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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BE NCH

OA No'B39/2000 . !

New Delhi: dated,! this the // ~ day of ULY 112001

HON*BLE MR .S .R'WADIGE,VICE CHAIRMAN (a)
HON'BLE DR ,ASVEDAVAL LI,MEMEER ()

Sm t« Gurbax Kaplashz§ N
W/o shri Jaswant singh)

R/c M=8, Prasad Nagar, ,
New DEIhi-s olooooAppliCant.;

(1n person)
~Versus

14/ Delhi Adninistration

through ’
Chief Secretaryy

Raj Nigag,
Delhi'd
24! The Secrettary of Education,

Delhi Adnipistration ,
0ld Sectts
Del hi !

3. The Director of EducétionT

pelhi Administration)y
01d Sectts

Delhiil | Je' Responden tsal
(By Aduocate: Shri Vijay pandita )
ORDER'

SsReAdige, VC(A)s - .

Appliq?ﬁt seeks/ﬂ direction to respondents to
make her ssninnztﬁfémﬁﬁ Sarla Kapoor a@s Vice Principal

with all consequential benefitsy

2, Applicant had earlier filed CW No.'313/78 which

Aupon being transferred to the Tribunal was renumbered

as TA No.172/87, In that TA applicant had chellenged

the final seniority list of Head Mistresses (R. 300-600)
working in MCD Middle Schools as on 30.6.70 and transfegpred
_to Delhi Adnnd u.ed 17,70 and circulated vide letter d.
6,477 in uwhich inter alia applicant uas shoun junior

to Smte.Sarla Kapoor, while in the draft seniority list

lssued earlier she was shoun 2§ senior to Smt. Sarpla
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Kapoor . The Tribunal after noting tha£ Sm’c.‘:g Sarla
Kapoor had been sppointed as Head Mistress pursuant to
Ciroular dated 2311359 and became - senior to applicant 'y
even though applicant was appointed as TGT earlier , by
jts order dated 17 .7 .90 dismissed the OA.' While doing
so the Bench held that the seniority in the grade of
TGT could not over ride the seniority to be f‘iXSdh on
the basis of appointment to the higher grade of Head
Mistress, and if the petitioner had any grievance against
the promo tion of her alleged juniors to the post of
Head Mistress,uhich promo tion took placs in 1959-60
she should have agitated the matter at that time or

within @ reasonable period thereafter,

3.‘"j RA No";‘§112/9t| filed against that order wds rejscted
on 28.9.90, upon which applicant filed SLP No.11069/%1
in the Hon'ble Supreme Court against the s2id order whigh

was also rejected on 26.9,i914

4o Applicant nou contends that regpondents haye
issued a tentative list of Vice Principals vide their
letter dated 1312497, in uhich they have disturbed the
final gseniority list of Head Mistresses dated 6.4,77
and brought down Smt¥sarla Kapoor from SleNo.14 tp
between Sl NoJi33 and 34 It is further stated that
A L kapoer ’
some of Rae seniors in the aforesaid list dated 13.2.97

~ an etrler
were shoun junior to her in ®he seniority list dated

18.2.88y and on that basis applicant wants her oun

seniority to be placed above Sm t.i‘Sarla Kappor.’

54 Applicent's claim for placement above Smt.Sarla
Kapoor "in the seniority list of Head Mistresses uwas
specifically considered by the Tribunal and rejected by

its order dated 177, . R.AN0M12/90 filed against
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that order was rejected on 28:'9,90, and SLP No.11069/9
filed in the Hn'ble Supremeé Court against those

orders was likeuise rejected on 26.‘9."91.4:

6.? Thus, in so far as applicant;s claims for
seniority above Snt.,Sarla Kapoor is concerned, the same
has been considered and decisively rejected !.{ We are
bound absolutely by those decisions and it is nouw not
open to us to readjudicate applicant}s_claim for
seniority above SmtJsarla Kapoor, even if, as contended

4

by applicant, Smt%l sarla Kapoor'!s own seniority has

been al tered relative to certain othersﬁj

Tio! It is also not denied that applicant has retired

on superannuation.’s The OA is disnissed. No costs

( DR,A,VEDAVALLI ) ~ (s.R.ADIGE Y .
MEMBER (3) VICE CHAIRMAN(a).
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