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" THE HON'BLE 4R, P. K. KARTHA, VICE f‘f-nI}h'HN(J)
THE HON'BLE LR. B, m. DHOUNULYAL, ADmINIbunTI\/" NENBER

1. #dhether Keporters of locul papers may be allowed to
see the ‘Judiment? Yo, ,

2. .Towbé referred to the Reporters or not? ?4” b !

JUDGMENT

(of the Bench dellvpred by Hon'ble Kr. P.K. Kartha;
Vice Chalrmun(J)) : '
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o ™for consideration in these epplications is «
The questlon[;nether uhe prllc nts who b~lonJ to the

teéchlng_llne in the D”lhl ndanlStlaulon are ent.itled to

| retire at the ‘age of 80 years like othor teachers after their

- ——
RS i

promotlon to sqperv1sory or anlnlStratlve po ts -of EQdcdt10n~
folcer/n551stcnt Llrnctor/Deputy Dlrect01/J01nt Director cnd.
nﬁalt;onal Dwrector of Edqcablon 1n the Dlrectorate of Eoqu+1on,

Delh1 HOmln;StIaLlOﬁ or uhebher they would- retlre at the age of

58 years llke those who belong to the admlnlstlatlon line

Thore had " been one round of. llulgatlon in the: fr¢bunsl and in
. fhe Suprsme Court on thvs issue byzthl ‘.S.S ShlshOOla and
Shri blta Ran)Sharma. A Pev1eQ Petltlon filed in Civil
’Appeal No.319l of 1991 ar151ng out of SLP(ClVll) No.2562‘5f |
11993 1n the matter of bhrl R S.a ShlShOdla Vs. The
»Admlnlstrator of Uhlon Tarrltory of Delhl and Others; 1s stated

‘to be st1ll pendlnj. This is 5ano£herf: round of litigation

in the xrlbuncl by the applicants’befdxe us who are slso

51milarly 51tuated. As the issues 1nvolved are common, 1t is

proposed to deal with them 1n a comnon judgment, -

R
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“_'2 Elght of the app116ants are worklng as Deputy '

- Director (Sc1ence)(app11cant in OA at S.No.7) and one as

D1r°ctors of Educetlon (appllcants 1n OA at S Nos. l, 2, 4, 6, 8,
10, ;l und 12), two as oupervlsors, Fhysical Ecduc-tion
(applicdnts in QA et S.Nos. 5 and 9),cone;as Assistant

in 08 O—

Addltlonal Director, _ducatlon(ochools)(Appllcantéet S.NoW3).

. All of them belong to the teachlng stream where the retlrement

- age 1s 60 years and they wexe promoted to the admlnvstratlon

f: have- attalned the age of 58 years. They have contlnued 1n
- _Trlbunal. The respondents have flled Mlscellaneous Petltlons 3
‘“Ednd'dlrectlons glven by : the oupreue Court in Shishodia's case

:"' came.up for hearlng on- the cont1nuance of the stay and-the.,_”

»streem where the retlrenent age 1s o8 years, - The dates on which
: they complete the age of 58 years and GO years .are 1ndlcated
- in the comparatrve chart_below:-

Applicants at.S.Nos. =bove Dste of retlrement Date of

“Applicantin 1 © . 31,10, 1989 31.10.1991

.3qf It w1ll be seen from the above that all the apolchnts' :

7'pray1ng for vaCatlng the stay orde*s in the llght of the orders

RS N Ly T

- at .58 years retirement if
- it is. 60 years

e

. o APRliconts in 283 30.5.1988 . 30.6.19% f
f"'f""Appllcant in.4 - e s 8L.12, 1989 C o 8laz.loon. |
© Applicent in 5 L°4'3_.~ 2842, 1990 T ;:28;2:1992_ ol
- Applicant in 6. - ©30.4.19% . < 30.4. 1992
'"*“wappllcants in- 7 & 8 ”5*1“*31.7 1990 f*{fgrﬂ'ﬁ731.7 199277
Applicant in9 . 2g. 1991’1 L 2Ba2.993. |
7" Applicent in 1o 30 441991 .,..;._;,30.4 1993 . |
.t Applicant dnill ¥ c . i 131,5,199] ¢ U UBL5.1993 T
T ApPllcant in12 - C3L7.I991t31,7.1993 '

serv1ce thereafter by v1rtue of the stay orders passed by the

- . ! ]

and Sita Ram shcrma's case and that is how these appllcatlons
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 teaching line,' The stend of the respondenté’is'that as the

