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DATED THIS THC FIFrcEtrrH DAY OF JUME 1993 

Hon 'ble Mr • Justice P. K. Shy&asundar ... Vice thairaan 

fjQfl 'ble Mr. V. Raaakrishnan ..,Member [AJ 

APPLICATIa L. 339/93 

M. Vasudeva Bhat, 
S/o Nagappayya Bhat, 
Aged 45years, 
Residing at Maravantha village, 
Maravantha Post (D.K. 3. ... Applicant 

[Shri O.S. Bhat ... Advocate] 

V. 

tuf t  

1 • 	The Govt. of India, 
represented by its Secretary 
to the Departnt of 
Postal, tk Bhavan, 
New Delhi. 

D.G., Posts, New Delhi. 

The Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Udupi Division, 
IJdupi-576 101. 	 ... Respondents 

[Shri. M. Vasudera Rao ... Advocate 

This application having caae up for hearing before this 

Tribunal today, Hon'ble Vice-Chairaan, node the follcng: 

ORDER 

1. We do understand the hardship undergone by the applicant 

F. 
S 	 uL ' 	' 	wtse salary stood reduced froii Rs .505 to Rs . 445but that happened 

, 	\ 
'IN 

the year 1984. Thereafter it would appear jhat the applicant 
c I 	 c 

a series of representations which did not produce any favour-

'j'able result but even then he appears to have persisted in knocking 
14  

-' 	at the doors of superior officers and at last came to this Tribu- 

nal after logging up a delay of 792 days. He has asked us to 

condone the delay bt we find that the delay is so inordinate 

and the grounds nade out for condonation of delay are so vague 



-- 

"-1 

that we cannot accede to his request. Even otherwise a Bench 

of this Tribunal presideitl over by KSPJ has way back in 1987 in 

the case of DR. (MRS.] j&sm4& KAPUR V. UNION, OF INDIA 1987(4] 

MC 329 want into this aspect of the £aatter and held -- 

"Applicant's represeiitations regarding counting of past ser-
vice in other ornisation rejected in 1979 - Applicant 
receiving another intination on 3.7.1 986 infpraing that 
her canplaint regarding extending of siLnhlar benefit of 
counting of past sevice to other persons being looked into 
- Held. such intiJation does not create fresh period of 
1Litation - further held, principle of acknowledgeient 

oraers - AlSO neici I on racts, mtitioa aateci ,j • I • 1 ib clin 
not validate or re,alithte earlier orders- Hence,  
flot revive already expired liiuitation period." (ernphasis 
supplied]. 

We are in respectful agréent with the decision supra and follow 

the sa. In that view of the matter it is clear that this appli-

cation is irretrivably 'barred by tine and has to be diaaissed 

in ijaine. But we take this opportunity to caaend to the depart- 

ment 	consider once again the applicant's case for stepping 

up his pay to the original level of Rs • 505 when the Departunt 

takes up periodical review of such cases but whatever hans 

in that review will not give any fresh cause of action in law 

to the applicant. No costs. 

fr - 

(; :L• 
TRUE COPY 

SECTION UFICER 
 

ADMIr4STFmAT TRIBtL-- 
ADDITIONAL VEECI1 

DA1GALOR 


