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C. A. T. Bench, -JA-I-PUR 

CP 88/94(0A 1000/92) 
Orders 

Hr. J.K. Kaushik : Co,lnsel for the applicant. 

l'1r. u.n. Sharma Counsel for the respondents. 

Iv'!r. Sharma pointed out that under Rule lll(b) 

of the CAT Rules of Practice~ 1993, it has been 

provided that only one set of costs shall be awarded 

to the applicants as also when the same counsel 

appears for more than one respondent.· It is true that 

if the applicants have filed a joint application and 

the application is one only this rule can be applied. 

Clause (b) of Rule 111 does not apply 1r1hen the 

pet~tions are separate. Thete may be a common 

question or similar auestion but the,·filing of the 

separate petition cannot be governed hy Clause (b) 

and the cost can .be a\rlarded in each petition. Mr. 

s harma has paid the cost to the counsel of the 

applicant in court. 

2. The cost has been paid in all the petitions, 

as directed. 

3. In the light of the submissions made that 

the applicant has been paid arrears upto March,94~ 

if there is any dispute remains of the subsequent 

period, applicant will have a fresh cause to agitate 

according to the· rules. The notices are discharged. 

( N.K. VERMA ) 
Administrative Hember 

Uvl}. 
(~A); 
Vice-Chairman 


