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(By Hon. G.5. Sharma, m)

the said seniority list, the objections/ rapreqb_':f tions
were invited within a month. The applicant no. L had
submitted his representation on 28,11.1984, No rt

ation was made by the applicant no., 2 Ranhvir Singhy ¢ % s

fhough it is alleged that both had made the rapresonﬁ ‘“l:‘;s

vide copies annexures 2 and 3, fhe annexures 2 and a
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clearly indicate that they were made only by the appl
no.l and none of them was made by or on behalf of the f

applicant no.2. Prima facie, the applicant no.2 shou].d

'l.

therefore, have no grievance against the seniority li e
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after such a long time. We further feel that the il
applicants should have filed this application within 6 , : !
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months from l.11.1985 when the Central Administrative
Tribunal was establishéd and the application having baé‘
filed much after that on 12.11.1986, 4.8 barred by 1.\,, at‘:-'
limitation prescribed by Section 2.1.(2) of the &? us& ‘%I
trative Tribunals Act XI11 of 1985. On going th.'ea ‘b ?94,; '
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the application,

the same, it has been |
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fTW,ﬁ{*ﬁ_*ﬁg“‘JKE}n iif-:“;:%;j‘fﬁ was |
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advancad on bahalf« “’é%‘*t e appl
« ‘-'.FJ-' f " "

the delay perhaps ﬁar "l‘a‘_ﬂ_t_, L p
grounds alleged for conﬁ‘é’ﬁ'&

sufficiente In G.a;i_’g!_ 'ﬁ.ﬁ&s -m
by the applicant no.l are daoid‘“atf *'*"“
will have a fresh cause of actien Ve
- us by moving another application.

is accordingly summarily dismissed as e T
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Membér (A)

Dated 28.11.,1986
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