_édministration line where the age of retirement is 58 years,

' exrectlng promotlon on the admlnlstratlon side if the stay

 passed by the Supreme Gourt on the appeuls filed by

delivered by the Tribunal, which will beAdiscussed

/3

s

QL
4, ’The lecrned counsel for both sldes have talfia us through

the pleadlngs in ‘the Il*st rounc of lltlgutlon before the‘
Tribunal éhd the:Supreme Court 4nd the orders passed by the
Tribunsl enc the Suprem: Gourt, Both sides heve sought from
them support for ihe ir redpective contentions. The stand of
the applic:nts is thst théy wou 1d rétire from ;érvice-at the
age of 60:yeurs'on:the ground that their service on the

administration side is ¢én extension of their service in the
applicénts, on their own, accepted promotion to the

they would retire af the ége‘of 5SHYeérs.
5,  We have -gone throdgh the records inihéléése carefully
ané have considered the rival contentions.: .Wle have clso heard

some of the éffectéd persons appearing in persbnfwhp are

orders passed by the Trlbundl are vdcated. Mrs. hvnlsh
Ahlawat, the ledrned counsel for the responoents

contended that rhe matter stanos concluued by the orders
5/Shri Shishodia and Sita Ham Sharma ageinst the judgments

»hereinaftér. The lesrned counsel for the applicants

S

soCOMt, page 6/=




©Coof thls Trlbunal in its wudgment dated 20.10.1987 in

- " OA N0.858/86 in B.N, Mian Vs. Delhi Administration and

"nmqthot the dforesald orders of the Supreme COurt

'the merlts and thatﬁthey;have merely regulated the perlod

-orgued that the issues aIlSlng out of the Judgnents of the

'Trlbune dated 29 131990 1ﬁ OA‘2005/1989, R.S.5. Shishodia Vs
'*The Administrator, Uhiontferritory of~Deihi & Others.and
déted 8.2.1990 in QA No.153 of 199 in Dr.»Sita.Ram Sharms Vs,
Union of’Ihdia.&‘Orhers have'been left.ondecided by the
Supreme Cohrt. 'Aocording to Shri S.K. Bisaria,'the_learned .
oounsel appearihg'for some‘of the applioanrs,.fhe aforesaid.

-]

orders of the Supreme Court are only orders in gersonam and
thlt?ﬂ .
B not orders’ in rem. He fu1ther oubmltted/ehe issues raised

—————— e

in these cppllCothnS had been CODlePIEd by another Bench

R T T T

" Others which is in their favour and'that in'the'event of
fOur“takingfa different view, the‘matter should be referred»

*‘*tO'a"iérQErﬁBenchzfor cthiderafion.- Shrl G.D. Gupta, the

‘ J-learned counsel appearlng for some other appllcants argued

ShiShodias

'?",case and Slta Ram Sharma s_case have not adJ:dlcated upon luﬁ

of: serv1ce renoered by Shrl Shlshodla and Dr., Slta Ram
‘M;;harma on- the post of Deputy Dlrector.
:36; ”, The;gudgment of the_Trlhunal in Dr. Sita Bam Sharma

~ merely follows the earlier judgment in Shishodia's cese and,

{

i therefore; we may discuss only the judgment in Shishodaits case

- - T - T, -
i !
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Te In Shishodia'g case, the applicant was «ppointed

>dS Princiﬁéijon §9.7.l960 in-théiDirectbrate of Education,

He was promoted as Educatidn Officer in 1976, Deputy Director
of £ducstion in 1984 and Jéint Di1sctor of Educstion in 1988,

He was confirmed as Principzl, XEXREEXRBIXXERENXRHEEXLL

9%2?&5&$8£;f He Was not.confirmed>on the post of Ecducztion
Officer and his subsejuent promotion as_Deputy Director anc
Joint Director were burely-on 2d hoc basis..'He challenged the
nordgf péssed by the.reSpondents to the effect that he would
stand ietired froﬁ Goggrﬁment se;vice.dn 30.9.1989 on.attaining

thhé age of 58 yeérs. He héd\prayed‘théﬁ_he_wgs eptitled to
“be grantéd extension in service‘upto the age of 60 yesrs, The
Tribunal expressed the view: that supervisory work by a

