
•' IN THE GcKTR^L /^DMINISTR/^TIVE TRlBUi'^
PRII^IPAL E:^ICH, NE.V DHLHI» •

Regn.Nos ,(l
'2'
,3
,4
:5

6
;?

8

Ort 2197 of 1989 .
OA 2523 of 1989

2524 of 1989
2534 of 1989
337 of 1990 •

(y\ 695 of 1990
Ok 1401 of 1990
Ok 1528 of 1990

(9) 532 of 1991
^10) Oa 677 of 1991

(U)CK 828 of 1991
( J2) Ok 1630 of 1991

(1) Ok 2197 of 1989 with nP.N».2546/91

Shri B.D. Bahuguna

Vs.

Union of India 8. Others

(2) Ok 2523 of'1989

K.P. Raizada

Vs.

/

Union of India 8. Others

(3) CA 2524 of 1989

Shri S.K. Shukla

• Vs^

Union of India a Others

(4) Ok 2534 of 1989

Smt. Usha Sharma

Vs.: ;•• •.

Union, of India E. Others ....Respondents

(5) Ok 337 of 1990 with np.K».2589/9l

Shri Karam Chand Sharma •...Applicant

Vs.

Lt. Governor £. Another

0^-

D"te of decision: 10.10.1991.

...•Applicant

....Respondents

....applicant

., ,Re spondents

• ••.Applicant

Re spondentst • # #

,i .••.Applicant
. i

...•Respondents

I
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N,..
(6) OA 695 of i-990 iiith flP,N0.25A5/91

. Lt.^varnor & ^n^ther r , .Respondents
(7) OA 1401 of 1990 .with fiPill,«ii"588/9V •' "

.;J..C. Ga-UJV v,1^ i,'- :r: -. .k'^Appi ipant •

••". , ' • •• ' ' • Vs;•'
Lt. '3ove"rnor & Another: : ••..Respondents

(8) OA 1528 of 1990 with

^^ "-Mrsv D^;RV'Unriithan '̂"';. applicant

'• • •ynibn-of Indla'/g.;;others;-,:

' I^'OA'532'-6f'l9'9i
^vlrs.JsnaK:,JBhat.nagar,.:^ .:i;: -'. r ...'.Applica'nt-.:

f\. rv • -...i/v-
:LtV?(^vern9r & Ahot ••••Respondents

oJ- nci;rcuu:^Tq

Miss 3^;Rajpal ;• ••..Applicant, ; - ;
• ...•: . .:.v •;.£ . •• --•••'"' '••• "•"• •' • '•

Lt. Governor; &. Another ... ,Respondei)ts
(if)

• Shr3^-,:B.Df,.3.ura,a-;^ •^.,.AppJ.ic&nt;ii. jJ

, • j : Oei^i-Ai^tninistration^l^^
(12) /:-6A':'l630--of 199i'yJ^hjf^^;^^

• sYfri N.S. Verma .ic

^ and Another : ':..^y:s'y-

For the Applicants in (1), (2) a (8) . ••••Shri G.D, Gupta,
, Counsel ,

' FoF''the Applicant in (3) a"bove •••.In person
. Foy tiie;:Ap^plic:3^!;vin44XivAfeQy '̂v:;^^^

•'.'••

14), ISJ. 10), KU, \^i " \ I Counsel- ,;

I i.Far;:*he :S>i.ofia6hW
For'-the Respondents in (K)) above / ••••cjunsfl '̂'̂ mhra,
For the Eespondents_^i^2) d'bove ....Stai^T.S, K=.poor.

t;

•I
i '!f
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i"' ' QOTv^jVll ,;, V•;jri, 5. . . • . / 1:.

