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OPEN COURT 

CfilITRAL AO'>AINISTRATIV E TRIBUNAL, ALLAI IABflD BENQ-1 

ALLAHABAD. 

Dated : Allahabad, the 18th day Of July, 2001 

Coran: Hon 'bJ.e lvlr. Rafiq Uctdin, J.M. 

I-Ion ' bl e Maj . Gen . K. I<. .:iriv astava, A. lvl. 

ORIGINAL APPLICJ.\Tia.J NO. 893 OF 1995 - ------

Pran ~ingh Ve.una, 

s/ o Shri ~iya l~an Ve:rma, 

rjo Vill ag e Labhari (Ran Nagar ), 

District Bareilly. 

• 

. • • . Applicant 

By Advocate: .:iri V.K. Nagaich 

Versus 

1. Union of India t hrough Postmaste r Gener al, 

U. P., Lucknow. 

2. .::>enior superintendent, 

Post Offices, Bareilly. 

3. .:>\lb- Divisional Inspector, 

District Bareilly. 

4. .::il.lb-Postmaster, 

Ran Nagar, District Bareilly. 

• • • • . . Respondents 

~Y ~voc?te: ~. Sadhna ~rivastava 

OilUDER - - - - -- (ORAL) 

(By lion' ble llLr . Rafiq Uddin, JM) 

By means of this O.A., the applicant has 

sought quashing of the impugned order dated 22.1.93 

(Annexure No.l to theO.A. ). By the said impugned 
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order, the !iespondents c ancelled the appointnent 

of the applicant as E. D. B.P.f•l • . The applicant has 

filed the present O. A. on 3.1. 95 along with Misc. 

Application No. 2233 of 1995 for condoning the delay 

in filing the Original Application. It is contended 

• 

that t he applicant had submit ted representation on 17.293 

to the Pesponden·t No. 2 on receipt of the impugned 

orde r dated 22.1.93. The applicant claims that 

he did not receive any inf o.rma t ion and he v1as 

compel l ed to send another r epresentation dated 

20.9.93 t o the Respondent no.2. The applicant had 

al so approached t he Resp onden t No . 2 personally and 

sent representations by registered p ost, but t he 

applican t did not receive anything f ran the Respondents . 

TI1e applicant again sent a representation on 12.JD.94 

but with the sane fate. The appl icant ult:imately 

sent again a rep.resentation on 3.1.95 by registered 

post, but he did not receive anything fran the 

Respond ents. Hence, he fil ed the present 0 . 14. 

2. \le hav e heard the arguments of .'>ri V.K. Nagaich 

for the appl icant and ~1 . Sadhna S¥ivastava f or the 

Respondents . 

3. It i s a settled proposition that successive 

representa tions do not provide a cont inuing cause 

of action. In the p.resent case, \'Ve find that. the 

applicant has fil ed a rep r esentation on 3.1.1995 

only. He has not fil ed any evidence to prove that 

he bad been submitting represent at ions againstthe 

jmpugned order before the Resp ondent s . ~inc e the 
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3. 

representation dated 3.1.95 vi1as filed after 

two years of the passing of the :impugned order 

and there iS no satisfactory explanation for 

not ~pproaching this Tribunal v;1ithin t:ime prescribed 
L. 
tame by law, we do not consider expedient to 

condone the delay in filing the present 0. A. 

The Original ttpplication has obviously beccme 

barred by t:ime and the sane is dismissed. 

No order as to costs. 

i2-~ 
J .JA. 

Nath/ 

• • 


