
/ CE!\.Tf;A.t, ADMINISTMATIVE TF,J:BU'U\L 
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ALLlfiABAD 

Original Application...No.1- l.2Q 

Allahabad this the 05th day of January. 1999 

Hon! ble Mr. ~. Dayal, Member ( A ) 
Hon'ble l'vtr. ~.L. Jain, Member { J, } 

ii\aghavendra Kumar, .:ion of Late J.P. Verma, Resident 
of Type-V Duplex, N.S~I ., kat.vanpur , Kanpur. 

Applicant 

B~ Advocate ~ri A~hileshwar ~ingh 

Versus 

'!. Union of India t nr oujh the ~ecretary, Ministry 
of Food & Consuner Affairs, Depar t men t of Sugar 
& Edible Oil, Krishi Bhawan, New uelhi-110001. 

2. Union "ublic .;;.iervice Commission, through ±ts 
..;;jecretary, Dho l pur House, -.::ih· hjahan Road; New 
Del hi-110011. 

3. Bhri R.K. Vaish, P.r'ofessor - Sugar Engineering, 
National -.Jugar Institute, Ka yanpur, Kanpur-208017._ 

4. ~hri R.K. Behl, P.r.ofessor.,.Sugar Engineering 
(Extension), Nat Lona.l ~ugar Institute, Kalyanpur.;. 
Kanpur..-2080li 

5. Director, National ,Jugar Institute, Kalyanpur, 
Kanpur. 

Res pendents 
0 R D_E_R l Cral ) 

By Hon' bl e Mr. $. Day:al. M~.m_b er ( A ) 
- 

In this application filed under dection 19 

of the Admini.strative Tribunals hct, 1985, the applicant 

has sought setting aside of ~eniority Lis~ dated-07.3.89 

and 10.2.95 and also s~ht the relief t>f placing the 

\\ name of the· applicant above the names of respondents no.3 
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and 4 in the seniority list. The arrears of pay on 

a_ccount of alleged wrong assi~gment of seniority to 

the applicant has also been prayed for. 

·I 

2. Learned counsel for the applicdnt has 
' to 

mentioned in the affidavit accom anyinglmisc.aelay 

conctonation application no.1537/98 that the seniority 

list.Qdated 07 .8.89 issued by .;)enior Administrative 

Officer of National ~ugar Institute, Kanpur was re­ 

presented against by the applicant but the represent­ 

ation of the applicant had been rejected. Another 

seniori1,y 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 October, 1995. He 

further mentioned that the respondents had orally 

assured him that his case would be considered and 

that is why the applicant claims that he did not 

approach the Tribunal or the Hi h ccurt , The present 

0.,A. has teen filed on 12.2.98. ~ince the original 

seniority list is of 1989 aDd e en second seniority 

list of. 1995, has not been challenged within the 

period allowed to the applicant under ::.ection 20 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, ·1985, the 

0.A. is clearly time barred and is, therefore, 

dismissed at the stage of admission, Successive 
/ 

representations would not give a fresh cause of 

action to the applicant. No order as to costs. 

!~·;/ ~ 
Member ( J ) Meniber ( A ) 


