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By Advocate Shri R.C. Joshi

ORDER ( Oral )

Hon.Mr.Justice R.R.K. Trivedi, V.C.
By this application under Section 17 of

the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 the nppl._ﬁj'" ;E:- '
have prayed to punish the respondent no.l and 2 :

committing contempt of this Tribunal. mum'l' . y |
issued. Counter=-affidavit has been filed. con=
tention raised on behalf of the applicant e, .";‘;' € thislh = |
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Tribunal while deciding the OA .N0.643/96 and
other cases gave different directions in respect

of the applicants of O.A .N0.642/96 and they were

not given the consequencial benefits as their 0.A

was filed long after retirement. The applicants

case 1s that in the 0.A. filed by them, direction
given by this Tribunal was to give consequential
benefits also. However, the respondents by order
dated 13.05.02 granted only notional benefits and

no arrears have been paid to the applicant and they
have been given the same treatment which has been
given to S/shri J.P. Mehta, B.S. Rawat and P.R.Kakkar
who were applicants of O0.A.No.642/96. The grievance
of the applicants is that they were entitled for
cons@quential benefits, which has been ille;;:]l’ﬁenied
to them. The reliance has been placed on the Judgment

of Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of K.G. Derasari

and another vs.Union of India & Ors.2002 S.C.C. (L&SL

756" -

2. shri R.C. Joshi, learned counsel for
the respondents on the other hand submitted that
present applicants filed O.A.No.643/96. The
applicant no.1=0.P. Sharma had retired on 30.06.95
and applicant no.2=L.N. Malhotra had retired on
31.05.94 and both jointly filed O.A .NO.643 of 1996
on 12.08.96. It is stbmitted that the applicant of
O.A.NO0.642 of 1996 had also retired in 1994 and
1995 and they had filed O.A. on 23.07.195 . Thus,
substantially there was no difference and as the
applicant had already recired and filed 0.A .No.643

of 1996 long after retirement, the resporndents gave
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applicants ’Qw 0.A.N0.642/96 also r etired in the

same years. o he @J,L» were filed in July, 1996
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and August, 1996 > di fference was of few days.
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In the airqumu:-mgn;.; in terms of the order, the

applicants were not ant:l‘."ﬁ*lt *d for the benefit like

otherw who were already in service. The respondents
have adopted a just course l~ W,Q glven parity to
the applicants with other retired (1'1:!,'{:“% The

direction of the Tribunal was to *q 2 consequential
benefits. The Trimmal has not mer ‘3& ned consequential

benefits separately. It was loft. to the de *a”““

%&E* :"“‘EHH 4' 4 '.I b Ty
to determine what mnaaquenti.al h-nq i ts) hasvess L_ja

J"{ ==

case.

o e

in

say that any contempt has been comn:l.;tteda..- ‘The

Judgment of Hon'ble Supreme Court relied on by o*‘%:
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