. person oh promotiop.who has dcted as ahP;iqpipal.is in the

nature of an extension of ‘the work as a Principal but covering

a wider area, which. may involve several schools or zones.

flﬁin the7opérative part-of tﬁéﬁjgdgment,'the.Tribunéi,’hbhéQer,'a‘

observed as followss= °

~. "7 . We are, however,.of the view that if.this relief
cannot be granted to all those promoted officers to the
rank of Education Officer/Asstt., Director/Deputy
Director/Joint Director and Additional Director who
come from the rank of Frincipal of a School under the
Delhi Administration, they must be given an option to
revert back as Frincipals. in Schools and continue till
the age of superannustion/retirement viz., 60 years. It
goes without saying, if they exercise the option of
reversion, they would be entitled to the pay, allowances
and pesnion commensurate to the rank of krincipal. They
will not be entitled to the pay asnd s«llowsnces of the .
higher promotional posts. It is, however, made clear
‘that during the period they Held the promotional posts,
they would be entitled to pay and allowances 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 Principsl and if he gives his
" .option-to do so, he would be reposted as Principal and
‘continued till the age of &0 years", - - - . '
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8. ° 0On. app°a1 flled agclnst the afores=1d Judgment by
bhll Dhlahodla, the Supreme CouTt passed the followlng
» order on 16 8 l9Jl in civil appeal No.3191 of 1991"

" apec1al leave grdnted

1hav1ng heard the learneo counsel fox both
the parties, we find that the dppellant has
only @bout one month ‘to complete 60 years.

Ve do not, therefore, propose to decide the

- issue- arlslng from the: impugned Judgment of
the Trlbunal. S0 far as the. appellant'
cortinuance on the post of Joint Director is
concerned, it is dlwiys open to the suthorities
to allow him to continue’ on that post or to revezt

.hlm to his post of. Prlnc1pal. o

. The appedl is accorolngly dlsposed of",

o C ‘ in the sz2id Civil Appeal &
© 9.7 JA'NG.2 filed by hlm[yaa alsposed of by the

'xtﬁféllow1ng orcer dated 45.9.1991:-

W ;'nfter hearlng learneo counsél for the parties
and thlng regard to this Court‘s order dated 16 ;84 9l

" and the Spec1al facts and 01rcumstances of the case ,we

' f. l' Pl Dot ‘.dlrect that,the appellant shall be retlred as a.

::beneflts as'Pr1n01pa1
of reve: sion will, however, stand. A
The LA is dlsposea of dCCOIdl“le"

U ‘ Lo Ll dlted 1608.919 :@;» L
:1Q;.1A0n a persual of the aforesald .rdat / iy appeurs )

ﬁeentltled to ret ra“

'ilté us that‘the‘SupieﬁE-Cburt after taking into,aceount the -

. facts and circunstances ond without deciding the issues. . ..:|
'ailsing fieﬁﬁfhe.said judghent,>disposed'°f‘tﬁe sppeal with

__the observation that.it was alweys open to the authorities %o |.

TBéﬁSféérfﬁﬁ
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aLlov the appellcnt to continue.on the post held by him
in the Admlnistratlon llne or to 1evert him to his post
of Principal. An 1dent1cal oroer was passeo on .16,8.1991
in the case)of.Dr.,Sita Ram.aharma. ‘1‘1’1~rea’fter,7 the

respondents passed an order on 23, 8 1991 purportlng to

relieve Shri bhlshodla and bhrl Sita Ram Sharma of thelr

~duties with‘effect~from 16.851991, the date of the orders

Passed'by'the"Supiéne Cqurﬁ; "lt,wés'further-added that in

-case they -wera interested to seek reversion to ‘the post of
‘ Principsl, they:migbt supmititneir option within 24 hours
of thc recelpt of the order so that it could be caonsidered

'on'merit and’ thut thelr optlon for reversion should be from

the,dafe.pfi6r to"the ddtg_of suge;annuation at the age of
58 years. On 26.8.1991, the rgqundgnts:pa§5ed an order .

