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This case has been coming up since the

institution of the OA in 1988. The petitioner

last appeared in the Tribunal on 20.7.88.

Thereafter, he never appeared. The official

respondents have not filed any counter-affidavit.

There is ,hbwevervcounter-affic&vi,t filed on behalf

of Respondent No.3. The right for filing the

counter-affidavit on behalf of Respondents

2,4 a5 was forfeited by order dated 27.7.89.

Opportunity was given to the petitioner to

file rejoinder to the counter-affidavit filed

on behalf of Respondent No.3 but he failed

to do so. None has put in appearance on behalf

of the responcJents 2 tq 5 after 20.7.88. When

the case came up today, neither - the petitioner

nor any counsel on his behalf -appeared. Mrs.

Raj Kumari Chopra,counsel,appears on behalf

of Respondent No.l and submits that no counter-

affidavit has been filed on behalf of Respondent

No.l as the issues raised in this OA are only

a variant; of issues which had been agitated

earlier in OA No. 1492/87. The said OA was

dismissed by the Tribunal on 8.1.88, The
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petitioner had also filed RA No.1358/88 which

too was rejected on 19.7.88. From the OA itself,

we find that the petitioner had filed Writ

Petition No. 4831/82 and Writ Petition No.5019/83

in the Madras High Court. These too were

dismissed. He filed a Special Leave Petition

in the Supreme Court which according to the

petitioner's statement was dismissed. The learned

counsel for Respondent No.l submitted that

the basic grievance of the petitioner is that

he is not satisfied with the avenues of promotion available

to Stenographers in the offices of the Central

Board of Direct Taxes. It transpires from the

order of the Commissioner of Income Tax, Madras

dated 10.7.87(page 42 of the paperbook) that

the petitioner was employed as Tax Assistant,

in the office of the Income Tax Officer (Admn.)

City Circle I, Madras. He had applied for

permission to appear in the Income Tax Officers

(Group B) Examination. His application was,

however, rejected vide order .dated 10.7.87

as he was not eligible to appear for the said

examination under the rules.

2. From the submissions of the learned

counsel for Respondent No.l and the averments

made in the OA, it appears that the petitioner

has agitated these issues or variant-' of these

issues in the various forums i.e.High Court

of Madras, Madras Bench of the Tribunal and

the Principal Bench. Since the petitioner himself

is not present and the old record is not available

with us, we cannot express any opinion on merits.

The OA is,however, dismissed for the reason

that this is vague and it does not iisto any
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specific relief which he would like to seek

from the Tribunal. Further, the issues are

variant^ of the issues raised by the petitioner

time and again. There can only be one cause

of action and he has to agitate that cause

of action bringing out all the points at one

time. He cannot reserve game points- - v" • -

for agitating at a subsequent stage. Accordingly,

the OA is dismissed. No costs.
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