
•  central awinistrath/e tribunal principal 8^
o ft -Mn.194/98

IN

0. A.No <22 60/97-

.  i.ui 4-h= /?' day of oacsmber,! 998,
Nsu Delhi: this the / / day u
HON'BLE nR.S.R.AOIGE,WCE CHAlSnAN(A).

/

I.S.ahama,

S/o Shri Har Chan d»
fVo R-1/244, Paschim Wiharp
Nau Delhi, ~ 1 - 4.
Satired Cy . Oi racto r General, ....Applicant,
from Daordarshan, New Delhi,

Wars us

\

Union of Indi3
through

'i' Jiinistry^of ̂ nfo imation and Broadcasting,
Do yt, of India»
Shastri Bhauan,
Neu Delhi, /

2. The Accounts Officer
pay & Accounts Office
Ministry of information & Broadcasting,
AGCR Building, o
Neu, Delhi -02 Respondents,

ORDER fBY CXRCULftTIOMl

HGN'BLE flR. 5. R..ADIGE, "Trr CH a IFin qN ( a)

perused the RAo

2. The main ground taken in the RA is that the

^  case of 03mmissioner of Income Tax, Bombay \/s. T«P«
Kumar- AT3 199 6 (2) 665 is not applicable to the

present case because that was a caae uhere Shri J .P ■

Kunar uas di^issed from seryice uhile in the present

case the reyiau applicant uas neyer dismissed from

se ryi ca,

3» Eyen, if the applicant in the present case

uas not dismissed from seryice, the ratio laid doui

by the Hon'ble Supremo Osurt in Kumar's case (si^ra)



4

- 2

rj\

is fully appllcabla in the present case also,namely
that any matter which might and oiJght to have bedl
made ground of daranca or attack in a former suit,
shall be deemed to have bean a matter directly and
substantially in issue in a subsequent suit,and

the agitation of that claim in such subsequent
suit uould therefore be hit by constructive
res-judlcata under section 11 Explanation (4) C.P.C.,

bnd uould not be maintainable under Order II Rule 2
C.P.C.

4, The Re A. is therafore rajectado

r?/t-

(  -SeR. AOICE )/ ̂
UICE chuiftianCa)

/ug/


