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ORDER (Oral)

Per Ms. Manjula Das, Judicial Member:

This application has been filed by the applicant under section 19 of AT Act,

1985 seeking the following reliefs:

“8(a) An order and/or direction/directions to show cause as to why
the decision was taken by the concerned respondents specially respondents
No. 3, 4, 5 and respondent No. 10 not to send the application submitted by
the applicant to public service commission, West Bengal for appearing in
the examination for West Bengal Audit and Accounts Service Examination,
1980.



(b)  The respondent authorities may be asked, by issuing order or
orders and/or direction/directions upon respondent authorities, as to why
no objection and/or letter of permission was not issued by respondent
authorities being respondent authorities No. 3, 4, 5 and 10 for letting the
applicant to join West Bengal Audit and Accounts posts on success.

(c) The respondent authorities may be asked, by issuing order or
orders and/or direction /directions upon respondent authorities, as to why
the office memorandum being annexure No. A-8 and A-11 to this
application for alleged violation of rule 20 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1964
and How and in what manner the applicant violated the concerned rule.

(d) An order to show cause by the respondent authorities
specifically respondent no. 6 and respondent No. 9 as to why representation
by the applicant was/were rejected vide Annexure “A-15"” and “A-16" to this
application without assigning any reasons, in a routine manner.

(e) Respondent authorities may be directed to produced all
relevant records pertaining to the impugned decision taken by the
respondent authorities in regard to decide of better opportunities and/or
prospect, in regard to infringement of fundamental rights of the
applicant/petitioner.
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(i) Any further ordererorde passed as to this Hon’ble Bench
may deem fit and proper.”

2. The grievance of the applicant is that the applicant joined in the National
Sample Survey Organization at the post of Investigator on temporary basis in the
year of 1978. In 1980, the applicant appeared and completed the examination for
Audit and Accounts service on the basis of advance copy and the applicant was
selected. On 30.09.1980, the applicant submitted an application to his department
for sending and/or transmitting his application to Public Service Commission, West
Bengal Audit and Accounts Service Examination, 1980. The applicant received an

interview letter from Public Service Commission to appear for interview to be held



on 01.06.1981. On 23.05.1981 the Regional Asstt. Director, N.S.5.0 (F.0.D.)
Burdwan informed the applicant that the applicant’s application could not be
forwarded in public interest and the applicant received the same on 22.07.1982.
On 01.06.1981 after selection, the applicant appeared for interview before Public
Service Commission and contacted the Regional Asstt. Director and informed that
his application is still pending. Thereafter, the applicant received a reminder from
Public Service Commission for furnishing letter of permission from appointing
authority by or within 15.07.1981. On 17.08.1981 the Assistant Secretary, PSC
asked the applicant through its letter being No. 40592) PSC (1) to produce letter of
permission from appointing authority by 31.08.1981 for considering the

service with NSSO was made

candidature. On 01.11.1981 the appligant®
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3. We have heard the |

documents placed on record.

4, Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 provides for limitation of

filing an original application as under:

“21. Limitation-

(1) A Tribunal shall not admit an application-

(a) in a case where a final order such as is mentioned in clause
(a) of subsection (2) of section 20 has been made in
connection with the grievance unless the application is
made, within one year from the date on which such final
order has been made;



(b)in a case where an appeal or representation such as is
mentioned in clause (b) of sub-section (2) of section 20 has
been made and a period of six months had expired
thereafter without such final order having been made,
within one year from the date of expiry of the said period of
six months.”

Further, sub-section 3 of Section 21 of the said Act, provides as under:

“(3) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section
applicant satisfies the Tribunal that he had sufficient cause for
not making the application within such period.”

In the case of Bhoop Singh vs. Union of India and others, 1992 AIR 1414,

We have noted that the applicant was sleeping over the matter for long

years and no sufficient reasons have been explained for condonation of such
delay. The maxim ‘vigilantibus, non dermientibus, jura sub-veniunt’ (law assist
those who are vigilant not those who are sleeping over their rights) is appropriate

to the matterin hand. In our opinion, the case is hopelessly barred by limitation.

5. Accordingly, the OA stand dismissed. No order as to costs.
(Dr.Nandita Chatterjee) (Manjula Das)
Member (A) Member (J)
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