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Leanied vt'oxy counsel iisat'ii. Viiie oriisi' ciavea /.j.iUui.,

allowed with the fbllovv'jiig obseivatjons/directions:- . ,;

October 2L 2uu5

CP 413/2005 111 OA 1191/2001

Shii R.S. Rai for Ski LB. Rai, counsel for applicant li n

"14. Thus this adjuiiiistraiive actjou on tne parl oi tne responoenis ijXisig die
salaw of those appointees at a higher stage deflnitely discriminate the
netitioiiers as equals have been ti-eatsd in an unsqua! manner, 'ihus there is
clear violation of fundamental rights as ensnniiect m Aiticies ra- ana lo ol tne
constitution of India so we have no liesitstion to allow tne uA. Aceoraingly,
we allow the OA and direct the respondents to re-examine the case of the
applicants and those apphcants vAio had been appointed prior to 0.1.1994
their pav should be Axed at pai" with their juniors and whatever criteria had
been ationtscl to give iiiCfenisiits to tnose appiicaiits iiist iiiay oe appiiea lO an
the aDDlicaiiis. iiiis mav be Pone w/itniii a perioa ol J 2iio*iii.!s iiOsii iut itaie u±
receipt of a copy of this order. No costs.''

Thereafter the respondents earned the matter to the Hon'ble High Uourt ol

Delhi throush CWP-5271/2003, which was dismissed on 24.9.2003. An SIP (SIP-

4079/2004) against the High CourTs order too was dismissed on ij.i0.2UU4. it is

■  alleged that resoondenis have yet not complied with the directions ol mis Uomt.

1" - j

The contempt peiiticn is convetted mto an application for execution ol

Tribunars directions under Seetioa 27 of Admin i Aral ive Tribunals Act, iyK5. issue

notice to the respondents to file their reply within foux weAm. Two weeks thereaiter
for reioindew if any. List on 9.12.2005 before ihsDepuxy Registrar for completion of
pleadings. c

(Mukesh Kumai' Gupta )
Member (J)
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