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In ﬁhis case, the applicant has filed an
application for condonation of delay. The applicant is
aggriéuéd against an order dated 12,10.1971 promoting some of his
Juniors as Under-éecretary overlooking the applicant's clainm,

The caQsa of action in this applécation is the action of the
reSpohdants in not proﬁptiqg the applicant as Under Secrstary
in October, 1971. Against the ‘applicant's supersession or

not considering him for promotion as Under Secretafy, the
\ .

‘applicant filed writ petition before the High Court ofDelhi

in 1974 which was subsequently withdrawn in 1976. Thereafter,
\ .

_the applicant is stated to have made repreSQnﬁations to the

-

concerned department and ths respresentations were, however,

I3

rejected in Decembar, 1985, Thereafter, the applicaﬁt seeins to

have épproached the Supreme Court and the Sugrems Court directed ths

applicant to go before the Central Administration Tribunal., It is
in thése circumstances, the applicant has come forward with this
application seeking relief in respect of a cause of action which
ﬁook placé in tﬁé ysar 1971,

2, The application for condonation of delay does not shouw
anf tenable ground for cgndonétiqn gxcept saying that the order of
197i overlocked his cl;ims and promoted his™ juniors as Undar Secretary
which caused considerabls hardship to the applicant. No tenable
reason has been advanc;d as to why the remedy sought for by the

applicant before ths High Coust and thersafter, in 3 ciuil court

was not pursued, As a matter of fact, the applicant, after withdrawal
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of the writ petition filed in the Delhi High Court, filed a suit

and that suit alsc was rejected as the applicant's prayer to sue as
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an imcHividd&l persan ma; rejgcted by the civil court. The fact

thbt/tha'applicant has been making rapreSQntations to the concerned
) :dspartment and the same ware dismissed in 1565, doas not enabls

the applicaﬁf to come before the Tribunal after such a long delay.

If the Tribunal were to interfefe with orders passed in the year 1971,

“it will be unsettling‘éll the settled positions for the last 15

yearé. In this view of the matter, we are not in s poéition to

condone the dslay in this case, The petition for condonmation of

deslay is rejected. 1In view of the réjection*of the ;épliéétion

for condonation of delay, the main application is aiémisséd at the

adinission stage, . ’
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