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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA o$1238/2000
- ref —_ v .
New Delhig this the 3~ day of OClober #2004,

HON'BLE MR.S.R.ADIGE,VICE CHATRMAN (A) 4
HON*BLE DR,ALVEDAVALLT,MEMBER (3)

.P Kul shre stha®y
Deputy Director (Plant Pathology),

Department of Agricultural & Cooperation,
PQ & FS, Rangpurl,

New Delhiyl

R/o ..

Re K.puram -
New Delhi _ o  eseessApplicanti

(8y Adwocate: Shri GJd.Bhandari')!

Versug™

Union of Indid;

through

1 The Secretary (A&C), o
Ministry. of Agriculturey
(Deptts of Agriculture & Cooperation),
Krishi Bhguan
Neuw Belhl.

2. The Plant Protection Advisery

Directorate of Plant Protection

Quarantine & storagey
Ne'He'VI, Féridabad

(Haryana) =

3e' DT’ Gﬂrsﬁ)Chandi Ray,

Deputy Director(PP)
NPPTI, Rajinder Nagar,
HYde rabad.

47 Dro' DIRVRe ddy's -
Deputy Director)

Plant Quarantine Stationy
6, Clive, Battery,

Chennal. . ecess o a:lonfﬁnts:i
(By Advocatef shri D.éfﬁahendru for R.1 and 2.
| Shri S§KiDas for R=4s None for R=3)
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2 and 4 1in the grade of Deputy Director (Plant.

Pathology) with uorsequenf penefits.

2. Heard both sides.
3. An identical praver for seniority above

filed on 5,7=200F7 over 7 vears after the date of
rejection of i representation Dy O.M. dated

prescribed under the A.T.Act, and Turthermore the OA
Ay
has been filed over 3 years after the issue of the
impunged seniority Tist dated 1.2.%7. It s weil
lal
settlied in 5.5.RathoreVs. State of M.P. AIR 1330 8C
10 that repeated unsuccesstul representations , not
provided by law, do not enlarge the period of
Timitation. Appiicant’s cause of ACTION Tor

placement 1in seniority above Respondents 3 and 4

arose with the rejection of his representation by

sl
from +that date this 0.A. 1is . sequareiy hit Dy
Timitation.

4. Even on merits we Tind no dgood grounds to
intertere., Applicant has not denied that Respondents

)




3 and 4 were promoted as Deputy Director (Plant
Pathology) on 12.6.86 and 24.4,.87. Novhas he denied

in rejgiﬁder,theﬁ specific averment of respondents in

z og ., C
atter 25.2.89, that is well artter the date

Pel

5. . During the course of hearing applicant
counsel alleged that respondents had deliberately and

ayed bringing thgﬁ@:t of Surveillance

Director (Plant Pathology), to confer undus benefits
to Respondents 3 and 4,but these allegations nave not

heen supported by any cogent factual material.

support from the CAT Jodanpur Beinch order dated

exure A-3) in which inter alia a prayer had

heen made tor implementation of the CAT Jodhpur Bench

aforesaid order has been stayed by the Rajasthan
High Court, Jadhpur Bench on 6.9.2000 {copy oh
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