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THE HON'BLS /vxR, P.K., KARTI-H, VICE CmIHI/AN(.J)

THc HON'Bl^ KiR. BgN, DHOUNDlYnL, ADivilNISTii^TIVE iCiV.BcR

1... - .̂Whether Reporters of iocJl'papers ma'v' be'"allowed to
see the ^

•To bei re.f-e»rred to the Reporters oi not'?2.

JUJG/vENT.'
, f?-'f t-r'i c^xi,iv

• ^ Hon.Bla to. P.K. K«tha,

consideration in ,the;;se'^cpolicpftdons is «-•The qae§rion/.nether the appliconts .vho,.b&long to the

_ t-eoching ,lins(/ip..xhe Delhi /idrninistiation" are 'efititled to

retire at the^ age of (o yeais like othe^ their
promotion to siipervisory or administrative posls of Eaucation

Off IcerAss istant Director/Deputy Director/Joint Dii ector .nd' ,
Aoditional DlrectM of Ec^oti^ the Directoijite of Education,
Delhi ndmihis't;ie.t.ion or ..vhether thej "feula' retire' at r.he'age of
58 year,sai |̂.;thpse who, belong,vtQ:.the= administiation line.

Th^re had been^ ojS'tion::jn the'̂ in
the Supreine^^Court on this issue by Shri;R.S.S. Shishodia and '
ihri Sita Ram Jharna.^^ AReview I;e.titip,n filed,in Civil.
Appeal No^3ii9|of ,1991 arisinj out pf 5LR(Civil) „o.2562; of
1990 inv therrastter of Shri R.S.'S.i -Shishodia'Vs-V'The '

Administrator Of U"iPn! Terr-itory, of Delhr and o i^; stated
to be stili^^Wi„3. This is .another, . ro^^ Of Utig«i.>n •
in the Tribu^^l.by thj^applipants/befoie^ ars'alssi
Similarly sftOited. As the issues involyed/ar. ^co^n, .4t is
proposed to deal with them in,,a .conroon Judgment.

j

ca"
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•iJ r.'CT^^® of the applicants .^re wrorking as Deputy, ,

:in Oh .at ScNo?„;i, .2, ;4,.;:6..'B,

12) , two as Supervisors, jPhysical Education

10 :x; -.-(^PPMc^nts, i^ ?) ,c=one,/as Assistant

in 0?^ at SoNo,7) and one as , ;

:ri.c Education(3chK3ols)(Applicant/:n ?!no .3). '
^• belong to t^^ where the retirement

^viv H tf^ey ^vvere pipmoted,^ the administration '̂

,..,,stxeaiii^^re.the .retirement ege ,is_58 years,. The dates on which
. • • ' • ••-?.:• •-/ _ - OXi, •:. ," ... ' . .

a^d 60 ^yeap..;ar8-4ndicated ' :
in the comparative chart. belovvs- : . J-

- ^ ;;o j '̂ .ppye . • Date^of retirement Date of
" ' at-58 ye'ars retirement if

9n "3i ,; ' it ';fe' 60 years
Appiicant lnl ' - 31.10.1939 31.10ai99i

• ^ .,...,^30,-6.1990- .1-;.
1;;^PP^i^3nt in" 4 \ 310^12.198^?;: '•\Mi2a99i-'̂ ^

^ ^pplicanf 'ih 5^ - : 2a,2.l99Q ^ '

r.:.. ^ ..' CV- • '5
: ^ ^ - 31,7;19^ 3U7,1992

Applipant,in.9.. •^:28.2,i9m- :.-^28^2*1993 '.
:, • ^ 30,4,1991 ' 30.4.1993

- 31.5.1991,/ - 31o5.1993
, i . . 31.7o1991 . 31<,7,1993

5* • ;: ^ f^Tom the aiwye^that; all applicants' ,-'

