed as Assistants on an ad hoc basis, from 

4.2.1985 ennd 1.6.1986 respectively, which js disputed 

by the respo:dents, though their continance as such 

is not disputed. 

On or about 17.7.1087, rthe applicants 

represented to the CSIR that the condition on the time 

limit stipulated in their empanelment viz., 2 years 

from the date of issue be ignored and Teir appointments 

as Assistants be regulated without reference to the 

same but it had rejected the same on 1.9.1987 (Annexure—). 

Hence, these applications. 

The applicants have urgd a number of 

grounds in support of their cases. We will notice and 

3/_ 



deal with them in due course. 

In their reply, the respondents 

have urged that these applications made on 24.9.1987 

reckoning the period of limitation from 9.5.1985, were 

barred by time. On merits, the respondents have urged 

that the stipulation of 2 years as the life of the 

panel under Rule 75 of the Rules and Regulations of 

the Council of Scientific and Industrial Research ('Rules') 

was valid and legal. 

Shri H. Sulaiman Salt, learned 

counsel for the respondents contends that computing the 

period of limitation from 9.5.1985 these applications 

were barred by time and call for dismissal in limine. 

Shri M. Narayana Swarny, learned counsel for the 

applicants disputes the same and contends that the 

limitation should be computed only from 1.9.1987. 

In the order dated 9th May, 1983, the 

CSIR, had no doubt specified the period of the panel 

as 2 years from the date of issue. 

But with due regard to the events 

that ensued thereafter, the applicants made representations 

before the CSIR urging the same, with a request to ignore 

the stipulation of 2 years time—frame for the panel and 

to regulate their conditions of service without reference 

thereto. These representations of the applicants, were 

rejected by the CSIR on 1.9.1987. When that is so, then 

the period of limitation for redressal of their grievance 

under the Act, will commence only from the date of 

receipt of that order and not from 9th May, 1985. When 

so computed these applications filed within 24 days from 

the date of the order are within time. We see no merit 

in this objection of Shri Salt and we reject the same. 
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10. 	 Shri Swamy contends that the 

stipulation of the life of the panel, as 2 years 

was a void condition and was in any eyent, illegal. 

II. 	 hri Salt contends that the 

stipulation of 2 years under Rule 75 1 bf the Rules 

and otherwise also was valid and lgal. In support 

of his contention, Shri Salt strongly relies 

on the ruling of the Supreme Court in THE STATE OF 

HARYANA v. SUBASH CHA.NDER MRWAH & OR. (AIR 1973 

S.C. 2216 - 1973 S.C.C. (L&S) 488 and a Division 

Bench ruling of the Delhi High Court in H.L. DLTITA 

vs. M.C.D. a OBS. (1971 (i) SLR vol.5) 800). 

.12. 	 Recruitment to the various posts 

including the posts of Assistants in the CSIR is 

regulated by the Council of Scientific and Industrial 

Research Administrative Services (Recruitment and 

Promotion ) Rules, 1982 ('Recruitment Rules') framed 

by the CSIR. These Rules are the prilmary rules 

which requlate recruitment to the psts of Assistants 

also. 

13. 	 Rule 6 of the Recruitment Rules which 

deals with the posts of Assistants, Which is material 

reads thus: 

9Grade TV—Assistant (Finance & Accoudts) - (Ps 425-800): 

Recruitment to this Grade shall be nade on local 
basis as under:— 

(1)75% from amongst local i.D.C.'s/ 
L.D.Cs and Junior Stenographers 
who have completed not less than 
3 years approved service as U.D.C./ 
Junior Stenographer and 6 years as 
L.D.C. on the result of departmental 
qualifying examination. 
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(ii) 2596 by direct recruitment of 
candidates possessing thiversity 
Degree, age not exceeding 28 
years and on the result of 
competitive examination and 
interview. Departmental candidates 
with requisite educational quali-
-fications will also be eligible 
to compete and there will be no 
age restriction in their case. 

Procedure for Examination: A 
common examination for the 
vacancies in a particular Zone 
will be conducted by the CSIR 
Headquarters and the names of 
the candidates qualifying in 
the said examination will be 
forwarded to the respective 
Laboratories/Institutes in the 
Zone for making appointments on 
the basis of preferences shown 
by the candidates in their 
applications for a particular 
Laboratory/Institute. (UDCs, 
LDCs and Junior Stenographers 
from the CSIR Headquarters, if 
otherwise eligible, can compete 
in the examinations both against 
posts under (1) and (ii) above 
in the Laboratories/Institutes 
and vice—versa)". 