directing that Shri'Shishodia_shall stand retired from

fGovernment serv1ce on 30 9 1989.
‘*~;l¥} “The’ orders dated 23. 8 l99l and 26 8, l99l.hPle
| E;gchallenged by Shrl Shlshodla in IA No.2 of 1991 whlch st
..dlsposed by the Supleme Cou:t on 25 9 1991. Héving
‘regard to Lhe Speclal fuuts and 011cumstonces df the case,
- -the Sdpreme Court dlredted that Shri bhlshodla sball be
"*etlled as Prlnclpal on-his’ attclnlng the age of 60 years
, without prejudlce to hls_rlgh;-to‘Sdldry dr allowances

~paid teo hln while he was ;orklng as a Jolnt Dlzector of

Educatlon and.thst. hP would be entltled to reulraE beneflts

as lenclpal. ihe bupreme COULt did not flnd dny illegality

in the orders passed by the respondents on. 2°.8°199l and



" on his attaining,thexage'Of_éo yearé‘and his right to

'7ﬂ; Durlng the hearlng, the learned counsel of the respandents

,~whereby the aforesc1d oroer dateo 28 3 I987 was cancell

f’f,,and‘withdrawn,: In that case, the appllcant who wes

'@quuCatlon, Delhl Aomlnlstratlon had sought. for a

N yolrectlon that he W3S entltled to the enhancement of age

f'qu1th the orders 15sued by the reSpondents on 6 9 1983 in

: f{,ﬁareSpect of the Delhl School Teache s{enhan51ng thelr age.

- 10 -

%

264841991, The'apoellanfs‘right to retire as Priﬁcipﬁl i

‘salary and allowsnces paid to him while working as a il

Joint Director of Edhoatioo were, howeVer, upheld., i
124 The decision of the Trlbunal dated 20,10,1987 in
hlan's case relied: ‘upon. by Shri BlSarla was based on the
order dated ?8.3.1987 meoe by the Lt. qovernol, Delhi,

proouced beforo us. copy of an_ order oated 25/26-4-1988

,‘x:employed as. ualoance Counsellor 1n the Dlrectorate of

of supercnnuatlon at 63 years and hlgher Pay in accoroance

.. - 0f retlrement/superannuatlon to oO yeaIs from 58 years.

‘ ééﬂfﬂls contentlon was that although:the nomenclature of

f;the post helo by hlm was uuloance Couosellor‘but the
v’i:fact was that he belonged to one of the teachlng
Eﬁ%j;cGtegorles as detalled by the De1h1 Admlnlstration 1tself
7: rn respect of cifferent non—mlnlsterlal ond mlnlsterlal
fi‘categorles of employees-con51st1ng of teachlng and non=_
2;teach1ng staff. The contentron of the Delh1 | |

'V,Administratlon‘was¢that‘he'd;dspot bolong to the. cdtegory

of; teachera'and £Hat_he was_noi.declared ae.such by the
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Delhi ncmlrlstratlcn. Iifwas~in this context thet-the
&pplicunt relied upon the’ order dated 26.3,1987 mentioned

above .

13~ The decision of the Tribunal in Mian's case is -

'cleafly distihguishéﬁle.‘ His casefwas not regarcding

denlal of the a“e of Ietlrement of &0 years conseguent

G‘thelr promotwon to the admiristration line, they contlnued ‘

on hls promotlon from the teachlng line to cdmlnlstrdt¢on
’ - .

line which is in issue'in the‘appllcatlons before use.

4In the 1n°tant case, there is no dlspute'thét even after

retire at thé égefof"ﬁd‘years“like“thewether teachers or &t

the age of 58 yesrs like the others on.the administrative

. streams .

14; : In our’ oplnlon, there 1s ‘some- anomuly in the.

751tuat10n ln whlch the appllcants have been placed. Ih0ugh_

i;they retaln the bench mark of belng teachers even after

e thelr promotlon to the admlnlstratlon 51de they are,“““ e

'iwdenled the beneflt of age of retlrement of 60 years, as in

_the case of other teachers. Th*s 1ncongru1ty was

-recognlsed by the Delh1 Admlnlstratlon whlch took up the

f mctter at the hlghest level with- the Centrdl Govelnment

'T'The Central Government has not accepted the v1ews of the |

. Delhi Administration, It is true that S0 long as the

i
}

'-1ahodély'confiﬁﬁes;'tbere?may;be,no 1ncent1ve;to'the '

E

e et e
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‘teachers to look forward for promotion to the
administration stream which in turn might adversely

affﬁ;t the ecucationsl system in the Union Territory of

"_fﬁﬂhi iﬁ the léhg-fdﬁ;'“Thié ié,”56Wéve:, & policy matter

for the authorities concerned to con sider and take
appiopriate action.

i5. " "Shri G.D. GUpta-argued that the decisions of the

Delhi High Court in Smt. Sheila ‘Furi Vs. Municipal
Céfporation dated. 22,5.1985  snd in Benwsri Lal Sharma Vs.

