IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUWAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEy DELHI

O.A. No, 448/96 , Date of decision 20~5-35
Hoh'Ble Smt, Lakshmi Syaminathan, Membar (3J)

Sh.G..5.Misra

Retd, 5T

Govt, Sr,.5ec.School Motibagh-I,
New Delhi

R/0 B-1/B-34,

Janakpuri,

Neu Delhi=58

oo ® AlelCan‘&
(By Advocate Shri K,N,R, Pillay )

Vs,

1. Govt,of NCT of Oelhi
throggh !
Ihe Director of Education,
0ld, Secretariat, Delhi-6

2., The Principal Accounts Officer, Delhi
Govt.Mori Gate, Dslhi,

3., Unign of India
through the Secretary,
Ogptt.of Personnel & Training,
New Delbhi,
ce s RBSpOHG;‘ﬂtB
(By Advocate Ms Jyotsna Kaushik through
proxy counsel Sh.4jesh Luthra)

0 RO £ R (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Smt,lakshmi Swaminathan, Membsr (3J)

. This application has been filad by tho
applicant under Section 19 of ths Administrativa Triscrals:
Act.,1985, The grisvance of the applicant is thal |
raspondents have failed to agree ta his submissisn maoz

in his representation dated 8,12,1995(AnN.A,111J orzt:

proper resasoned reply as diracted by the Hontbla Trizur:l‘“

in 0A 2129/94 decided on 27.11. 1995,

2, In this case, the applicant has impugnad tho
order dated 11.,8.94 uhich is a letter from tho Tazpanoont
No.2 addressed to Principal, Gévt, Boys Sr,3acondary

chool, Moti Bagh~I, New Delhi to take a decision

Yé fegarding re-fixation &f the apolicant's ngy &9 socotd-ng. o
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with the Govt.of India descision dated 9,6,94 and thec
same .order had been impujned by the applicaont in nis
earlier OA 2129/94 uhich was disposed of with thz

following directions:-

" In the light of the matter, I find that iz
will suffice if a suitable diroction is —ivon

. to the applicant to submit a rsproscntaticoy
to the next higher authority for preooor
fixation of pay in accordance with rcul s

within a period of on=s wezk from othe dote

of receipt of a copy of this order, I zo orains

direct the applicant to do so. I also dirvozs
the competent authority to finally di>poce of
the representation within a period of ono
month after recesipt of the representcoticn,

by a proper speaking order, If tho anilic ot
is still aggrieved by the decision of tha
competent‘authority, he can again ook raoedy

by approaching this Tribunal,®

Leerned counsel tor the applicant submig that sincs thoe
directions given by the Tribunmal in 0A 2129/94 hava ot
been complied with by the respondents, namzly, givisg

reasoned decision to his representation made on 3,797,355,

this is a fresh cause of action., This is,housvaer, disgpubtse:

by the learned counsel for the respondents,
3 From a perusal of the pleadings in this czze
and the judgment in 0A 2129/94, it is clear ih-t the

main relief, and issues are the same, It is alzo =ctizad

that same respondents 1-2 were also implesaded, and in

this case respondent No,3 has bean adieds namely,

S8

UOI through the Secretary, Jepartment of Parsznnal an
Training, The applicant submits that his rasrosent “isn

dated 8412.19395 has been made to Respondant 1p.3, in

: V% accordance with the directions given in 0OA 2123/94. Tas
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applicant is aggrieved that the respondents hava gluen
no reply to the representation, 1If that ies so, tna
remedy does not lie in filing a similar O« N on tha

same issues,as has besn done in this cass,

4, Therefore, having regard to the factc and

circumstances of this case and the principles of

resjudicata this OA is not maintainable, It iy

accordingly dismissed on this ground alone, !oaving
W/

it open to the appliczng(pursue such remzdies, &s N2

may be advised, in accordance with law.

5. 0.A. is disposed of as above, No ordaT s Lo

costse.

-
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(smt,Lakshmi Swaminat yan)

Member (3)
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