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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI 

O.A.N0.2654/2003 
M.A.N0.2302/2003 

Wednesday, this the 5th day of November, 2003 

Hon'ble Shri Justice v.s. Aggarwal, Chairman 
Hon'ble Shri s. A. Singh, Member (A) 

Shr1 M~ngal Sa1n s/o Shri Bhagwan Singh 
working water Man under Traffic Delhi 
and posted at Northern Railway Station 
K~rwal Oist. Rohtak 

(By Advocate: Shri Yngesh Sharma) 

versus 

. ,App11cant 

1. Union of India t.hrough t.he GenAral Manager 
NorthArn Railway, Baroda Hous~ 
New Delh, 

2. The 01visional Railway Manager 
Northern Railway, Near New Delhi 
Ra1lway Station, New Delhi 

~. The Oivis1on~1 Personal Officer 
OMR Officer, Northern Railway, 
Near New Delhi Ra11way Station 
New Oelh, 

0 R D E R (ORAL) 

Shri Justice V.S.Aggarwal: 

.. Respondent.s 

On 3. 5. 1991 , t.he a pp 1 i cant, as has been ment., oneci 

in OA, was wnrk1ng AS Booking Clerk and was reverted to 

the post of wat.erman w.e.f. 4.5.1~91. By virt.ue of the 

present. application, he seeks a d1rection to 

respondents to pass an appropriate order for dec1ding the 

period from 4.5.1~~1 to 1.2.1993 for which the applicant 

was waiting for orders for his posting after r~version, 

and fi~atinn of pay . 

2. Along wit.h the a pp 1 i cat., on, a pet., t.1on 

(MA-2303/2003) has been filed seeking condnnat,nn of 

delay in filing of the present application. It hAs been 

pointed that. the applicant is a class-IV employee. 
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~ 2) 

has heen fil1ng number of representations. The decis1nn 

pert~1ning to fixation of pay is a recurring cause of 

actinn and taking stock of these facts, it 1s a~serted 

thA~ the delay may be condoned. 

~- While ~he applicant contends that direct1nn 

should be 1ssued t.o pass an appropriat.e ordAr for 

deciding the per1od from 4.5.19~1 to 1.2.1~~3, the 

records speak otherwise. The applicant has placed on 

recnrd the copy of th~ order passed by the Assis~ant 

Personnel Officer, New Delhi, which r~ads:-

"Jn cont1nuat1on to this office le~ter 
(no~1ce) of even no. dated 28/5/91 now 
Sh. Mangal Sain son of Shri Bhawan 
Singh, Waterman gr, 7fi0-940 (RPS) is now 
posted at AMIN at his own request aga,ns~ 
an ewis~ing vacancy." 

I~ clAarly ~hnw~ ~hat the posting order in fact has been 

issued on ?.9.1.1992, therefore, not. only t.he order had 

been i ~sued, a fact wh i eh cannot. be , gnored, but. th~? 

a pp 1 i cant. had ~ 11 nwed a 1 mnst. t~n years to elapse. 

Repea~ed representations will nnt ewtend ~he perind nf 

1 i m i t.a t. , on . 

4, we do not dispute the propnsit1on ~hat 1f th~re 

is a recurring cause of action, the period of limitation 

wnu 1 d not. come to an end though the re 1 i ef can be couched 

in different ~erms. But herein, as already pointed, th~? 

order har.t beAn passed, which we have reproduc~d above) 

way back in the year 1992 at the request of the 

applicant .. Therefore, the applicant now cannot claim 

that the per1nd nf limi~atinn ha~ nnt elap~Ad Rnrl ~hAr~ 
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would he no r~curring cause of action in the facts of th~ 

present. c~se. 

5. 
o.MA-~ "'~ ~ -=t~ ~ 

Resu 1 t.ant. 1 y, OA must fa i 1 and is ~ccorn i ng 1 y 
1\ 

dismissed in lim1ne. 

/sunil/ 

A~ 
( V.S.Aggarwal ) 

Chairman 
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