
CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVe TRIBWNAL
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908/1995

New BelM this the 19th Day of May 1995

Hon'ble Mr. A.V. Haridasan, Vice Chairean (J)
Hon'bhe Mr. K. Muthukuear. Mexber (A)

Shri Jai Prakash

S/o Shri Sit# Raii.x
Resident of WZ 525 Nangal Raya,
Mew Delhi-110 046. ... Applicant

(By Advocate: In Person)

Vs

1, 6ovt. of N.C.T. Delhi,
through Chief Secretary,
6ovt. of NCT,
Shyam Nath Narg,

H  Delhi.

2, The Director of Education,
Directorate of Education,
Old Secretariat, Delhi.

3, Union of India,
Through the Secretary,
Ministry of Hunan Resources Devel<^nent,
New Delhi. ... Rei^ofbients

ORDER (Oral)

Hon'ble Nr. A.V. Haridaean, Vice Chairman

We have heard the applicant who is present

in person and we have also gone through the facts

Stated in the application. The grievance of the

applicant is that the applicant and others who

are trained graduate teachers have been

discriminated in the matter of pay scales while a

higher pay scale has ben given to the Physical

Education Teacher Grade I vide Officer Order No.

3 dated 2.3.1995 (Annexure A-1). The other

grievance of the applicant is that he came to

know from the TV that Department has curtailed

summer vacation of the teachers as they are goir^

to reopen the school after summer vacation on

3.7.1995 while normally the reopening should be
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^  15»7.1995. Th« api^licant Kas not placad any

ordar in this regard. First of all these two

prayers idrtch wm totally unrelated to each other

cannot be coabined^ in one application. However,

if either of this relief could be granted, tghe

applicant could have been asked to elect and the

applicatioin c<Hjld Im adaitted in regard to the

elected relief. But, the applicant had aade a

repreeentative in regards to the disparity in tNi

pay scale only after 2.3.1995. He should have

waited for six aonths to see whether the

departaent would concede his deaand and then only

approached the*Tribunal. So ̂  application in

regard to that relief is preaature and cannot be

adaitted. Basing on soae inforaation alleged to

have been gathered fron a news itea in the

television, (&he applicant has rushed to the

Tribunal .jj6fcp>tfns score also we do not find that

any cause od action has accrued are of the
A.

considered vieu that the application does not

aerit adaission. Hence the saae is rejected

under Secti<»t 19(3) of the Adainistrative

Tribunals Act

(K. liuthukuaar)

Meaber (A)

(A.V. Haridasan)

Vice ChairBan(J)

'Hittal'

if^lr