;/' ^ 'i' ^;^ttain?d.:_,the age ^of 58 years:^f;'̂ ^^^ /have ;contlnukd. in / f̂ /

stay orders passed by th©

, - Tribunals The respondei^s haw filed-Misce^aneous^,

praying for vacating the stay orders in the. light of the orders

and directions given by;the Supreme Court/in Shishodia's case

and Sita Ram Sh.rma's case and that is how these applications

came up for, he aring on the co,nt.i.nuance of. the stay and the

merits. -
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4. -'The le^inc-d counsel for both sides have tal<««a, us throaghj

•xriliunaxIncf^Kl'̂ .^reffi toa^^

Trtbinol Vnd' the'-iupJifems Couit. "Both sides'h-ve soaght fiom
•Vhein'supSri'Jof their r^WectivS'fentehtibnivi "The sWnd of

' the -^crfilsnts'li'̂ hai tRey-i^ trotf^«rvice at the
' age' of 'a 'ye -« •ori tfe ^ri>und' that fheir' isrv ibe on the
" admlSsSation 'iide 'is Iri ejftensiSn'of "their service in the

^iad?ing "line f" The' stand: Of^ reSpondSnts is= that as the

' applicants/on iheir 6'MI,' accepted pro'notioh •to'•the
^adminlkratfon 'where'the age o^ ' ret'ifement'is 58 years,

they ^-.-ould retire •a '̂' iHe age'of 58 yea'is.

: 5?' '"'̂ -Ve have.,go^ thrdugh t^_^^ carefully

and have considered the rival contentions. ; ,v/e have also heard

- • some of thi-i^ffec4iied persons appearing in-perSQn^who are
...-.i: • • - ni v;:„.;q:,

:: expecting {j^onptfen on the administration .^sid^,.if the stay

•̂ orders passed"Tribunal,,are vagateS.' Jlirs;, Avnish
Ahlawat, tfi^leiixr^d counsel for the-^esi^ondents

contended thpt, t|ie,:niatter stands concluded b>' the orders

passed by the Supreme Court on the appeals filed by

S/Shxi Shishodia and Sita Kam Sharma against the judgments

delivered by the Tribunal, which will be discussed

hereinafter;, The learned counsel for the applicants

•v: - K/v: . .r: ,

eeConto page 6/-
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' citgued thet the issues arising-out of thfe judgmeilts of the

' - '̂ -- TrilDuncl-dated 29avl99^ in Oa"2005/1^9, EliS.S-,^Shisho Vs,

f ^The-Administratbri Union Territory of Delhi 8; 'Others and'

•• dated 6«2,1990 in No .153 of "1990 in Dr., Sitd Ram Sharma Vs.

have been left undecided by the

" ^ • Supreme MSourta According to Shri S.K® Bfs^rl^,'the learned

' - Counsel'jappesTing for-some'of the :applica iVts, the' aforesaid..

• •• - orders of the Supreme ^Urt are drily •6rders in personam and
'.that %-<?• , .

; riot' orders in rerrii He further submitted/the' issues raised

: •' in tliese applicatfdns had' been conside'fed^y artother Bench

• of this Tribunal in its iudgmerit dated 20,ldif987 in

CA No•858/86 iri B,N« Mian Vs.' Delhi Adrninistration and

- : ^Others'wh-ich i's in theif'f ivour and that iri"'the' event of

• • bur taking a different vieW^ the matter shbuId be referred

-to- --a--'-IciliJgfer;Befhch^ -fdi 'cbnsi'deratibh the.'

< •' •>: leafried counsel appeaxihg.for son^ 6tHer applicants argued .

that"Court in Shishodiafe .y-

case and iSita Ram Sharma's case have not adjudicated upon ^

. ,^h^'/n^i^3nd^;th^^hey''hav^;^;!^ the period

„-of-service: rendered- by'Shri Shishbd'ia- and Dr^ Sita Ram;

i ; i - • . The: .judgment, of the-Tribunalvih^-Dr. Sita^

.merely follows the. earHer. jud'gment^^ icase and,

: ., :r: - .ther^ ive-'may discuss only the judgment in Shishodai's ca se,

-• : \'v: r"'., •

:J ^ r •

WvfS-- •
;V,a:;SS
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7« In Shishodia'.s c^se ,. the ,applicdnt /iRpoint.ed

