CEINTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CUTTACK BENCH :CUTTACK,

Original Application No.1l03 of 1989
Date of decisions29th January,1990.

1. Hrushikesh Das,S/o Late M.M.Das,
Retd, ,Head clerk,0ffice of the
Postmaster=General,Orissa Circle,
Bhubaneswar, Now at his permanent resident
at North to Raghunathjsw Temple,Telengabazar,
Cuttack=-9 (Orissa)

@800 APPLI.ECAN.D
~VersusSe
: The sacretary to the Gov=rnment of India
Ministry of Communications,PDepartment of
Posts,Director-Gen=ral of Postal Services,

New Delhi-110001.

24 The Postmaster=General,Orissa Circle, .
Bhubaneswar,District=Puri,

e.. RESPONDINT

For the Applicant. P Mr,A.K.Nanda, Advocate

For the Respondents cecee Mr. Aswani Kumar Misra,
Senior-Standing“Counsel
(Central

THE HON'BLE MR,N.s:NGUPTA,MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
AND
THE HON'BLZ MIsS.UsHA SAVARA,MiEMBER (ADMN)

1, Whether reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the judgement ? Yes,

2 To referred to the Reporters or not 2 Ao
3e Whether Their Lordships wish to see the fair

copy of the Judgement ? Yes,
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N. SENGUPTA,MEMB R (J) In this application under section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunal's Act the relief that the applica
nt has sought for is to direct the Respondesnts to give

him 3 more increments in the scale of pay in which he

V"MD’
was to give other consequential pensionary benefits,
N
2. For what we are going to state below it is

un=-necessary to set out all the facts alleged in the
application, Suffice if to say that the applicant
admittedly retired on superannuation on 31,3,1980.The
applicant in the application has averred that he made
successive representations with effect from May,1980 till
up to 1988.,Representations prior to 1988 have been denied
by the Respondents but it is un-nscessary on our part to
go into that quastion, On his own showing the applicant's
cauze of action, if any, could not have arisen after the
date of his superannuation in March,1980.5ven assuming
that all the representations mencioned in para-4(c)were
made, they did not arrest the running time it -has been
h=1d by the Supreme Court that making of successive
repres=ntations does not avail the applicant @f anything
Nwich regard to the question of limitation, This Tribunal
i?pame into force in November,1985 and the present

|
(Nfﬁ/application is clearly barred by limitation and no relief

can be granted to ths applicant,.We therefore,do not

accept the contention of the learned Counsel for the
applicant and reject the application as barred by

limitation. .
A No costse.
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