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The matter was listed for the first time on 05.05.2010. 
The same was adjourned to 11.05.2010 on which date the case 

· · was further adjourned on the request of the applicant for the · . 
·.purpose of filing an MA for condonation of delay. Thereafter the 
matter was adjow~ned from time to time. The applicant has not 
taken any steps for-filing of the MA for condonation of delay. 

From the pleadings, it is evident that the applicant is 
claiming the salary for the period with effect from 15.09.1999 
t9. 23.11.1999 as according to the applicant, he was wrongly 
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that applicant had r.nade representations since 2004 to ·2006: 

Since none has aooeared in this case todav. we are· of 
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the view that no relief can be granted to the applicant as grant 
of salarv for the aforesaid oeriod is a one time causec-0f action 
and is ~ot a continuous ca~se of action. The cause''oi action in 
favour of the applicant had accrued in the year 1999 whereas 

·the OA has been filed in the year 2010 without any application 
for condonation of delav desoite the fact that oooortunitv was 
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granted to the application to move such an application. · 

. Cl.r<it> . 
. . In view of what has been stated above: weAof the view 

that this OA is hopelessly time barred, . which is accordingly 
dismissed at admission stage itself. The view which we have 
tak.:n is in.conformity with the law laid down by the Apex Court 
in the case of Secretary to Government of India vs. Shiv · 
Rain Madhu Gaikwad, 1995 sec (L&S) 1148, whereby it was 
held that application befon~ the CAT was tfme barred and· the· 
same could not have been entertained and even the employee . 
make.-no effort to explain the delay and seek con~n,ation. . 
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