. ..as Principal ;Gn 29.7 ip-, the Directorate :0f Education,

.He.was promoted as ,Education Officer ,in, 1976,.-.Dsputy Director

.of tiducation ,in. .1,984 .and Joint .Diic-ct.or of Education in J-988«

He .w<3s confirmed as .principal,

a-

, He v/as not .confirmed .on the ppst of Eoucation

Officer and his. subse^iuent ^promotion as D.epufty Director, and ,

Joint Director .were pure,ly .on ad hoc basis® He challenged the

order passed ..by the respondents to -the effect .that he would

stand retired from.Government .service ;on„ 30^9.198.9 on attaojiing

the age ,of.,58 years.,,.. He had prayed that .he was entitled to

be granted extension in service upto the .age of to ye-irs. The

, Tribunal.-e xpressed the. view; that supervisory, •'rork by a

person on pionption y^/ho has acted ;as a, principal-;is in the

, nature ,of, ,a.n extension., of .the vyo,ik..as a Principal, but covering

a, widex ..area^.r. .which..,may. involve- several,,schools- or zones,

. In the,operate part .of.the ..ju,dgment, t^^ Tribunal, however, ,

^ observed as, foHowss- .. .. .. ...

., " . iVe are,,. ..however, .of the view that,.,.af., this relief
cannot'be granted to all thbs'e promotVd officers to the
rank of Education Officer/Asstt« Director/Deputy
Director/joint Director and Additional Director who
come from the rank of principal of a School under the
Delhi Administration, they must be given..an.option to
revert back as i^rincip'als iTi Schools ancl cdntinue till
the age of superannuation/retirement viz., 60 years. It
goes, withpujt.rsayingjv if they exercise the option of
reversion, they v^jould be entitled to the pay, allowances
and, pesniop comme.nsurate to the r,ank. ol,principal. They
Will 'not-bb." entitled to the pay and allbwahces of the ,

. higher promotional posts. It is, however, made clear
that during: the, period they held the promotional posts,
they wbald be entitled to pay and allo\vanc.es of the post.
We further direct that the applicant in the present case
will also be asked,to exercise his option as to whether
he would like to revert as Principal and if.he gives his
option to do so, he would be reposted as Principal and
continued till the age of 60 years"®

^ (K •• • ••• "• ••
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8. • On. appeal f iled against the aforesaid/judgment by

- - . - ... ....... ,

Shri Shishodia, the Supreme Court passed the'follo'jving

Older on 16,8,1991'in civil appeal NteSlSil »f 1991;-
ij-"d /'TC ...

" Special leave granted, '' '

" •' i^=^ving..heard the..learned counsel,for both

a.r9b-;:o eJi 1: h . the appellant has '
only*"4bout bne'morith-'to xoripiete-S^ years,

rv?boc ;;>/e do not, thereforep propose to decide the
:; issue arising from the .inpughed judgment of

• -^, the^Tribunal-,,--''So-vfar •a-s th.e; appellant's
V continuance on the post of Joint Director is

concerriedV it "Is always open-to^the authorities
^;toal^ow^^i.]^ continue on that.^ post or to revert

; . him :to his post Pf Principalo /

V ' • The appeal is; accordingly-disposed of

the, said CivH Appeal-'9. Irt No ,2 filed by him^vas disposed of'by the

following order date'd~••25',9o"i991s-..' ' '

After hearing leafhbd cdUnsel"^or the parties
9=;rd, ,t(^, is .Court^^^^er da ted 16.8,91

and the special facts and circumstances of the.case we '

- direct-:that the ;.aRpellant :;sjiai^^^^
a/-/..-/I.age' of/^Q^^ears^:-;^-/;/,.-' "

^ ' withoutG'ahy pr^^ right to salary or
. i , : _, . ..j ' ir' / " iSllQ'̂ i'.^Tic.es paid to him vAiile he/'ifl/as .work as a