This Rule only stipulates quotas, eligibility and 

the method of holding examinations. This Rule in 

terms does not authorise the stipulation of life of 

the panel for any period. Even the other Rules of 

these Rules, do not authorise the CSIP to stipulate 

the life of a panel prepared and published on the 

examination held thereunder. If that is so, then 

the stipulation of the life of the panel was not 

authorised by the Recruitment Rules at all. We must 

now examine whether the same was authorised by the 

Rules or otherwise. 

14. 	 Rule 75 of the Rules on which reliance 

is placed by the respondents to sustain the stipulation 

reads thus: 



"75(a). The scales of pa')' 

applicable to the officers and 

establishments in the service 

of the Society shall notbe in 

excess of those prescribed by 

the Government of India for 

similar personnel, save in the 

case of specialists. 

(b) In regard to all 

matters concerning servie 

conditions of employees of the 

Society, the Fundamental and 

Supplementary Rules framed by 

the Government of India and such 

other rules ad orders isued by 

the Government of India from time 

to time shall apply to the extent 

applicable to the employes of 

the Society. 

Notwithstanding 

anything contained in this Bye—law, 

the Governing Body shall have the 

power to relax the requirement of 

any rule to such extentnd 

subject to such conditions as it 

may consider necessary.'t 

In this Rule also, we are primarily Hncerned with 

sub—rule (b) only. 

Sub Rule (2) of Rule 75 provides that in 

regard to all matters concerning seryice conditions 

of the employees, the Rules and orders made by 

Government from time to time, shall also govern the 

employees of the CSIR to the extent they are applicable. 

We are unable to see as to how this Sub Rule or Rule 75 

in its entirety authorises the CSIR to specify the 

life of a panel prepared under the Rcruitment Rules. 

On the other hand on the application of 

this Rule itself, the applicants are justified in asking 

us to rely on the order of Governmeitted 8.2.1982 
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(Annexure). On the terms of this order also 

it was not open to the CSIR to fix any time limit 

for the panel prepared under the Recruitment Rules. 

The examination prescribed for the 

post of Assistants under Rule 6 of the Recruitment 

Rules was a "qualifying examination" and not a 

"competitive examination". A qualifying examination, 

in a department merely decides the fitness or 

otherwise of the person for the post. The fitness 

or otherwise of the person is decided once and for all 

and not again and again intermittently as in a 

competitive examination. On this view, we cannot 

uphold the panel life of 2 years stipulated in the 	 . 
order. 

In Subash Chander Marwah's case, 

the precise question did not arise for consideration. 

Hence the ratio in this case does not bear on the 

question 0  

In Dutta's case, the Delhi High Court 

had not referred to the Rules or law that empowered 

the life of a panel or select list and had not given 

reasons for its conclusions which rima facie,suorts 

Shri Sait. For these reasons, with respect, we 

regret our inability to subscribe to the views 

expressed by the Delhi High Court in Subash Chander 

Marwah's case. 

On the foregoing it follows that we 

must strike down the offending portion in the order 

dated 9th May, 1983 and quash the order dated 1.9.1987 

and direct the authorities to operate the panel 
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prepared on 9th May, 1983 till it gets exhausted. 

21. 	 In the light of our above discussion, 

we make the folloviing ords and directions: 

We strike down the penultimate 
pare of the order dated 9rth 
May, 1983 of the CSIR 
(Annexure—C) which reads thus: 

"The above panel will be 'valid 
for 2 years from the date of 
its issue". 

We quash the order No.31(B)/85- 
- 	E.1 dated 1.9,1987 (Ainexure—M) 

of the CSIR. 

We direct the respondents to 
consider the cases of the 
applicants for promotior 
and appointment to the posts 
of Assistants (Finance and 
Accounts) from out of the 
panel prepared on 9.5.1983 by 
the CSIR in accordance iith 
law and the other conditions 
stipulated in that order and 
extend all such benefits to 
which they are entitled in law. 

	

2. 	 Applications are disposed of in the 

above +rrns. But, in the circumstances of the cases, 

we direct the parties to bear their owr costs. 

