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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 3 HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO,798/99

DATE OF ORDER__3 26,11,1999,

Between g=

} smt.A,S.Mar{yamma
essADplicant
And :
Survey of India, Uppal, Hyderabad,
2. The Superintending Surveyor,

South Central Circle, Survey of India,
Uppal, Hyderabad,

1. The Director, Sg¢uth Central Circle,

3. Officer Surveyor, South Central Circle,
Survey of India, Uppal, Hyderabad,

sssRegspondents

Counsel for the Applicant s Shri S.,Ramakrishna Rao

Counsel for the Resgpondents Shri B,N,Sarma, Sr.CGsSC

CORAM3
THE HON'BLE JUSTICE SHRI D.H.NA§IR ] VICE-CHAIRMAN

(Order per Hon'ble Justice Shri D, H.Nasir, Vice=Chairman),

.'.2.




(Order per Hon'ble Justice Shri D.H.Nasir, Vice~Chairman),

After hearing Sri S.Ramakgishna Rao, learned counsel for
the applicant and Sri M.C.Jacob for Sri B.Narasimha Sarma, learned
Standing Counsel for the Respondents, it is re¥ealed that the

' &
relief wﬁich the applicant hq; claimed in para=8 of the present
O.,A. is the same as the one which was claimed by the applicanf in
earlier.o.A.No.S42/95 which has alread§ been disposed of by an
order dated 3-6-1997, It uould’therefore prima«facie appear that

the present OA 1s not maintainable mainly on account of the fact

that the bar of resjudicata may come in the way of the applicant,

2. In view of the above, the learned counsel Sri S.Ramakrishna
Rao for the applicant makes a statement that the applicant does not
‘press this OA and that the OA could be digposed of with such
direction, Howewr, according to Sri{ s.Ramakrishna Rao, the applie-

cant was threatened thatshe would be given breakgs in service which

L
LaPs
according to Sri S,Ramakrishna Rao not in accordance with the rules

&2
ga,lge had

épplicable to the regularisatioh;' Sri S.Ramakrishna Rao urges then
the right of the applicant to move the Tribunal for suitable orders
if and when unlawful breaks are given ghould not be treated as
having been taken away in view of the fact that this OCA is not

pressed,

3. In my opinion if'any such threat is given which {s not in
accordance with th@ law and rules applicable to the facts of the
case would constitute a fresh cause of action and therefore the

applicant'a.right to challenge the situation emerging such fresh

..3.
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cause of action cannot be c@rtailed or prejudice in any manner,

&3 I
It is therefore not in order for the applicant to press for any o
59 »{11 GU'UMAM (,4_:-«(..';-‘ F 08 La g.du-,w;u’ 1

such relief in the present OA.However, without prejudice to her

right to move the Tribunal if any such fresh cause of action

=)
3rese, oo

4, This OA is therefore dismissed as not pressed however,
40
v

without prejudice to the applicant’s claim to moye the Tribunal

for suitable orders if breaks are sought to be given to the appli=

cant in violation of rules,

5. No order as to costs.
* M @46//
(D.H,NASIR)
Vice=Chairman
Datedt 26th November, 1999',—; | M r
Dictated in Open Court, ot

avl/
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