Joint Director of the Education, The appellant is
entitled to retiral benefits as Principal. The order

. of reversio.n will, however, stand«,

The lA is; disposed of acdordiriglyno - ^r.:/;

;•;/•. •- V •. , .. !.• ;. j'
/m: •; . -On^a ;-iper5uai:.6f.'the_^.af,oresaid. •;0^4® '̂i-//.';it/-app^

; "^9 "^h^t the Supreme Court after taking into account the ;

f V c 'facts and tarcumst'a.rices and^wlthiout. eteciding-

. . arising, from the said judgmentp disposed of the appeal with

/y , ; • ^ . /the observation; that:'it^was: always open to. the .authorities .to;
7--.'-;. .

•fec'f-V," ?- •?.'•— y'' '''V-

St
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allow the appellant to co-otinue on the post held by him
in the admnistration line or to revert him to his post _

..... "of Principal. An identical order .vas passed on. 16.8.1991
in .the. case of Dr. Sita Kam Sharma, Thereafter, the

• respondents passed an onier on 23.8.1991 purporting- to
relieve Shri Shishodia .and: Shri Sita Ram Sharma of their

' 'duties-mth^effect^fr^^ the date of the orders
;:pa^sed-by;theSupkn^-Court. '̂ It-was-further added that in

ease> they wera inte2ested.:to. seeX: reversion to the post of

Erirjci^=I, t.hey. might submit their option v/ithin 24 hours
receipt''of the btder^-sio that It could be considered

. .Gn/inerit:and,that: their option for reversion should be from
- ' "'tt^e/'dite-prior tc( :^^ date pf superannuation at the age of

58 years. On ..26o8oi991, the respondents, passed an oroer

.. dir.ecting, tha.t Shri Shishodia. shall stand retired from

• - ' ' -(jibverlim.ent' '"'service" bn 30 .1989«'

' ^ i T^he:t>rders.;dated i23.8.1991 And 26.8.1991 were

- - • •qlMltertge4 vfey^Shri ^Shishodia'; in-of 1991 which :was
.. ^ The "Supreme Co uit on' 25;9®1991. Having

A-^-f^el^rd-tosthg 'special-facts, and, ci.rcunistances of the case,

- thev-Supreme Court directed that Shri Shishodia shall be
f

retired as Principal'on his attaining the age of 60 years,

without prejudice to his right to salary or'allowances

paid to him while he was v;oracing ,as a Joint Director of

Education and!that he would be entitled to retiral benefits

as Principal. The Supreme Court did not find any illegality

in the orders passed by the respondents on 23»8ol991 and
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26.8.199i, The oppellahts right to retire a,s Principal

r.on his attaining the. age of 60 years and his right to . ..

-salary.:.and .allowan ^aid to, him while working as a

Joint Diiectoi of Education were, however,, upheld.

i l2o: Tiie;,de,ci,sion of the Tribunal dated 20.10,1987 in ..

. Mian*s .ca.s.e .relied upon by Shri Bisaria was based on the

.order.dated.,28.3.,i?87 made by the Lt« Governor, Delhi.

-v During the. hearing, the learned counsel of the respondents,

.^ ^c produced^ before us. copy of an order Mated 25/26-4-1988

.- .rv. r- . .. whepeby^ the. aforesaid order dated 28,3.1987 was cancell.

v-rt . atid witihdrawn. , .In that case, the applicant who was
; ' ' " " ••••- 'V

' vi:.:':; : • employed as-Guidance Counsellor in the Directorate of

c- .:vjEducatiQn,;DfIhi-Apmin^stration had sought for a

5•••dirc^ction ;that-he,entitled to the enhancement of age

of superannuation at 60 years and higher pay in accordance

? with, tlje p^ers. issued ,by on 6«9«i?83 in

vo-T ^ • ..i^yiespect of., tm Dahi, i^chqol .Teachers enhancing th^r jaae .