JTHE HON* B,LH :viR", F.K, KARTHA, VICE G,H'̂ I.Ri\HN( j).
'THE PDN'BLc luR. B.N. DKDUNDIYaL, ADMINISTRATIVE ivEiv^BER

1. • iVhb-ther Reporters of lo'cWl'̂ pa^ers •^
• see the JuGgD:G,r)t1?j:^Jy5;r;.•

2. To -bel the Reporters or

- ' '-•

i;. •••

^ ^h^se..opplic,4.tions isThe the

^ teaching line,, in: the DeIhi Adffiinistrailon.are-entitled to
retire at the age of 60 years like othei teachers after their

• • . : • ••• iQiix_^'Vo£: ^ij.
promotion to supervisory or adminis4?r8iiv§ ^•oitg^f (fd jcation

Officer/Assistant Director/Deputy Director/Joint Director .nd
AdcSffiSrial Director

Delhi Adfflinlstratioaor whether they^wo^a retir^- at the'age of
^®a>;mESc^iKe those ,^ho,.l^pngs,fe

AppeaIw.3i91ori991arisl^
J:980.1a^, fetter Of 3hrl"R^S,S,; ShisKeata Wt^

stated

, p̂ro^s^Jto- d.al „ith the. judgment. '̂ '

^ I'.!-

at.

«f j

>-5^- I
s
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of "the applied are vvorking as lieputy

= in Oft at S.Nos. i, 2, 4, 6, 8,

10, 11 cind 12) , two 8s Supervisors, Physical Education

, 5 and 9) ,:--ohe .as Assistant

; in Oft at 3,1^ .7) and one as

. ^^^.^ '̂'̂ ,,^°"^A^i,^®^"^°^»^^"cation(Schools){Applicdnt^Jt S^No.3).
teaching stream where the retirement

. ; promoted to the administration

. ^3® As ,58 years. ^ The dates on which

3: years are indicated

in the comparative chart below:-
Be >0 :•• ?^ .',.:-f,:; ;,,. :• :,:j."-. j?';;--.

_ applicants at. S.Nos, above Date of retirement Date of
' ' ". " •'"'- at 58'years- v - retirement if

~ it is 50 years

Applicant^Iri I'-- \ " 3f.i^;i98:9. ^^"- 31.10.1991
. v., A .„,• 30.'6.1990 - /

Applicant -in 4 ; "^ 31^12.1989" ' SI.jA^wI !
AppMc.ant--in . .: ^ =.v284.1992
Applicant in 6 30,4.1990 30.4.1^2

"... - n:.o:y-r'.^^4A^?i; ,.,,.28.2.1993
. • '.Applicant in 10 . ;,3o'.4^. 1991

;; ;;Afip auiv-lA-- fe A315iS;199lA--^nV A>-'31.5^1^3':AjA
Applicar^ in 12 31.7.1991 31.7.1993

3. It will be seen from the above that all the applicants

have attained the age of 58 years, they have continued in

service thereafter by virtue of the stay orders passed by the

, :; ^ Tribunal. The respondents h^N^ filed Miscellaneous'Petit^^ns 4-;

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 Shcrma's case and that is how these applications

came up for^ hearing on the continuance Qf the ,stay and t^A^v r ^

merits -

r-f
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£». ci «li.' expecting promotion on the administrati-O^hi s^dfe .i^ the stay

^•--.'•.'"•'prde rs •. pass'e^ ;• ,the; .i-Tribuna ••^•ar.e; •••y^p.st.e Mr_Av-nish

, counsel for. t^^

-;:-;^^ir^ed'-%hatorders

- ^ ' . passed by the Supr#n»e Court on the appeals fileci by

' ' • S/Shri Shishod ia and Sit a KamSharma against the judgments

delivered by the Tribunal, which will be discussed

hereinafter. The leairied counsel for the applicants

- 5 -

i ^

^ H

4, -'The le<5jnad counsel for both jiides have takSi^ us through^ j
the" pleadings-in the first round of litigation before the

• Tribunal ind' the-

Tribunal dro the iuprere •coui:t. Both sides "h '̂ve sought fiom
them Wport for the if rVsVective contentions, the stand of

"the applicants is that they vould retire from service at the

age of ^ years on the ground that their service on the

' administr^ion'side. is an extension of "their service -in the

' ' teaching line .' "The 'stanch of the respondents' is that ds the

applicants, on their o.vn, accepted promotion to the

- 'administration iir« age "of retirement"is 58 years,

they vw-ould retire'at the age of 58 years.

