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IrJ THE CENTPl\L ADMINI.STP~TIVE TP.IBTJNAL 1 JAIPUf: BENCH, JAIPUR. 

O.A.No.580/95 

rana Pam Meena 

Vs. 

Union of India S: Ors. 

Mr.C.B.Sharma Counsel for applicant 

Mr.M. Pafiq Counsel for respondents. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, Administ~ative Member 

Hon'ble ML·.P.=ti:.:Ht Pr.=tl:ash, Judicial M:::rnJ: .. ;r. 

PEP HON'BLE MP.O.P.SHARMA, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER. 

In this application under Sec.l9 of the Administrative 

reliefs: 

"(i) That th.::: ordet·s of l·e-allotrllent dc._t.:::d 9.6.95 

(Annx.Al) and order for further posting dated 14.6.95 (Annx.A~) 

and ~0.6.95 (Annx.A3) be quashed. 
I 

effie~ situated at Jaipur and as alternate respondents be 

I:CJ :23. 5. 95/~9. : .. 95 

(Ann:-: • .l\14) an.:l withdraH l:h::: orc:le1· d.=tt.:::d 31.5.95 (Ann:-:.Al5) in 

resp:::ct of applicant's by which applicant stands transferred to 

Alwar H.O. 

(iii) That the responc:lenta h~ further directed to 

tr.?at th.; apr·l ic.:..nt on duty fr.:~m -1 . ll . 95 (:.nHard.s frc,rn the date 

of r.:j~=:ctic,n c,f l··:qu.:::s t I a..s I: he 9·=nuine t··:ques 1: has r1c't b·:-:::n 

considered by th: respond;nt No.~. 

(iv) Any other ord;r/direction/reli:::f may be passed in 

under the facts and circumstances of the case. 

to the applicant." 

G-J 

--~-~ ~-------~----~ 
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2. Notic~s of admission w~~~ iasu~d on 13.1~.95 and ~~ply 

to the O.A wa8 fil~d on 31.1.96. In th~ ~~ply, the ~~spond~nta 

ba~~~d by th~ p~incipl~s of rea judicata. The7 have added that 

the applicant had e3~lier aleo fil8d an O.A claiming th~ same 

reliefs as claimed in this application. In th~ ~arli~r O.A, the 

Tribunal was not in·:lin.~d to a•:C~l=·t th·:: i.:l=ntically word·~d 

and h.=,d l3SU~d th:: appl i •:ant shall 

th.=: appl i .:ant Has and has be8n diapoa~d of. 

by filing this O.A, one~ th~ matt~r had alr8ady b~~n .:l~c1ded by 

the Tribunal. 

J 
--'• 

th~ p~incipl~s of r~aju.:licata, the l~&rned couns~l fa~ the 

.. -

th=refor~, it b~cam:: nec=eaary to fil~ the p~eaent O.A raising 

were not adjudicated upon b7 the Tribunal. To support th~ plea 
. I 

that such an application was maintainabl~, h~ cit~d b~for~ us a 

Bl l V lT . .r.: T ~· ,- - l'_:,,o,._::- (l) ~.L' ( 1"'AT) :J.'?JJ.:·:aran s. r110:•n O:•.L _nola.__, l_,cs, ~-· _ u .... 221. In 

t .:;:rrn~ nett ion. Th~ applicant had fil~.:l a fresh application 

the second application was hit by th~ principles of resjudicata 

o,.J 

~ -r ---·- ----------------~·- -- r ·~ 
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havs b~~n d~c1d~d wh~n th~ Tribunal pass~d ord~r in that case. 

was r~ject~d by th~ Tribunal and th~ second O.A was entertained 

t he a p p l i •::: c.. n t . 

4. Th~ learn~d coun2el for the reapondenta drew attention 

"'~ 11 lt="/"r= _,1. ~r- -·- :1 -f-!.'lU ........ _, ~~-' •-' c. 1_1._tb:' 1_1 ~-S.9.95. The 

the prayers made in the r~lief claus~ as incorporat~d in para l 

of the Tribunal~ order dated ~8.9.95 ia as follows: 

"In this application Sec.l9 of the 

pray~d that th; ordera of reallotment dat~d 9.6.95 (Ann~.Al) to 

(Annx.A~) to rota and dat~d ~0.6.96 (Annx.A3) to Dungarpur ma7 

I 

His alternativ~ prayer ia that th~ respondents be direct~d to 

c. ' 