/ 

1 y•-tY, 
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CENTRAL ADfIINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

4 

Commercial Complex (BOA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated 32 1 JUN1958 

APPLICATION N0$. 	 822 &823 	 J87(F) 
W.P. NO. - 	--------------.,----".----.,-,------- 

pplio(s) 	
. 	 Responden(,) 

Smt Jays Vekatesh & another 	V/s 	The DC, CSIR, New Delhi & arother 

To 

1, Smt Jays Venkatesh 
Ae8istant (flcA) 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodihalli 
Bangalore - 560017 

Shri A.M. Muralinath 
Assistant (F&A) 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodihelli 
Bangalore - 560 017 

Shri M. Narayana Swamy 
Advocate 
844 (upstairs) 
V Block, Rajajinagar 
Bangalore - 560 010 

The Director General 
Council of Scientific & Industrial 
Research (CSIR) 
Rafi Marg 
New Delhi - 110 011 

S. The Director 
National ABronautical Laboratory 
Kodihalli 
Bangalore - 560 017 

6, Shri H. Sulaiman Sait 
Advocate 
New No. 99/12 (old No. 52) 
Infantry Road 
Bangalore - 560. 001 

/ 

cr '. 
 
SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSDBy THE BENCH 

* 	Pse,fand enclosed herewith the copy of 
BANG,j 

pa s 	 ibunal in the above said application(s) on 	13-6-88 

• 

	

DEPUTY  

End :As above 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH: BA NGA LORE 

DATED THIS THE THIRTEENTH DAY 0F JUNE, 1988 

Present: Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswarny .. Vice Chairnn 

Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego 	 ..Member (A) 

PLICATION Nc6. 822 &82J 

Smt. Jaya Venkatesh 
W/O. G. Venkatesh 
Assistant (F&A) 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodiha lii 
Bangalore - 17. 

Shri A.M. Muralinath 
Sb. A. Madhava Rao 
Assistant (F&A) 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodiha lii 
Bangalore - 17. 
( Shri M. Narayana Swarny, Advocate) 

Vs. 

The Director General 
Council of Scientific & Industrial 
Research 
Raf I Marg 
1'EW DELHI. 

The Director 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kodihalli 
Bangalore - 560 017. 

(Shri H. Sulaiman Salt, Advocate) 

.. Applicants 

.. Respondents 

This application having come up for 

hearing before this Tribunal today, Hon'ble Vice Chairman 

de the following: 

ORDER 

These are applications made by the 

applicant under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals 

Act, 1985 (Act). 

2. 	 Prior to 26.8.1982, the applicants in 

Application Nos. 822 and 823 of 1987 were working as Upper 



S 
Division Clerk and Junior Stenographer espectively, 

in the National Aeronautical Laboratory ('NAL'), a 

Unit of the Council of Scientific and Industrjal 

Research, New Delhi, (CSIR) a society r1egistered 

and functioning under the Societies eistretion 

Act XXI of 1860, and were eliqible to appear for 

an in service examination, prescribed tor the posts 

of Assistants (Finance and Accounts) 	ssistant2'7. 

On 26.8.1982, an examination was held t1 or the said 

posts by the CSIR in which the applicarts were 

declared successful and were therefore included in 

the panel of persons suitable for appointment to 

the posts of Assistants, prepared on 9th May, 1983 

(Annexure-C). 

The applicants claim that on the 

basis of their inclusion in the panel, they had been 

apoointed as Assistants on an ad hoc bsis, from 

4.2.1985 -nd 1.6.1986 respectively, wh{ch is disputd 

by the respondents, thouqh their contiivance as such 

is not disputed. 

On or about 17.7.1287,1  the applicants 

represented to the CSIR that the condiion on the time 

stipulated in their empanelment viz., 2 years 
c - 	

i 	
t ( 	-f'om the date of issue he gnored and their appointments 

c 
:\s\tAssistantsbe regulated without reference to the 

LU 

but it had rejected the same on 1.9.1987 (Annexure-N). 

these applications. 

 The applicants have ured a number of 

grounds in support of their cases. We; will notice and 

• • • 3,/_ 



deal with them in due course. 

S 	6. 	 In their reply, the respondens 

have urged that these applications made on 24.9.1987 

reckoning the period of limitation from 9.5.1985, were 

barred by time. On merits, the respondents have urged 

that the stipulation of 2 years as the life of the 

panel under Rule 75 of the Rules and Regulations of 

the Council of Scientific and Industrial. Research ('Rules') 

was valid and legal. 