^• 5, "fVe have; gone th]:;Qjugh..the.:mcoxds.M,.th^^ carefully

" and have considered the rival contentions^^;, a^e olso heara

some of the affic^eti persons appe^ihg in'psfsdiri are

..cont, page 6/-
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argued that the issued arising out of the judgments of the-

•• Trii)unn^ dated' 29.1.1^ in' :2005/l^89, R.s;^ / Shi3hodia Vs.

the" Admin istratorV ijt) ion Territory of Delhi ife. Others and

"dated 8.2.1990 ih OA- rijo.l63 of 19^90 in Dr^ Sita Ram Sharnio vs.

Union of India Others have bee leH undecided by the

~Stpffeme^Xburt. -'Accbr^ihg"^^ S.K^ Bisarla/$^e learned

"ct>Qnsei'appearing foF some of'%he -applicants,"the'aforesaid .

• orders of' the "Supreme CoUrt "are only' brders in person am and

not orders iji -M. He'fuither 5ubr.-Atted/the issuis raised

ih tfi^se applications" had been considered'by another Bench

"'bl this'frib'mai in its' judgment elated'20.l6'.i987 in

No.858/86 in B.N, Mian Vs. Delihi Administration and

Others viriifch'is'ih'&i;^ and that in tte^'ivent of

• •our'.takihg a diff ereitt view, the~ matter'should" be referred

"tO" a~islrger Bench for xonsideraC Shr1 G.dI Gupta, the
. . leatifed counsel appearing?^ other applicants ar^'ed

' th^ "tHe afc?fesaid ordefs of ® 'Supreme douft^irv^ShisHo^i^ '

case and Sita Ram Sharma»s ^ upon

"^that'•^hfy'̂ |ye.:7lner '̂ly,^ period ''

roo:f^:3eiyice- reiT[de^^dSite Ram

1''3haxma/,dn:-1^^ of

noud-gment; of tte tiib^ ^ita Ram Sharma

't,, " "merely follows, t^ in Shishodia*s case and,

oc; -If- ther^fbreV xli^uss^ c^iiy fhe^^ux^gbent

-i -
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" 7, In Shi shpdla's. .case , the

k as Principal on,29.7^1960 in, W Dir^c-t^rate. of Education.

• He. was prpmoted fid-f atiijn. J.976^.a3PWty Director

of education in i984, and_ Joint Dii.sctor of_ Education in 1S88.

• He was confinned as .Princip^lc,

He v/as not conf irmed. ?" the.,post.. pf ,^

Officer and, his'subsequent p as. D.ep,uty.. Dijector, anc

Joint Director were purely pn ad hoc ba?is_, "l^e:,challenged the ;

order p '̂s^ed, by the respondents to. the. effeel;,.that he vrould

stand retired from Gpyernraept, service on 30.9.198^ on attaining i
^ ' ,^ '' . • • I

the age of 58 years. He had prayed that he,.vya^ entitled to t\->\0 : fn- ^r;-; .x. i,/. , •-• j.'-J ,

be ,granted extension in service .uptp .theage of ^ years. The i

TribiJial expressed the vievw^ .tNt,superyispry vvprk by a

person on promotion yvho has acted, as a, principal, is in the

nature of an extensipn of . the vw rk ,3S ,a

a wider .area, which, may involve sever.al,.sch9,pl§ Qr zones,

' . part of the-judgment, the Tribunal, however,

observed as follpwsj-

« '.ye are^ hpvtfsver, of the view that ^if, thi.s relief '
^ ~;:^::d'̂ riwtr-bfe'•^rafttiy'̂ 'ii^p''̂ ali-';thb^^ tp the

rank pf Educatipn Officer/Asstt, Directpr/Deputy
. , V ,rV : .Mrec^tor/^Jaiijit .Mr©ctprXan4:^dition^l ,Dire:(^^

'cdiiie from the^"^ a School under the
, , : Delhi,Administratipn, tl^ey :must^^ b^^ given an, pption to

,;v-- revert ^b^Gk 'aSvPri;ncl.pa'M. in'^cltopls'''aiM-^ till
the age pf superannuation/retirement viz,, ; ^ years. It