"’Muﬁicipal Corpdrétion‘éfiﬁelhi7dafed527;2;l989 are relevant

to the issues arising for our consideration. These

decisions were cited before the Tribunsl in Shri Shishodia's
‘E&Se‘andlfhé'f}ibﬁhél has distdsééd ibeir relevance iﬁ its
: 'jﬁﬂgmént'dated*29;lgl9961”*In smf;*shéi;afpdri-s éase,Vthe ~
\ : Delhl Hi"gﬁ"CO'ixrt held ;"thvat ‘SchoolX Inspectress .and Senior =
© Scmbl Inspectiess remsin'as teacheis and, therefore, she
_'Was;allb@edétﬁfﬁéhtihué&uﬁto‘theiéaerf:Sixty-years.f
;3;iiEbégéthddéﬁf;ﬁé¥m%{f§f5§$é?iakéﬁﬁf@zﬁﬁpégl*io'tﬁe;§ppremé"
. 6ourt; fﬁé“samé‘wégfdiémisséd.‘fTﬁé*Déihi*High Cou:izhas
.iéllSWéditheiﬁii£:éétitioh filéd”5y”SEri Bahmari Lél.Sharma -
. Qhofwés Ihspeéiéf-6ffséhoélsftékihg the view that inspite
offhié,ﬁiémdtioh as-Schﬁol Inspector, he remaihed‘a teacher,
' and;ztheréféfé; he w§é énti£1edit§};éméinxihw$é:vi§exgpfqﬁthé

“égé of éo*yearsill N




~¢1respon51bllity cannot be“é
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16, .In Shri Shisheodia's daSe, the Tribunél observed
that &n Itspector/lnSFecu ess f achools is below the
rank of Educ.tion OfflCeI/MSSlbtdnt u119ctor/Doputy

Dlrector/J01nt Dllector/h001tlonal DlIDCuOI of tduCuthD, ;91

that all postq of OfflceIS in the rank of A551stant

Director of Educction do not come from the stream of

: _teaahars and that there are apme persons on deputation
from IAS and DANICS in the aQﬁipistratippA;ine,without
eny background of ;,te,a.c}-}fl.ng.?xsel'iﬁ'f.lcel-. The learnsd
,;cdunsel‘fd:;tbaéaép;ican}§_arguad ﬁhaﬁlﬁbavabove

reasoning is not corrsct.. .

[}

17;-‘.Ih ogr opinion,atba g;ieyance_Qprhe_aopliCjats

has arisen due to the difference in the ages of ratirement
on. the tesching line snd administistion line. This is, f
_however, a policy motter‘on which no mandamus cen be
'

_issued to the respondents. . Prescription of different

ﬂages:ofaretilement foerarious posts with varied levels of

ald to _be! arbltrary or D QAZE
S T o lopartucnt ,
A dngrlmln uory,evan though the posts are in the same /

18. - The applicants have contlnued in serv1ce beyond the
age of 58 years on the strength of the stay orders passed
by the‘T:ibunal during the pendency bf the appeal in

_,Shishodia'sacase in'theiSupreme Court,» The Suprene Court

‘has flnally held thet the appellants'_age of retlrenent will :

. o

~be €0 Years.@n@.thft_he_ﬂould,be entltlec to retiral benef1t~€
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as Principal. He would also be entitled to his szlary 1
SN 4 e
. and allowances_paid to him while he .was -working as a8 . ~Rj
| ' Cogr the

uzlemmlch could be. cranted to them, They haVe'always the.