Shri H. Sulairnan Salt, learned 

counsel for the respondents contends that computing the 

period of limitation from 9.5.1985 these applications 

were barred by time and call for dismissal in lirnine. 

Shri M. Narayana Swamy, learned counsel for the 

applicants disputes the same and contends that the 

limitation should be computed only from 1.9.1987. 

In the order dated 9th May, 1983, the 

CSIR, had no doubt specified the period of the panel 

as 2 years from the date of issue. 

But with due regard to the events 

that ensued thereafter, the applicants made representations 

before the CSIR urging the same, with a request to ignore 

the stipulation of 2 years time—frame for the panel and 

to regulate their conditions of service without reference 
p_ 
r 	\ereto. These representations of the applicants, were 

e\\ected  by the CSIR on 1.9.1987. When that is so, then 
JA 

,)t 	period of limitation for redressal of their grievance 

-'\7nder the Act, will commence only from the date of 
' 	8NG 

receipt of that order and not from 9th May, 1985. When 

so computed these applications filed within 24 days from 

the date of the order are within time. We see no merit 

in this objection of Shri Salt and we reject the same. 



10. 	 Shri Swamy contends that the 

stipulation of the life of the panel, as 2 years 

was a void condition and was in any eent, illegal. 

II. 	 $hri Salt contends that Ithe 

stipulation of 2 years under Rule 75 àf the Rules 

and otherwise also was valid and legal. In support 

of his contention, Shri Salt strongly relies 

on the ruling of the Supreme Court in TJ- STATR OF 

HARYA\TA v. SUBASH CHANDER MARWAH & OR$. (AIR 1973 

S.C. 2216 - 1973 S.C.C. (L&S) 488 anda Division 

Bench ruling of the DelhI High Court in H.L. DTrTA 

vs. U.C.D. & ORS. (1971 (1) SLR vol.5) soo). 

12. 	 Recruitment to the varibus posts 

including the posts of Assistants in the CSIR is 
/ 

regulated by the Council of Scientific and Industrial 

Research Administrative Services (Recruitment and 

Promotion ) Rules, 1982 ('Recruitment Rules') framed 

by the CSIR. These Rules are the prinary rules 

which reniulate recruitment to the 	ts of Assistants 

also. 

) 
') \t • i 	1 

/J \ * 
-s.'- BNG,7 

13. 	 Rule 6 of the Recrul 
	

Rules which 

eals with the posts of Assistants, .which is material 

ads thus: 

rade IV—Assistant (Finance & Accourts) - (P.s 425-800): 

Recruitment to this Grade shall be made on local 
basis as under:— 

(1)75% from amongst local Ti.D.C.ts/ 
L.D.Cs and Junior Stenographers 
who have completed not less than 
3 years aPproved servic as U.D.C./ 
Junior Stenographer and 6 years as 
L.D.C. on the result of departmental 
qualifying examination. 
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(ii) 25% by direct recruitment of 
candidates possessing thiversity 
Degree, age not exceeding 28 
years and on the result of 
competitive examination and 
interview. Departmental candidates 
with requisite educational quail-
-fications will also be eligible 
to compete and there will be no 
age restriction in their case. 

Procedure for Examination: A 
common examination for the 
vacancies in a particular Zone 
will be conducted by the CSIR 
Headquarters and the names of 
the candidates qualifying in 
the said examination will be 
forwarded to the respective 
Laboratories/Institutes in the 
Zone for making appointments on 
the basis of preferences shown 
by the candidates in t heir 
applications for a particular 
Laboratory/Institute. (UDCs, 
LDCs and Junior Stenographers 
from the CSIR Headquarters, if 
otherwise eligible, can compete 
in the examinations both against 
posts under (I) and (ii) above 
in the Laboratories/Institutes 
and vice—versa)", 

This Rule only stipulates quotas, eligibility and 

the method of holding examinations. This Rule in 

terms does not authorise the stipulation of life of 

the panel for any period. Even the other Rules of 

these Rules, do not authorise the CSIR to stipulate 

the life of a panel prepared and published on the 
/ 

%\ examination held thereunder. If that is so, then 

\.the stipulation of the life of the panel was not 

J / authorised by the Recruitment Rules at all. We must 

now examine whether the same was authorised by the 
4. 
' 	BG 

Rules or ot he rwj s e. 

14. 	 Rule 75 of the Rules on which reliance 

is placed by the respondents to sustain the stipulation 

reads thus: 



"75(a). The scales of pay 

applicable to the officers and 

establishments in the sevice 

of the Society shall not be in 

excess of those prescribed by 

the Government of India i1or 

similar personnel, save In the 

case of specialists. 

