CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH

Original Application No, 190 @ of 1998

Allahabad this thevO5th day of Jgnuggx, 1999
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Hon'ble Mr. 5. Dayal, Member ( A )
Hon'ble Mr. 5.L. Jain, Member { J )

ﬁaghavendra Kumar, son of Late J.P. Verma, Resident
of Type=V Duplex, N.S.I., Kalyanpur, Kanpur.

Applicant

Bg Advocate ori Akhileshwar singh
Ver sus

i 38 Union of India throuyh the secretary, Ministry
of Food & Consumer Affairs, Department of sugar
& Edible Cil, Krishi Bhawan, New Uelhi-11000l.

2. Union Piblic service Commission, through its
<ecretary, uholpurvHouse,-sthjahan Road, New

Delhi-110011.

3. Bhri R.K.lvaish, Professor - |sugar EBEngineering,
National sugar Institute, Kalyanpur, Kanpur-208017.

4, shri R.K. Behl, ProfessorySugar Engineering
{Extension), Nationdl Sugar Institute, Kalyanpur=-
Kanpur+<20801%

5 Director, National Sugar Institute, Kalyanpur;
. Kanpur .
v Respondernts
| ORDER/{ fral )
By Hon'ble Mr. s. Dayal, Member ( A )
In this application filed under section 19

of the Adninistrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant
has sought setting aside of seniority Lisk dated-o7;3.89
and 10.2.95 and also sought the relief of placing the

name of the applicant gbove the names of respondents no.3

oo.opg.Z/-




and 4 in the seniority list. The osrrears of pay on
account of alleged wrong assigoment of séniority to

the applicant has also been prayed for,

2. : Learned counsel for the applicant has
mentioned in the affidavit accompanyingzgisc.delay
condongtion application no.l53%/98 that the seniority
listedated 07.8.89 issued by geniof Administrat ive

Of ficer ofrhational sugar Institute, Kanpw was re-
presentéd against by the applicant but the represent-
ation of the applicant had been rejected. Another
senioriﬁy list has been published on 13.2.95 in which
the applicant is shown junior to the respondents no.
3 and 4. The applicant claims to have represented
against this seniority list in Cctober, 1995. He
further menticned that the respondents had orally
assured him thaf his case would lbe considered and
that is why the applicant claims thet he did not

" approach the Tribunal or the High Gourt. The present
O.A. has been filed on 12.2.98.| since the original

seniority list is of 1989 and even sepond seniority

1ist of 1995, has not been challenged within the
period allowed to the applicant under section 20
of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the
G.A. is clearly time barred arf is, therefore,
dismis;ed at the stage of admission, Successive
representations would not give a fresh cause of

action to the applicant. No order as to costs.
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