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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 6050 COF 2005

H RA SI NGH THAKUR AND ORS. Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS
STATE OF H. P. AND ORS. Respondent (s)

(Wth office report)

Date: 13/09/2011 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE D. K. JAIN
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE ASCK KUMAR GANGULY

For Appellant(s) Ms. Seema Rewal |ssar, Adv.
for Ms. Revathy Raghavan, Adv.

For Respondent (s) M. Naresh K. Sharna, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
The appeal is dismssed in terns of the
signed order with no order as to costs.
(VI NOD LAKHI NA) ( KUSUM GULATI)

Court Master Court Master

(SI GNED ORDER |'S PLACED ON THE FI LE)
I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 6050 COF 2005

H RA SI NGH THAKUR AND CRS. ... PETI TI ONER

VERSUS

STATE OF H P. AND CRS. .. . RESPONDENTS

ORDER

e have heard | ear ned counsel for t he

parties.



Havi ng carefully per used
j udgnent with t he assi stance of
appearing for the parties, we are of the opinion
that this appeal is bereft of any nerit.
clear fromthe order of the High Court that the
claim preferred by t he appel I ants
regard to the consequential benefits accruing to

t hem by virtue of Tribunal’s

August, 1995 in O A No. 216 of 1994 have al ready

t he i mpugned

| ear ned counse

It

herein

or der dat ed

been granted to them While dismssing the wit

petition filed by the State agai nst the order of

the Tribunal, the Hi gh Court has held as foll ows:

"Suffice to say that the consequentia
benefits accruing to the Respondents No.
2 to 4 have been specified by themin

their petition made for
execution/ enforcenent of the order dated
7.8.1995. Whi | e resisting such

execution petition the Petitioners have
justified their act either in the
partial grant of the benefits or the
non-grant of benefits or their part. It
was never the case of the Petitioners
before t he Tri bunal that the
consequenti al benefits clained did not
arise out of the order dated 7.8.1995.

It is also to be noticed that the
consequenti al benefits being disputed by
the petitioners were never refused by

t hem r at her such benefits wer e
partially allowed by them Havi ng
t hensel ves al | owed/ rel eased parti al

benefits, it is not open to the

Petitioners to cont end t hat such

benefits do not arise out of the order
dated 7.8.1995 of the Tribunal."

It is mani f est from t he

afore-extracted

par agraph t hat what ever consequential benefits were

prayed for by the appellants in their wit petiti
were granted by the Tribunal. Thi

confirmed by the High Court with the dism ssal of

on

s order stands

is

Wi th

7th

.2/ -



the writ petition vide order dat ed 27th  August,

2003.

W may al so not e t hat i nsof ar as t he
question of applicability of Rul e 9A of t he
H machal Pradesh Administrative Service Rules, 1973
(for short "the Rules") is concerned, it is stated

.3/
13

before us by the | earned counsel that the claimof

the appellants is not founded on the said rule.

It is, however, subnitted t hat , in fact, t he
appel lants are seeking further relief in terms of

Rule 6 read with Rules 18 and 2(e) of the Rules.

Havi ng gl anced t hrough the grounds urged by
t he appel I ant s in their Wit petition and t he
i mpugned order, it is clear to us that no such plea
was urged by the appellants before the Hi gh Court.
Accordingly, we decline to go into the issue. In
vi ew of the above, no ground is nade out for our
i nterference with t he wel | r easoned j udgnent
render ed by t he Hi gh Court. The appeal is

di smi ssed accordingly with no order as to costs.

(ASOK KUVAR GANGULY, J.)
NEW DELH
SEPTEMBER 13, 2011