:i;;,:.r,Q;;f,eiet^reineryt^ years, from 58 years» _

'̂ v.' •s-r;,.- -v^His'̂ oiAentianJwaSAthat^although.^t^•wniqntlatv;^^
./iy- ;; ; •' • • :• . -• ••no.,: 3nj-. .• •..•••••.-:

: , . ^ i the ,,pps^ held. by. hi"®. ^

.^^as that, he^^ be^nged tc> one of the teaching

. categories as. detail^ by the DeM Administration itself

, : -v.- -in respect, of differerrt non-ministerial and ministerial
- . • ••••••,••.,; V ^ ... •• •.;••/ j. ' 7 r : fvt ' . '

, r-i • V- .4,

G-o^- ;:o ; categQries,,of .ei^lpyees ^^consiati^g^;^ and .nop-,^, ^
teachin.g. staff;. The contention'of the Delhi

-ii: cV - pAdministration J^;as that ^ category

€?f) teachers and that he was not declared, a.s such by the
•'" ' •• ' • • • •• ;.(V

•1?

:|;

•ir.
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/ '""""DelhrAdniinfs-Satiin;' W that the ;
' "'' applicarvt reiiSa S^ori thfe'oWei ^d.ted ;263.1987 mentioned

above •

V. 13,;,' The decision'of the'Tribunal-in Mian's case is

•clearly'distinguisy&e. -^His^^ regarding

'denial of the Ige of letixerftent •of 60 years consequent '

on his pioraotion'fr6m'the ^teachih|"line ^td administration
" line ^vhich is in'issue' in the" appm-tions before us.

In ^' instant case, there^is no' dispute, th-t even after.
' th^irWnotioS &W atimirii^tom-n line, they continued

' to be^eache^i^ t^e'ohlV ^contrdversy-is^^-v/hether they would

" 'ietire'at the 'age'of-6D>ars^-like, the .other teachers.or at
the age of 58 years like ihe other-s;-.on,:the administrative

. •••-' c-•, sr x-t, ; ..u^ Jr c. v:. --c,;.? , 1 :• . :
; - • stream, ., j -• •' ' ^ '. .r;,-.;",

i4» In our ppinion? there"is soinfe anomaly in the

• ' " • whi^h'^#-#pfe:ant'^ placedc,-i.T:{^u^h

-: : they'retain the ;^nch"mark ®ven after
.':'v their5ion^"i^:'to''^he ^ •" •' •'

. • / ^erSed the b^efit •agfe^ df retir^mei^ ^ years, as in
the cas^ of ot'&' teach^W^-Thir inbongruity

recognised by ihe'fielhi ^^ministration, which took up. the
matter"at'the "highest^^ Central Government,

; C^htrai Goveuiment ^iias not accented the views of the ,

Delhi Administration® it is true that so long as the
- • • -i •' • " '

^ ^ anomaly continue^,-theie.:b^y;:W;;no:^^^^^^
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teachers to look'forwai^'for prdrabtidn to the

administration stream vvliich'̂ in'"durri might adversely

aff^t the educational system in t'he'Union Territory of

li in the Idhg run, "This is, hdwevei, a policy matter

for' the authorities concerned to'oan sider and take

'appropriate actidh, "• ' .

15,^^'• •Shri (3;©;, Gupta;argued ;.that. the id^isions. of the

,;.c •'i^Delhi Higti:Cotirt :in/S;mt.':;She41a-p,uri-ys:io^tex^icipal

OA-;;:.-; Corporation dated ,22o5.1985,; and in B'^'nywri. Lai Sharma Vs.

