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Alljmi<aRa3?lVE TRlHJNAL.i JAbALIUR BSilCt^? JAB^LBJR

original jtoplipation 7Q of 200 4

jaba3pur,j this the 24th day of Marclyi 2004

Hon*ble Stici M.P. Singlvj vice Chapman
Hon»ble Shri Ma<^ Mohan,] Judicial MeBabeF

1  ArvincL ^o. Shri Bam Erasad Yadav,i
aged about 26 years,) Wcrlcing as Casv^
Labours at Miltary Par%j Jabalpur 01P),;
jyo. Military Farm ttiart^s,) Jabalpur (MP) •

2  Dayarara, S/Om Shri Bameshwar prasad
Yadav, Aged about 30 years,^ Working
as casual Labourer at Military Farm,|
Jabalpur (MPXj V©* pbobighat Bagicha
V^tec WorlU fioacirl Jabalpur ftlP) ♦

(By Advocate - None^

Versus

• • •
Applicants

• • • Respondaats

1. Union Of ahdia,? through
Secretary,] Ministry of Defeace,!
Neinr Delhi.

2# Dqjuty Director Gaaerai Military
parm,i Army Headquarters,] Block 3,
R,K. Puram,: New Delhi.

3, The Director,; Military Farm,;
Army Headquarters,; Lucknow (UP) .

4, The Officer,; Military Farm,,
jabalpur (MP) .

(By Advocate - Shri S.A, Dharmadhikari)

ORDER (Oral)

Bv M.P. Sinch^i Vice Chairman -

The ̂ plicants two in nuaber haVe filed this Original

implication claiming the following main reliefs t

*(i) to direct the respondeits to r^ularise the
services of spplicants w.e.f. their initial date of
appointment in the capacity of Casual Labourer and
to pay thoQ all pecuniary beiefits arising therdcrom.

(ii) to direct the respondoits to accord proper
placeaeat to the ̂ plicants in the seniority list.

(iii) to direct the re^ondents to follow the
^re^icns and guidelines given by the Hcn*ble High
Court in Ho, 6085/2000 (Shiv Kumar & Others Vs.
UOI St Others) dtd. 2^1/200 3 (Annec. A-.2) as also in
^ No, 616/98 (Nand Kishore fit others Vs. UOI fit othets)
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dtd. 17.12.2003 (Annescure i^l) •"

2. The brie£ facts of the case are that the applicants

Nos. 1 and 2 have been inducted ̂  cPUy wagers in the year

1993 and 1994 respectively. Thereafter they h^ve been

disengaged.

3. Heard the learned counsel for the respondents. Since

none is pr^ent for the epplioant we proceed to di^ose of

this matter by invoicing th e provisions of Rule 15 of GAT

(ProcediTe) Rules,! 1987.

4. The r^pondeits have filed their rq)ly. Alongwith the

r^ly "they have annexed th«X)py of the judgmeit of this

Tribunal dated 5th August;,; 2003 in OA No. 352/1998 & MA No.

745/1998. The learned counsel for the respondeits has pointed
is barred by the

Out that this OA is not maintainable because tt^rinciples Of

r^-judicata. He has submitted that both the persons who are

applicants in this OA have earlier filed the aforesaid OA

claiming the same relief ihidi had already been adjudicated

by this Tribunal and the Tribunal rejected the relief and

dismi'Ssed the said OA.

5. We have gone through the ju<^ent dated 5th August,!

2003 and we find that both these applicants have approached

this Tribunal in OA No. 85:^1998 claiming the same relief

which have been adjudicated upon and already been rejected

by the Tribunal. As per the law the applicants cannot claim

the same relief in a s^arate Original Application.

6. Accordingly,! the Original Application is dismissed as

barred by the principles of res-judicata. No costs.

(Hadan H^an) (M«P« Singh)
Judicial/Menber Vice Chairman
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