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CENTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUHAL
FPRINCIFAL BENCH:NEW DELHI]

0A4 NC.2/30 : DATE OF DECISION: 9,790

SHRT YOGESH KUMAR % OTHERS APPLICANTS

VERSUS

UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS RESFONDENTS
!

BHEL B.S. CHARYA ADVOCATE rOR THE APPLICANTS

MRZ. RAJ KUMAR! CHOPRA ADVOCATE FOR THE RESPONDENTS

CORAM:
THE HOH7BELE HR. T.3. GBERO!, MEMBER (J)

THE HON'ELE MR. 1.K. RASGOTRA, MEMBER (A}

(Deiivered by the Hon'ble Fr. 1.K. Rasgotra, Member(a))
(/Z has been ) ,
:L Thiz application /fited by 3/Shri Yogesh Kumar, Madan
Lal, Davender Kuamar Sharma and Dinesh Kumar Sharma, all
employess o f the Centrai Indian Parmacopoeia Laboratory,

-+

Ghaziabad under Section 12 of the Administrative Tribunais Ac

he constituticnal vatidity of

i~ - 4 i T P - — T % D B T B S
I

Cantral indisn Fharmanopneis LaboraTtory,

T

ruibtment Rules, 198989 and amended thereafter
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ATIGE tne ruls ot congtructive TES

may be, said to bhe technical; but the basis on

4]
Ja

which the salid rule rest

0]

iz founded on considerations

decisions pronounced by Courts of competent
furisdicticn, and it ig also in the public interest that
Iindividuale snould not he vexed twice over with the same

ind eof litigation.”

The fundamenital consideration in applying the rule of
s '

res - dudicata is that it is in the interest of public to contain
unnecessary litigation by making the decision of the competent
sourts  binding and to aveid multiplicity of litigation on the
same l=szues bhetwesn the same parties. The ruie of res judicatia
has Tween further elaborately dealt with by the Hen’ble Supreme
Spurt in the  Workmen of Cochin Fort Trust Vs, _the Board of

: S } 1 - - Y 3 - o e 1~ 5
Trustase of the Cochin Port Trust and another (AIR 1878 SC 1283).
FN In bhe fzacts and circumstances of the material
we =2re of the view thet the rule of res judicata bars the trial

Yaf the lssuess involved in this case as they stand already decided

: Ae {230/ ; fud t of the Tribunal dated 8.8.1985.
Iy UAT L0850 00 vide ,;ucxgemen\. o7 vhe T Duyia