• V. ^ Coxporationrof :Pe ihi: dated!2.7r6&iil989 are relevant

to the issues arising 'fO'X-^our consideration. These

• ' decisions. '/;ere.'cited before, the Tribunal, in Shri Shishodia's

• - "'i : , -f- . case.^andi^tHe.'Tribunal has -discussed; their . relevance in its

: ^ ' - ^ -judgment d^te;d^ 29biil$9o;~-In Smt. Shedlaaiuri's Case, the

;v:3 ro .j a-^'De^hi "High-Court l^eld'ttetv School;; Inspe;etiess and Senior

SchSOl^'ln^ec^te^ reinain'-^%-^^^

^a^/allowed tp i^ntlnye;:upt0cthe.yearse'

,^ v'̂ .Eveh:though.; ttte..5^matt:er;/;Was.j;Ji|;keht to •>tlie;i3upr:eme

\ -ri:' eourt^ the^ samet was ;dismis-sed-fi.iThfi Celhi: High Court has

..^allowed the iVrit Petition'fii&d-;by ..$ftri BanA'ari Lai Shaxma

who was Inspector of Schools: taking:; the view that inspite

r of his promotion as School;Inspector,ilie remained a teacher,

>• ands thereforeij ; he -was entit^led tO-iremai^ service upto "the

: age j of 60 'years;ft - ^
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16. . . In^Shri Shishpdia's, case, the Tribunal observed

that an Ir/spectoy/lnspectiess of Schools is below the

rank .of Educ-^tion Officer/.-^ssistant Director/Deputy

Direc^pr/jo int Director/Add it 19 nal Director of education,

that.all-Pothe rank of Assistant

Director of £duCc;tion do riot come from the stream of

• .•tes;dhers-aind thst; there-;are ^PJne persons, on deputation

- • from-IAS'^ahd E^NIC^ in-r the administration -line -v^ithout

-- .-.any •'background:^of-teachi.ng: ej<perie.ncesc. The learned

V coianfeelofor;>the-applicants;, ai-guad that:the'^above -•

• ; xeaso ning .-is: note correct • h; .,. .-.

1,7 In 0U1-.opinion,;; the,-•,griey'dnce-:of : the:';; applicants

-ha.s.;, arisen-due.^ to the difference;: in:;the-ages of retirement

;Qm,tM-:te.achingi line-^ndi. a.#iinist;iatipn: iline , This is,

;x^o.wever:,3/,aj-;p.elicy:'.inatter/'on-vyhich; no/ mandainus can be
!

: Hissue,.d^to^^the" respondents 6,V -J'.re-scx.iption^^of different

• nagestof:?-fetiii.eme.nt, fo,x.various; posts-with.varied levels of

: : x^ said ,tovbecarbitx^ry or
l«part!Bente-'

;,.diS;Griroinatory:-j^i!Van th®ugh tha pant® axe-ii-n the aaroti^ /

i8~« ;c':The :appl.icants have co:ntinued in service beyond the

. . age of: 58 .oh; the strength of the. stay orders passed

. .^by the.,T-ribupsl:during the pendency .of .'the ;;appeal in

Shishodia's -ease:,in-.the Supreir^ .Court i ,The Supreme Court
' ' • •

has finally held that the appellants' age of retirenent will,

be 60 years and that he -ivould be entitled to retiral benefits

n

I

it

S'
£•
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f as Principal. He would also be entitled to his salary

!; •'̂ and allowanbeku?^id to hiTO->while^he :>w4s.::vro;2:king as-a
^•f tht

: noi!>. ;^ '^^int Erector :6f ;Educatioh-U ;ln our opiniong the pBsiti^n/ ^

.,79vsvdi1 r resent api liconts is similoj- to thaVof Sbri Shishodia

;:j : ^ "and'Dr.'Sita R^m Shariria.; We^ have , therefore, t»-bear In

-'rrdnd"the'^i^wS'expressed^ by- the Tii]Dan.^- 5ijnd.t

;• ?

