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NAZIR SUNDI s/o

Late Turi Sundi» residing
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Qtr. No.98s Type IUs
Alipores Calcuttas yorking
in the National Atlas and
Thematic Mapping Organisa-
tions» 3» MSO Buildings -
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Lake Citys Calcutta-64,

e Applicant
Vs.

1. Union of India through the Secrstarys
Department of Science and Technelagys
New Mehrauli Margs Nasy Delhi,

2, The Director» National Atlas and
Thamatic Mapping Organisations 3» ‘
MSO Buildings D.F.Blogks 7th Floor
Salt Lake Citys Calcutta=64.,

3. Shri A,K.Dasquptas OFfica of the
National Atlas and Thematic Mapping
Organisations 3» MSO8 Building

DF Blocks» 7th Fleors» Salt Laks City
Calcu tta-64.

4. Shri S.K.Bisuasy Office of thae
National Atlas and Thematic Mapping
Organisatiens 3» MSO Buildings OF Blocks
7th Floors Salt Lake Citys Calcutta-64.

counsel.,

Administrative Member.

udicial Member.

Mr.Madhusudan Bansrjees counsel,

Order on : 22.1.199%8
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BoeLoeSarmay AO'NO

This appliciliOn hés been filed by the applicant raisiﬁg the

grievance about the office memo #i®oi34-2/90 dated 16.12.1991
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issued by the respondent no.2 herein in an arbitrary manner yhile
fixing the senisrity of the appiicant beloay the seniority of
respondent nos. 3 and 4, It is the spscific contention of the
@pplicant that in 1990 his senierity was fixed vis-a-vig others
including the said 2 private respondents, but that position yas
disturbed by the impugned ordasr difed 16412.19%91. The applicant
méde representation against the changs of seniority made by the
respondents by @ letter dated 2.1.1992 but that did not elicit any
favourable response from the respondentss &s will bs svident from
the reSpdnaonts letter dated 4.8.1992) as sat ocut in annexurs 'Q!

te the application., Being aggrieveds therefores the instent applicaw
tien hids been filed yith @ prayer that @ directien bg issued on the
respondents to explain the reasons of refixing the senierity of the
applicant in the pest of Research Offiger.

2. Mr.Madhusudan Banerjees 1d.Sr.Ceunsel opposed the applicatien.
He submits that the application is hlpalessiy barred by limitatien,
Ha submits that the representation fFiled by the applicant was duly

cons idered and reply sent te him in 1992 and the applicant has filed

this @pplication in October» 1997. Her therefores prays for

dismissal of the application.

3. We hdve heard the submissions of the ld.counsel for both the
parties and perused the record.

4. Ws find that although the senierity of the applicant yas fixed
vis-a-vis others including the tuo private respondsnts as early as
in 1990, but that pesition wus mefified by the impugned ordaer ﬁéssli
in 19981, It @ppeéars from annexurs 'D' that his representation uas
duly considered and the decisien taken by the respondents yas alse
conveyed te him by their memorandum dated 4th Augusts 1992, as saet
aut 3t annexure '0' to the applicéti@n; We find that the sames is a
speak ing afder becéuss redsons have besn given under yhat circumstadcas
seniority uds fixed. UWs find Further that the impugned order uis
passed in 1981 and the rejection of the representation filed by

the applicant against the impugned order was dene in Augustr 1982,

The applicdation has been filed only on 1.10.1997 fee. af ter & lapse

of mere than 5 ygars. No reasons have bssn given by the applicant as
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to why he could not file the applicatiah in time. Ld.counsel fer

the applicant has submitted that the applicant had got soms
assurance from thé offics and;vtherefo:e» he did not coms up
before the Tribunal. Ws are of the view that that is not a

convincing reason for condonation of delay., In the case of

Baliram Prasad vs. UOI & Ors. (1987 (2) SCC 292)s the Hon'ble Apax
Court has held that sufficient cause must be miade out for mak ing
the appliéation beyend the statutory period. In this case ya find

|

that thers is no sufficient cause adduced by the applicant Feﬁl
mak ing the application so late. In eur viey the claim made by the

T

applicant is @ stals claim and the application is barred by limita

tion,

) A
4. We note from ths said memerandum that yhile the appnica441m

: S i
wds appointed on 29.4.1980, the respondent no.4 was appeinted on|
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21.4.1980 and, therefores the respondent no.4 is seni@r. It is 1\{

further noted that the said respondent is junioer to the otherl;

1

private respondsnt» namely, respondent no.3 and, therefores uwe are

of the viey that the matter has been correctly decided.

5. For all these reasenss ye do not find any merit in the applica-

tion and the applicdtien is dismissed at the stage of admission

hearing its#lfs, without peéssing any order as to costs.

\§§ Sjbr\
(D.Purkayastha) (B.C.Sarma)

Judicial Member Administrative Member




