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'SUBjECT‘- foruvarding of COElSS of the Order passed by .
he Central Adm:mlQ r tlve Tribunal,Ban alore
Bangalore. ;

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of the ORDER/

Y/INTERI DER. passedé Egz Tribunal in the above said

applicatun(s ) on —--Ié-‘
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-BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH : BANGALORE

" DATEMSTHEFIFTEEN'H{DAYOE‘JUNE1993
Hon'ble Mr. Justice P.K. Shyassundar ... Vice Chairsan
Hon'ble Mr. V. Ramakrishnan ... Meaber [A]
-1
b APPLICATION NO. 339/93
M. Vasudeva Bhat,
S/o Nagappayya Bhat,
Aged 45years,
Residing at Maravantha village,
Maravantha Post (D.K.]. «es Applicant
II (Shri 0.S. Bhat ... Advocate]
Ve
1. The Govt. of India,
represented by its Secretary
¢« to the Departuent of
* Postal, Dak Bhavan,
New Delhi.
2. D.G., Posts, New Delhi.
3. The Superintendent of Post Offices,
Udupi Division, .
tmpl‘-576 1010 XX RESEXdeentS
(Shri M. Vasudeva Rao ... Advocate]
This application having came up for hearing before this
Tribunal today, Hon'ble Vice-Chairian, made the following:
" ORDER
«® 1. We do understand the hardship undergone by the applicant

‘ Caands ul, Wkopd 09\
<° ‘,\whose salary stood reduced from Rs.505 to Rs.445 but that happened
\)%,m the year 1984. Thereafter it would appear that the applicant
\‘) C’ana&e a series of representations which did not produce any favour-

m‘ﬁﬁ! m) *able result but even then he appears to have persisted in knocking
o J’

\e“'\(‘Q\'O *  at the doars of superior officers and at last came to this Tribu-

nal after logging up a delay of 792 days. He has asked us to
oondonethedelayb(twefimithatthedelayissoinordimte
and the grounds .amade out for condonation of delay are so vague
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that we cannot accede to his request. Even otherwise a Bench
of this Tribunal presided over by KSPJ has way back in 1987 in
the case of DR. [MRS.) |KSHAMA KAPUR V. UNION OF INDIA 1987([4)

ATC 329 went into this aspect of the .natter and hel

"Applicant's representations regarding count of ser-
élpge in otherprorgamsation rejected in 1979 Applxcant

receiving another [intimation on 3.7.1986 infor.ning that
her complaint regarding extending of similar benefit of
counting of past serv:.oe to other persons being looked into
- Held, such intigation does not create fresh period of
linitation - “further held, principle of acknowledgement
of liability Goes fot apply to adainistrative or judicial
ordrs - Also heldon facts, intimation dated 3.7.1986 did 3
not validate or revalidate earlier orders- Hence, it ¢

Tot revive already] expired limitation period." [ewmphasis
Supplied].

We are in respectful agreement with the decision supra and follow

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

| cation is irretrivably barred by time and has to be disaissed

in linine. But we take this opportunity to camsend to the depart-

ment to oconsider once again the applicant's case for stepping
up his pay to the original level of Rs.505 when the bepart.nent
takes up periodical review of such cases but whatever ha

‘ ey

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

to the applicant. No costs.
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