_ -14
• f ' /

0

. S[\:j

- :V- • — --V,

» ri

• •Supreme Court'lh these-'Gases' whileJ rirouldihg the reliefs

cou^l^ be grakJed to^ them, - They jravei always the

' dptidn'to' rewit back to their t&schin^ptfsts and in thit

^ they ^^du•id'be^entitled-to :retli-e at?Jthe age of ^
. ' ' •

j w'v; fci2)nti'nueitd^^ in the _

•' ' •'admini^str^t'ibri' streamy thfey will^ ^have toiiretire at the

•'- - 'o^ ^8: ye3r& lijice tfe otheis' belongihgv to the
"•i

• •-'^dn^nistration toe^rn."--Whether-the :^pp^ieiint5 and those

n

•VimfiWly ~\si€uated% -to '-rem^fiW Qis the adraini#tr.stS,9fl

II , s^reain,"whefe''the?ff^^^df ^etireiifefit ;ig^8-^>years/ b

|j - '-v^^ as a separate^-block and ;^hether on that ground

•"iheir age of' retirfem^ be ;raised to 60 years, is

essentially matter for-the authorities concerned to

^ =tc^n5ider^It-l^v^or^the,i a^^liccmts.:t-0..de^^^ not

to coritiriiie in tHeir ^iofobtional-posts -ti:ll they attain _-

:• b^i. :ys-.;-V ••• ••.. • - the ;age -^Bf'^8-.years ••or ' i§^fc re^rsidn-'to^'^their.;respective

' f. ' •: ; .teacfiing''postSi ''Thsrd'i'^iro .o^ 'the opplicsnt'^ to jcontinue

||\ ^( , ^ their'pi^n^tionaX'po.st^^aiid:::ihsitt"ont^^ at the'' ^

;; o:r r; :^^ge^pf -'^ years is npt''! tenableii ,; therefore,

'I • •.'••: ' - .••. ••• '••• •- • • •- •• • ' ••'• ••-• ••• • • , _• _.,

f•: :'• ' '. . '
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-^hQ.idr-that tit£. iSi,ope;q tq- •^;he ;authorities concerned to

ft:;revert the ^2gplice#s,;jto;^their-.teeching.^p which

.:they had-held :befope their rorrotionIt.vvould not, heuever,

, 'betfeir.rapd. iust, to, dO: ^ retrospective effects Having
^regcrd to the peculiar facts and'circumstances, the o<^,

' applicant#hp.uId 3;isO/rbe(,.giyen;the benefi^,.^ and

• - ^ othen retiv-ement .treating th-oir seiyice as upto

> U si^xty vyears pf;;:^e;.. .Such benefits ..should, be calculated

" ; ;on:j t|ie^po:st;5- h^^ald-b;^. t|i.eiiv in. the, t^^ line,

•: :';.:19."»;; I:n/the:.li^htj pfn th^j atove, the.-applications are
^ •••• ^ -

^--ciis^bsed. ,ofo;y/ij:,h; the/.fpllayfingv prc^r.s, ,^d-,directions:-

; (i)o:; it: ,^o the. r&sponde;nts, tfl allow the

\ ^ ^ presently•. ap.pl103ntS: to. .CQritinue pn ;the respective posts^held

r; b^.tthem or reverti^thenir to ^the .r^spe^/blve |;)psts held by them

33n> tfee. t.eac.hing -^IneMtefo^^ In the event

' ' " ? - •vo^c'ths ities ^-tcision. to. xevert them to

•^^^i^-^P^ctive;^te4ehing^,post before-their ^

'-v oprQ.mQtion,.,such:reversiQ,n:shall..be prospective

•; ' ' W).: In th^. irAerest.of justice..and.^ the applicants
:or .sh3ll,be. given:aU-.t^^^^^ ^ teacher '

. ' . -:.:-r-;whp:jvi©ul(^--l5^ve retired pn.^aj:taining.,t!;ie of 60 years, had

• •-jAbgjrX'CQgtued•>iheir..^resp^ctive-te'ciching posts.

respective „

-teaphing-,pp^4 beldh^hem before .their,,promotion to the

9.
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adininistrqtioj)""post"Se. This should nothowever, be

treated as a precedent.

(3) The dP[:licc;nts vtouIg be entitled to the s^liry

"nd allowances of the respective posts held by them

beyond the age of 58 years till they are reverted to

their respective teaching posts before their proirotion,

(4) The stay orders passed in these applications are
. • •. •' . • /:

hereby vacated. All filed in these applications arm
dispasei af accordingly,

,991.

Let a copy of this order be. placed in all the case

filese
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