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anv. Tne resoondents placed ail uaﬂr time Teachers
initially in  the regular scale vide order dated 29.1: §7
(Annexure A-3). On declaration of the results of Tra test

w

g P - R - — PR —— — U P - JE— - [ S E U ) -
nis exclanation was cailied why he Ha& not ntimated the
office of the Principal. resoondgent No.3 about service of
order dated 31.3.58 (Annexure A-1 collv.) whereby his
P R - T i T S — £ P T = - —_ =1 - P — e o o~ T T
DroOoviIisSiona appoiTneimenct 17] Lite redu)ar stdie was cance i 1e0
with immediate effect. in pursuance of the action taken as
per the directions of the Central Administrative Tribunal.
[ | - - Py e I T LT JEE N P E | ~ 4 ~ o Rel

e fides a1 &80 Oliat lended e Ofger dated Dl .0.98,
2. The learned counsel for the resoondents took

others had filed 0A-853/58 - Arunesn Awasthi v. Director
OT Education. seeking the same reliefs as in the oresent
CA. The aforesaid OA was dismissed bv order dated 15.1.88
as per Annexiure R-2. The controversy raised in the opresent
OA redgardinag cut off marks was settled vide the said
orders. by holding:
H LA PP - 2 - - - - —- - — = e e —_ - - -
it is within the exclusive combetence of the
executive to Tix cut off marks in any selection
p——— P P —_— i ame = = ne v e A | S ‘._J__.__C_.___l PUNPI- B s e em Vo
aia Liie same cannoct pe tfrivefiere wiuun Unigess
L - - B = | PR B L. S R | S— 2y R
1L [R=] 1 auri Marni11estiy [N e 1t ledai Or
P T S L DU, BN o e T e S T TP b = e L
ariorary. vMigre | vy pecause a1 7Cancts were neo
Successtu] i the selection test does not make
[ R P Y ) P A i . | — ram P N T P PLER PR
Lrie CuUL OTT far K& riiedaltl ofr arglcorary as Liie
same was uniform for all.
3. Tne C.A. warrants no interference. It 3s
dismissed. No costs."
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trie fedr red Culfise ror ure respariaen us alsou
P —~ 2 [ DR N P, e b m — am RN | JIU Sy (S = ~ Arnn Imnno - = =
pointed out Tnat tne apbiicanu ana ouners 10 UAa—oo/ 90 4dicU
Lo - el ie) Y — A4~ IF¥eole) [ e P | —_ e Y e — — L B
trread ouwr NO.4107 /793 adainsc e artoresat oruers Ot ure
_-— .o 7 e | P = ) nn R S B e $.0 .- 4 L [ o LY S S . -1 — —
1 1oufial gaced 10.4.39 dil LHat tne Wit ©ertition was atsSo
N e [ R S R | A - foXe) [ Ty . [ Lo -1 -
gi1siiissed v iae oraer uddue 14 .7 .39 LANNIAUT =21, Ine
PO Ly -7 =~ K- | - _—— i = e B A Ion o4 - Lot — - =
apouttediis IS0 ti1ie a review Deticidht NO.OZ/793 10 Lfie sald
A~y N I, A a4 ~a Inn B — = g o~ —-— =1 = - e e | - =
WE NO.4 11U/ 323 aiul Lile Safiie wWaxs a P 0 arsmlioseud. as
I P T JLppn - - - no [} e ko] £ A o P AN
Wi Liiur awrl Viue aruer uaseyd £3.0.337 LANNexXur e "—41].
L el T o T e T2 Ea e - o T I T o [P AN Ion
iriergadl vel tre apbiicant 17i1ied a review Detluviorn NO.ZUD/ 009 .
[N Y f e . | — ~nr 4~ o~ £ R e e s r e = ™ \ 11— _—m
Wil on was Jgismissedq 0N ZOo.1U.392 (ANnexure x=a). [~ ada i
2 = i e A sarmn oo R ~ oA lole) [, 0. — (R B [ P Fa Y —~
Ple GWrF NO./120/59 Ot £4.11.3Y 1ry urie HUH oie midn Lour v
of Delhi asainst the order in the aforesaid RA-205/99 dated
~r- 4~ on P R & - R S T T S | =11 P L aP T .- I P A
£O . 11U .. 3T, WNI1Cn 18 stacted ©o De Soti1iri penulrnd. 111 Ll UA
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any aoolication. wirit petition or suitl redaraind trne macvoer
R R, -2 O T g = .. JF O [, U N ~ A [ ol PR NV e m mpm — ) PR, - — = "
unaert adiudication 1n tne biresent UA. The learned counsel
i e b - — e o en o m ) o e [ T - | b - de o — PR S T 1= — —
(IREA Lrie fespurideiiuv>s Ccornoerniueud Lfila o uLiie abpi icanu nas
suporessed the facts relating to dismissai of his eariier
: — e = —- - — - —_ Py —~ - -
oA ang various other cases Tiled by nim. as statea above.
Thius. this matter is hit by res Jjudicata.
3. The learned counsel Tor the aobblicant stated
. —— A = P i P 2 P | PR, S 1m - o —
that in applicant’s rejoinder it has been denied that tne
' - = = OO — L. . — / —_— le— = e
apolicant was involved in CWP No.7153/38 as ne nag nevet
sianed the vakalatnama and the other documents 1in that CWP.
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aAction either witn tne iah Court of with the Barf Councii
U N — - — - - R [ - - - - PR | - —- - [,
regarding ‘nclusion of his name in the said Writ Petition
= | D gy —_- e - - - —_ - g im = PP 2 - - [ - — e - — —-
without obtaining his signature in the vakalatnama etc.
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ODhviousiv. aoplicant’s contention in this regard cainnot be
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accepted at i1, Irn anyv case. the applicant has not denied







