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respondents.

2. Learned counsel for the applicant at the outset
stated that the presént OAh No.505/06 (Pr. J.K.
Kulshrestha Versus Union of 1India and Others) and
another connected case indicating OA No.289/06 (Dr.
K.G. Mishra Versus Union of India) based on similar
facts as contained in OA No.441 of 2006 (Dr. Mohammad
Akram Versus Union of 1India and Others) which was
decided vide order dated 28.08.2008. Learned counsel
for the applicant submitted Photostat copy of the said
order dated 28.08.2008. Prima facie it appears that
contention of learned counsel for the applicant 1is
correct. The relevant para 3 of the aforesaid order
of Tribunal dated 28.08.2008 (Supra) is being

reproduced below: -

"I have heard the learned counsel for the
parties and perused the pleadings and he
materials on record, having regard to the
fact that similarly placed identical persons
have the benefits from the respondents, the
applicant cannot be denied of the same on the
ground that the applicant is not a party to
the proceedings and the applicant has not
approached the court, the contention of the
respondents cannot be accepted. On the other
hand the applicant has made out a case for
the grant of the relief claimed. In view of
the fact that the grievance of the applicant
is one and the same and similar to that of
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'“*{ﬁggﬁﬁhﬁ; Kulshrestha Versus Union of

hers) and 29.12.2005 (Annexure-1

No.289/06, Dr. K.G. Mishra Versus Union of Iﬁf“’ ’é
;I:..;i‘ . are set aside. it is further directed that 'ii-i%;g;%
f:f:. applicants should also be extended same _' ’Qf;?£
Fase privilege/benefit as has been given by the | f;?%é
o | respondents to identical persons (including the : TE
applicants in the aforesaid OAs) decided by '%;
Tribunal vide order dated 28.08.2008 and they !
shall not be denied of the same on the ground that ¥
they had not approached the court earlier. It is
fﬁ further admitted that respondent have implemented
;;a circular dated 28.08.2005 on same terms and
{ conditions. In case, respondents are of the view
" that the case of the applicant in present OA
% No.505/06 and 289/06 are different it shall be
? open for them to seek recall of this order.

3. OA stands finally disposed of subject to

above directions. There shall be no order as to

costs.
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(JUSTICE A. K. YOG)
Member-J i



