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In this case, the applicant has filed an

application for condonation of delay. The applicant is

aggri^uad against an order dated T2,10,1971 promoting some of his

juniors as Under-Secretary overlooking the applicant's claim.

The cause of action in this application is the action of tha

respondents in not promoting the applicant as Under Secretary

iri October, 1971, Against the applicant's supersession or

not considering him for promotion as Under Secretary, the

applicant filed writ petition before the High Court ofDolhi

in 1974 which was subsequently withdrawn in 1975. Thereafter,

the applicant is stated to have made represontations to the

concerned dspartmant and thg rsprssentations were, however,
t

rejected in Oeceinbar, 1985, Thereafter, the applicant seems to

have approached the Supreme Court and the Supreme Court directsd tbs

applicant to go before the Central Administration Tribunal, It is

in these circumstances, the applicant has come forward with th^s

application seeking relief in respect of a cause of action which

took place in the year 1971,

2. The application for condonation of delay does not show

any tenable ground for condonation except saying that the order of

1971 ousrlooked his claims and promoted his" juniors as Under Secretary

which caused considerabls hardship to the applicant. No tenable •

reason has been advanced as to why the remedy sought for by the

applicant before ths High Ccjurt and thereafter, in 'a civil court •

was not pursued. As a matter of fact, the applicant, after withdrawal
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of ths writ'pstibion fried in the Delhi High Court, filed a suit

and that suit also was rejiscted as the applicant's prayer to sue as

an irrriiuidi/^l person uas rejected by the civil court# The fact

thfat the 'applicant has been making rerpresgntations to the concerned

department and the same ware dismissed in 1965. doas not ehabla

the applicant to come before the tribunal after such a long delay.

If the Tribunal wera to interfere with orders passed in ths year 1971,

it will be unsettling all the settled positions for the last 15

yaars. In this view of the, matter, we are not in a position to

condone tha delay in this case. The petition for condonation of

delay is rejected. In uisw of the rejection of ths application

for condonation of delay? the main application is dismissed at the

admission stage.
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