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Original Application No, 1138 of 1992
5N, MR, JUSTICE B,C, SAKSENA, V.C,

SN, MR, S, DAYAL, MEMBER

Surendra Nath Sirothia, retired
Sergeant of the Indian Air Force
L "Semoved' Telecommunication

Mzintziner Grade

ALIAHABAD BENCH

Rsilway, Jabalpur, s/o late
Shri B.B. S:u:uthia r/o 109
Bai ka Bagh, Allahabad
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%= new= noard the applicant who appeared in
ws=—m =_nce ne was not represented through any counsel
e == EJF . agrawal, learned counsel for the respondents
== = _c=n. appears to have been discharged from
= w.= .5, 30.11,70 and was re-employed as Telecommu-
=—=——u= nspector Gri, II. The applicant seeks his |
= ——==--om. On the basis of his total emoluments being
s — e grammMyyhim in the service of the Indian
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-2 == ple=dings @n the 0.,A are very much confusing
== = —= =ifficult to spell out the real grievances

= == ==u_icant, The applicant has arrayed as responde

=% = -c-= of the Airforce and the various officerg of

== ==—m=] Hsilway as also the Director General
Ze===—_=ment HNew Delhi, What can be gathered is the

=== ===t the applicant had filed a suit in the court of . .
=== Tumg= Allshabad being suit no.168/8l for pay fixa?;
===, Th= said suit had been dismissed and it hads 3
=0 ==t Ew-military personnels who seek remgl r
=== owm =re not entitled to a pay fixation or r‘: 1‘.,“ |
== smi=ghje cadre., 4 ,'_1—]
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plaint and written statement filed in the said suit
have been annexed with the counter affidavit and thus
a pleh of the 0.A being barred by prdnciples of resju- |
dicata i also raisedi, In the counter it has been alle .,
ged that the applicant is a habitual litigant and a B
detail of about 9 cases filed by him have been given
to support the plea that the applicant has not worked
even @ single day with devotion &fp duties except filing -'
representations and cases, This CA has been filed '
after almost 12 years of the dismissal of the suiti,
The applicant ;as been indicated in 'l:l'fe counter affidav- |
itws removed from service after the disciplinary .
proceedings and he has challenged the order through a
separate QA no’, 631/89, |
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final, this O.,A, for the same relief, as rightly conte- =

would show that the suit was for the same reliefs and

the judgment rendered in the said suit having become

nded by the learned counsel for the resﬁondents-i;

barred by the principles of resjudicata., On behalf of =
the Airforce authority it has been indicated in 'thﬁg
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- The OA is clearly barred by limitation and i
e ~cardinaly dismisseds.
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