(b) In regard to all 

matters concerning servie 

conditions of employees 'of the 

Society, the Fundamentaland 

Supplementary Rules framd by 

the Governmen-E of India and such - 

other rules aid orders isued by 

the Government of India from time 

to time shall apply to the extent 

applicable to the employes of 

the Society. 

Notwithstanding 

anything contained in thks Bye—law, 

the Governing Body shall, have the 

power to relax the requ4ement of 

any rule to such extent md 

subject to such conditions as it 

may consider necessary." 

In this Rule also, we are primarily concerned with 

sub—rule (b) only. 

15. 	Sub Rule (2) of Rule 75 provides that in 

regard to all matters concerning sevice conditions 

• 	\\\of the employees, the Rules and orders made by 

rj /fGovernment from time to time, shall also govern the 

/ 	employees of the CSIR to the extent Ithey are applicable. * 	___-.-__._-i 
We are unable to see as to how this ISub Rule or Rule 75 

in its entirety authorises the CSIP to specify the 

life of a panel prepared under the çecruitment Rules. 

16. 	On the other hand on the application of 

this Rule itself, the applicants are justified in asking 

us to rely on the order of Governmetted 8.2.1982 
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(Annexure—A). On the terms of this order also 

it was not open to the CSIR to fix any time limit 

for the panel prepared under the Recruitment Rules. 

The examination prescribed for the 

post of Assistants under Rule 6 of the Recruitment 

Rules was a "qualifying examination" and not a 

"competitive examination". A qualifying examination, 

in a department merely decides the fitness or 

otherwise of the person for the post. The fitness 

or otherwise of the person is decided once and for all 

and not again and again intermittently as in a 

competitive examination. On this view, we cannot 

uphold the panel life of 2 years stipulated in the 

order. 

In Subash Chander Mrwah's case, 

the precise question did not arise for consideration. 

Hence the ratio in this case does not bear on the 

question 0  

In Dutta's case, the Delhi High Court 

had not referred to the Rules or law that empowered 

the life of a panel or select list and had not given 

reasons for its conclusions which prima fade supports 

hri Sait. For these reasons, with respect, we 

gret our inability to subscribe to the views 

4

lxpressed by the Delhi High Court in Subash Chander 

Lrwahls case. 

On the foregoing it follows that we 

must strike down the offending portion in the order 

dated 9th May, 1983 and quash the order dated 1.9.1987 

and direct the authorities to operate the panel 
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prepared on 9th May, 1983 till it gets lexhausted. 

21. 	 In the light of our above discussion, 

we make the following ords and directiions: 

(1) We strike down the penulimate 
para of the order dated 9th 
May, 1983 of the CSIR 
(Annexure.-c) which reads thus: 

"The above panel 'i:ill be Ivalid 
for 2 years from the date of 
its issue", 

We quash the order No.31(8)/85—
E.1 dated 1,9.1987 (Anxure—N) 
of the CSIR. 

We direct the respondents to 
consider the cases of t!ie 
applicants for promotiotji 
and appointment to the posts 
of Assistants (Finance and 
Accounts) from out of te 
panel prepared on 9.5.1983 by 
the CSIR in accordance 'ith 
law and the other conditions 
stipulated in that ordei-  and 
extend all such benefits to 
which they are entitied1n 1gw. 

12. 	 Applications are disposed of in the 

abwe terms. But, in the circumstances of the cases, 

we direct the parties to bear their own costs. 

PIIEPABER' 	 - 

i( ill 
(-) 

- 



CENTRAL Ab1INIsTnATIvE TRIBUNAL 
;'BAGALQRE BENCH 

Commercial Complex(BfA), 
II Floor, Indiranagar, 
Bangalore_ 560 038. 

bated2j JUNID1'-`3 

5. (l/sAlJ. India Reporter, 
ConQressnagar, 
Nagpur. 

To 

Shri.Sanjeev (laihotra, 
All India Services Law Journal, 
Hakikat Nagar, Mal Road, 
New Delhi- 110 009. 

Administrative Tribunal Reporter, 
Post Box No.1518, 
Delhi-. 110 006. 

The Editor, 	- 
Administrative Tribunal Cases, 
C/o.Eastern Book Co., 
34, Lal Bagh, 
Lucknow- 226 001. 

