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Shri B.B. Sahu

By advocate Shri D.V,
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Union of Indiaz & Others

By advocste Shri V.S.
Masurkar, Central Govt,
S8tanding Counsel e ..« Respondents

QRDER

X Per: Shri B.S. Hegde, Member (J) I

Heard the argument of the counsels - Shri D,V.
Gangal for the applicant and Shri V.S, Masurkar for

the Respondents.

2. The sho¥Yt point for consideration is whether the
O.A. filed by the applicant is sustainable in law,

In this connection, the learned counsel for the
Respondents draws cur attention tc earller decision
rendered by the Tribunal vide dated 14-2-19%4 in O,A,
Ne. 678/93 and Others and O.A. 396/89 vide dated
28=-8-1990, In both the petitions, the applicant was
one of the petitioners. Both the O.As were disposed
of on merits against which the applicant has file
@p. 852/9@»vh1ch was also dismissed on 26-8-1592;
therefore, the application is clearly barred by the

principle of resjudicata and the same deserves to be
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dismissed in limine. On perusal of the records, the
contention made by the Respondents is found to be
justified since both the C.As were dismissed on merits
and since the applicant was a party to the aforesaid

O.As, it is not open to the applicant teo re-agitate

the matter once again by filing a fresh C,A. _
learned counsel for the applica t Shri Gangal'a g0 han

given his donsenifor w hdraiyz of the O.A, in the /%gé//
facts{%ﬂ circumgtanceg of th cas_ej %

3. In the result, the 0,A, is dismissed as withdrawn.

NG order as to costs,
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