Jaipur." 

l . . l ~ I I at ( 1. 1. 1. ) th.; pl:•::,'=.::nt ctl)f_)-lCcttlC•n I.·JOU •:t : .. ; t -~,::,t~ lt·::m 1- •'= 9 ct L- d in-;) h i S 

from the date of 

r~jaction of hia raguaat. Thus, th~ pr~sent application, 

were contained in the ~arlier O.A. In support of hia plea that 

such maini:ainabl.::, he 

r.;l i ~n·::: ~ th~ Madras Bench of th:: Tribunal, ~-

0-J 
/ 

I 
' .. 
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Ramasamy Vs. General Man~ger, Suthern Pailway, Madraa and Anr, 

1988(7) 5LP. 1 ? ,, _, , .. In this Tcibunal had oba.;:rved 

that the 3pplicant had challenged th~ isaue of hia nonpromotion 

by filing a Writ P~tition befor~ th; ~~rala High Court and that 

the writ petition had b~en dispos~d of on merita after perusal 

of the relevant files pcoduced by the Pailways. In the 

application b~for~ th~ Tcibunal, the applicant had again 

gusetion~d the order rejecting his claim for promotion. Such an 

application was held by the Tribunal to be barred by the 

present application was not maintainable. 

5. We have h~ard the learned couns~l for th2 partiaa and 

have gone through the mat2rial on record. A comparison of the 

reliefs (i) and (ii) claim.?.:l in tiE: pr·=sent application and 

those claimed in the earli~r O.A No.415/95, as summarised above 

show that th~ reliefs claimed in the two applications are 

identical. R~liefs Nos (i) & (ii) ar~, th~r~fore, barr~d by the 

principle2. of r e e. j u d i .:::at a • The for the 

applicant ar-~u·~·=l th.~t th·~ Tribunal had not given its findin9s 

\J on all the reliefs claimed and th~refor~ it became necessary to 
.... -

has been giv~n by th~ Tribunal. We hav~ car~fully gone through 

the ordec dated ~8.9.95 passed by the Tcibunal in the earlier 

O.A and find that all the issues raised by the applicant were 

cons i d -~ r -~ cl bul:: i::h·? relief grant?d was that th2 

r~presentation sh3ll be considered on merits. Impliedly all the 

relir~fs applicant rej.:=cted. 

Therefore, the first two reli~fs claimed by the applicant 

resjudicata. 

6. 

fLJ 
Th~ judgment cit~d by the learn~d couns~l for the 

I 
----------------
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applicant is no h~lp for him. He h3s quot~d thar~ from 

selectively. In fact in this judgm~nt the Tribunal had itself 

noted that while quashing the impugn~d ord~r it had given 

reapond~nta were to tate any further action on th~ basis oi the 

order of termination. The Tribunal had thus left ~he question 

01_:2n for decision inc! fr,~ah applicC!tion in case the impugned 

order was sought to be implemented by the respondents in 

future. In O.A No.415/95 decided on ~8.9.95, no such permission 

cited by the for the applicant has no 

applicability. 

7. 

item (iii), which is to the effect that the respon~ents may b~ 

further directed to treat the applicant as on duty w.e.f. 

4.11.95 onwards from the date of rejection of his request. The 
I 

learn.~cl •::·:·un.:: .. ~l f,:.r i:.h·:: .~pplicant ei:.at·=-d that h~ ho.d made a 

to the r~spono:lents in pursuance of the 

'-}-,::. TrJ.·I-·lJn=;l ,..,J.·v-11 J.·l- ,::.=;;-1 i..=.r- ,-, J\ 11-JO ·1 15/95 L 1 - - _ _ 1 '-~ - 1 e 1 - '-· - - - - - • !"'i - • ~ and 

the representation haa be~n reject~d. Although, the order 

along\·li th the 

present 0. A as Ann:-:. 'P.6, it hct•:l no:•t sp·~·::: if i call :I challenged OL" 

sought to be quashed in item (iii) of the reli~f clause. 

The~efore, substantially in this application the applicant has 

This application is, therefore, rejected as being barred by th~ 

principles of resjudicata at th=- stage of adm~ssion itself. No 

order as to costs. 

L)l} (\llfv 
191 t. ~7 

(Ratan Prakash) 

Member(Judl) Member ( Adm) . 

~-~---------