The Editor, 
Administrative Tribunal Law Times, 
5335, Jawahar Nagar, 
(Koihapur Road), 
Delhi- 110 007. 

. 	Sir, 	
. 	 . 	. 

I am directed to forward herewith a copy of the Under 

mentioned order passed by a Bench of this Tribunal 9ompri1ng 0? 

Hon 'ble fir, 	 Vice-Chairman/ 

be -EJ.) and  Hon 'ble fir. 	.& )4 A 	 fiember(A) 

with a request Per publication of the orderin the Journals. 

Order dated 	? 	 passed in A.Nos,- 	S 

Yours faithfully, 

. 

DEPUTY ET. 
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Copy with enc'osure forwarded for in?ormation to: 	 a  

The Registrar, Central Administrative Ti'ibunal,Principal Bench, 
Faridkot House, Copernicus Ilarg, New Ceihi— 110 001. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Ttibunal, Tarnil Nadu Text 
Book Society Building, D.P.ICompunds, tJungambakkam, Madras— 600 006. 

The Registrar, CentralAdmj.strative Tribunal, C.G.0.Complex, 
234/4, AJC Bose Road, Nizam Palace, Calcutta— 700 020. 

4'. The Registrar, Central Administrative tribunal, COO Comple(CBD.), 
1st Floor, Near Kankon .Bhawan, New Bombay— 400 614. 

5...,The Rgistrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, 23—A., Post Sag to. 
013, Thorn Hill Road, Allahábad— 211 U01 	 • : 

61 The Regi:strär, Central Administrative Tribunal, S.C.0.102/103, 
Sector 34—A, ChnØigat' 

'?. The RegistTar, Central ' Administrative Tribunal, Rajgarh. head,, 
Off hilong Road, Guwahati—'781 0Q5 

8. The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, Kandamkulathi1. Towers, 
5th & 6th Floor, Opp.Ilaharaja Ca.lege, M.G.Road, Ernak4a4y Càchin-682001. 

9. The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal,. CARA\JS Conplex, 
15 Civil Lines, Jabalpur(MP),, 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, 88—A B.N.nterprises, 
Shri Krishna Nagar, Patna-1. 

The Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, C/o.Rajasthan High C6ut,' 
Jodhpur(Rajasthan). 

The Regitar, Central Administrative Tribunal, New Irsurance fluilding * 
Complex, 6th F1oo', Tilak Road, Hyderabad. 

.13. The Registrar, Central Administrative TriLlunal, Navrangpura, Near 
Sardar Patel Colony, Usmanapura, Ahmedabad. 

14... The. Registrar, Central Administrative Tribunal, flolamundai, Cuttak-
753001. 

Cppy with enclosure also to: 	 . •••- 	•'..,-'. 

Court Officer(Court I) 

Court Officer(Court II) 

••'(.JVENKATA REDDY) 
DEPUTY REGISTRI%R(J). 
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D,NO. 4167JS:I1& 
su 	cou o ii 
NE\1 i)ELHIi 

Dated 
From: The Additional Registrar, 

Supreme CourtoL1ndia. 

To  
The Registrar, 	 ( ( 

	).8m-  
Central Adminis trative Tribunal,  
B.D.A.Coznplex, Indira Nagar,  

/ 	Bangalore - 560 038. 	 .> 
PETITION FOR SPECIAL LEAVE TO APPEAL (QDT 	.9rF_1988 
Pejjtjon undr Article 136 of th: Contitution of India for 
Speia1 leave to Appeal to the Supreme Court from the 
XOrder dated_13-6-88 	 of the i1i& 
Central Administrative Tribunàlo  Bnj2g;ijnrjz in ApPlicat 	 ) 
Nos.822 & 823 of 187. 
The Djj'ector General o-uncii ox 	ientixid & Industr3.al  
Research &er&.çtv 	 •0.,Petitionrs 

Vs0  

Smt.Jaya Venkatesh & 	 , tspondents 

Sirs I am to inform you that the pctitionbovo-Mention.d 

for Spcial T,eavo to Appeal to this Cout was f1ud on bh1f 

of - the pttioner above-named fz'om th3 judCxx=txvmd Ordr 

of the :6jgjb&Z"2not,()  a .-)v.-, ,and ti-,t tho sam, jUr. 	.;r , 

dismissed by this Court on the 14th 	day of November, 

1988 

Youxs faithfully,  

for Addl.  Rgistrar. 