-wtoptlon to revert. back to - thelr teachlng ‘posts and in that

,,,,,

JWJ,;GJ years. -In- case :they- centlnue to-hold posts in the

u7ff5age§off58_Yeargylike the others belonging to the

-»¢administfationAs+ream.\ Whether«the applicants and those

¢¢;st1eam,‘whe1e the age of retlrement 1s 58 years, should

a.;‘to contlnue ‘in thelr promotlonal posts tlll they attaln s
V?f:the age of 58 years ‘or seek rever51on to thelr respectlve 3i

. teaChlng posts.‘ “The clalm of the cppllcants to cont"nue R

4'qun;’DirectorfofvEducation,, In our oplnlon, thep.sition/
prresent apylicents is similar te-that'of Shri Shishodia‘
‘and Dr, -Sita Ram bhdrma.- We,ha&eg_therefore, teibe;r:;n

_m1nd the vzews expressed by the Trlbunol dnd the

- ,administration)stream,;theyﬁwil1‘baye to :etire at the

;51mllarly SltUdued who choose to:lemaln on the administtatisﬂ
w;;be treated as:; afseparatewblock‘andzvhether on that ground

‘w&fessentiaiiyia?

con51aer.1t 1s for thc

“ age of 60 yecrs 1s not legally tenable.

Suprems Court in these caseS:while~mouldjng the reliefs | N

.’

case,_they would'be:entltled;to;retlle at. the age of

,appllcdnts:ta aecxde

n thelr;promotlonal posts andrln“"

We, therefore,
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-hoid‘thaffi%§ES*opeﬁ t5 the authorities concerned to
- revert the épplicahts>t01théirfteachingfbdéts which
they had held before their rromotion. It would not, hewsver,
be fair and Just to. do-so. with retrospective effect Hav1ng
“regard to ‘the peculiar - facts and circumstances, the o
llcaﬁthould also be. glven the benefit of:- ‘pension and
- othér:retiremeht benzfits, treéting their'seryicé as upto
'vﬁixty ?eais of “age.,: SUCh.benefi£S£shouldee calculated
-ronthe posts held”by:them‘in~thefteéchinggline.
© 19, «infthe%iimh%!ofﬁﬁhevabévé, the-appliéations,aze
T g disﬁéséd%dfﬁ%itﬁ“fhe;folloWingﬁo;défs*éﬁd5directions:-
(i) It'is- open.to the:resporidérits to alldw the
| , ‘ - _ present ly -
spplicants to ‘continue on the Tespective posts/held

by them or:revert them to the réspectivéfposts'held by them

‘i}ﬁimég_ 1n the teachlng llne before thelr promotlon. In the event
. fﬁ;!;;..&of *the? authorltles taklng a‘dec151on to Tevert them to
}iv.fagfzi thelr reSpectlve teachlng posts ‘held" by ‘thém before thelr' i3‘?
}%_;4j'j: p%omotlon, such rever51on shall be only zpom.q‘p;ospectivef*’ ;

PEAN

’3¥da+e and ngt retrospectliny. 2
(11) Tn the 1ﬁtereSt of - JUSL’Ce énd equvty, the app11Cants‘

Shcll Be given. dll the benefluq adm1551b ie to @ teacheT
:;_cﬁ;'el °lzwho NOuld have retlrod orf attalnlng the cge of &0 y;ars, had'
. | they COﬂtaned 15 Lhelr fesrectlve teachlng posts,

‘*if;wThe 7*e‘t:u\c:ment bene*lts wculd ba of he*réspective*

;,:: Leachlng pg@t belo ngzhem be ore thelr promOTlOH 1o the
B ( ‘
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administrctign”ﬁbstsi_ This should not, hovqévér, b’e~
: ' : _ ~ !
treated as a precédent. 1
(3)  The sprlicents would be entitled to the selexy 9ol
~nd allow-nces of the respectlve posts held by +hem
beyono the Fge of 58 yedrs tlll they are Ieverted to '
thelr resgective teochlng posts before thelr promotlon. A )
(4). The stav o*dcrs pcSSEd in these appllCdtlons'are o i
‘9 u/ RS . ‘
ereby vacated, A1l ﬂ&;fll-d in theae applicntiens are b
diaposed of accordingly. »
- Let a copy of thls order be placed 1n all the case
‘fil§Sa:
~ e o o e - —— _"-“___ S —q7 ./._mﬂ.\_ Y N
(B.N. DHO: HJ.J;YnL) i°1l°) A (P.K, KARTHA)
ADMINISTRATIV VE N uB.R - » VICE CHAIRMAN(J)




