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The applicant who was appointed as 
a Juni .L 

Merical Cfficer in the Central Health Scheme, 

Allahabad on 1.6.1969 on a t Pporary basis was 

granted leave from 19.7.1971 to 16.10.1971. 
She 

did not rejoin 	
duty immedi tely 

after the expiry 

of the leave, but, when she wanted to report 
for 

duty on 16.12.1972, she uas not allow 	to de so. 

Aggrieved by the terminatio of her service, ehe 

approached the Tribunal on wo earlier occasions. 

VeCe judgement dated 1.11.1 91 in L.A. No: 965 of 

191 the applicant's termin tion of service was 

declared illegal and the 're pondents were directed 

to take back the -applicant in service. In the 

oaid judgement it was 
made cleer that the applicant. 

uould not claim back wages for the period between 

the date of termination of her•service and her 

rejoining duty. In the prseht applicetion, the 

grievance of thp appliont is that although 

she has been reinstated, he respondents have not 

fixed her pay and senicri y properly. 

2. 	
The respondents h ve raised a preliminary 

objection to the applicat on on the 
ground that 

on the earlier occasions iso the applieant asked 



■-■ 

.4.aw 
for chief with regerd to in:v1 seniority, but 

the Tribunal did not ive her 2ny 
reliof in that 

regErd. The applicant cannot therefore, now 

agi ate the issue ance again in the present ,L!ona/ l- 

as he same is barred on the principle of 

res iudicata. We have examined the respondents;  

- objection in the light of the available record. 

Adm ttedly, the applicant in er two earlier 

appI ications asked for not on y to be reinstated 

but to be given her due seniority and pay and 

The judgements in both the cases 

however, clearly indicate that the question of 

gr nting the applicant her seniority or her pay 

fi aticn was not commented upon nor was 
any 

de lsi n arrived at there on. Apparently the 

Tr bunal entertained only th single remedy of 

re nstatement because of the 
provisions of 'Cule 

10 of C.A.T. (Procedure) Rul,
s which lays down 

th -t an application shall ordinarily be based upon 

a single cause of action. we therefore find no 

m rit in the respondents 
ipr liminary objection. 

3 	
The applicant was a pointed as a temporary 

9 rvant Ewd was not yet reg larised bcfore her 

s •rvices were terminated. 	n reinstatement, 

erefore, she would be end• again a temporary 

s avant only. There can be A
denying the fact that 

the applicant joined serviC on 1.8.1969 and would 

eve thus continued in servlce but for the illegal 

Termination of her servce•. The applicant will 

allowances. 

herefore be entitled to r ckenp€16 her seniority 

•0 •f • 1.3.1969 in her capacity as a temporary 

ervant. As regLtds her d y fixation A
tha respon- 

onts ad initially refixe the pay on her 
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to 

3 

reinstatement at F. 375/— per month,her pay 

should have therefor be4.0. 7?rofixed correspondingly 

in the revised scale. Our at untion has not: been 
str. 
'a,krbno to any specifit 	or instruction under• 

which the respondents 4.a.,fixed the pay of the 

applicant at the minimum in t revised scale. In 

refixing her pay on being rei statedtthe period 

of prior service rendered by he applicant cannot 

be ignored. 

4. 	 Keeping in wiew our Coove observation( 

the respondents are hereby directed to assign the 

applicant her due seniority and also to refix 

her pay in the revised scale lieeping in vieu the 

service rendered by her in the past. 

5. 	The application is die posed of in the 

above terps. There .shall be n o order as to cost. 

Allahab-o Dated: .*.5.93 

ija  

Vice—Chairman 