; goes jvithPut -saying,,^ if >vhey .e'xerp^ option of;.r, :.;.i reversion,- they. Would be entitled allowances
and pesnion commensurate to the r6n,k pf principal. They

a;--. ni> .. : wtil^-pot,. be^renfititieVji' -to'the ^p'a/ of the
r\'V:'^:higher:<pix5niotipn^VppSts!,";;:;it^oi;S^^^^ clear,

v'-y VV.A-,;,,-J'-' 'prpniotipnal" posts, •
' ^ ' ••they-"^^^^ be e;rititled 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

V;7•h6\^vrauld.^;like:'t;o;;r4ye^t5^^ ..If ihe gives, his •
'•'•opt:i6n::td'''db";sd/•:^3•"woofd^be•:^ep6st«d:'ss''Principal' and

, / continued till ,the age of . 60 years"
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filed against,the'afbxesaid 'judgment^^ : .
Shii ihishodia, the Supreme Court" passedHhV^follo.ving

oroer on i6,8,i991 In civil appeal Nt.M91 mf 1991;-

" Special leave gr^ntedV

"•-'-T •" ^"3 •; ^ii^ivtngr;h^ri^ j^he c^U^^el ^:for both
, the parties, we find that the appellant has

<5Tily~(Ei»ul[' ohe tooWh-t-oyears,
r .>Ve do nqt, therefore, propose to decide the •

issue arising from the .inpugned judgment of
••J". no.U r-iy,.ithe^:.TribuD§ig.,;So;.far...a$ 1;ii^;j.appellant's

continuance on the post of Joint Director is

c^crnderned'̂ 'it 'is alirt/ays o^en^to the authorities..
: ./i on that post or to reveit

him to his post Of Principal, ;
noi:iT9v^-v :oi noiThe •appgai-isVac.piording^y.-.^isposed of'

fo i'ldwing oi^er ^cited'" '25,9il9'9ii'ii;'

~ After"'hearihg-id'arn^d-couniel f the parties
and hayi;^, re,g^d to th^J^ourt^i o^ervi^
and the special facts and ciiciinstances of the.case we ;

^ ^ -- -•:R^i.a.odil^«ctJ.^^^at&•tt^e ipppeilantfe^halljte^ retired-^S"'^a-..',V/
J JPrincipal ;:Qn^]hi,s-attain[;ings;lf^^^^

••' ^M^h6^"t;^&r '̂pre3^^ to'"s^
, ,: , , a.llo^Afances paid to him while he was working as a

' : . \Tr»int +.hp Rrinratinn Tho" .annonan+ i*

ou.

ro -r..- -.ni-,-:' the" seid'^Civil,Appeal
9. lA No .2"fileS- by him^vcis Qispo^ed-'of-by the

I GO

Joirrt^^ the ciducatiQn, The appellant is
.ejititled to^xetiral benefits as Principal. The order

of reversion vdil, however, stand*
• "'TlT^:l '̂̂ sr''di^^o^ed-'jof'-^ocoMi^

' -io, -:On a 'p^rsual-.-of. the :• aiE^j^said' ;;
il," i:c , v:>. s i o'- ^ r';i r:,;' •

T O"'.

to us that the Supreme Court after taking into account the
it, .-•

facts and i^ircumst^nc e;s and,:the:;issu;es,f

arising from the said judgment^ disposed of the appeal with
4

the pbs^ryatioh thatj^ was ^always; ppen '̂ O
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allow the appellant to cor.tlnae on ths post held

in the administration line or t" him to his post

of Piincipal. An identical order was passed on 16.6.1991

A" Thereafter, the
respondents passed an order on ».8.19« purporting- to

relieve 5:-.ri Shishbdia gnd Shri Sita Earn Sharma of their

, diies vnth ,effect,from the date of the orders
passed-by the-SupreW touit. it was further added that in

- eaW th^-wera -M^xested-to'•se6W:rever5ion to the post of

... priricipil.,, they might submit .their option within 24 hours

of the receipt of 't '̂e order "so that it could be considered

^-dnYiyrit :and >that i^their option for reversion should be frorn

•:-'"tti'''daie pAor^ioVth^

58 years. Or3_^26.8,i991,,,t^e re5po,nd^Pt^ .pa^.sed an order
•directing that-Shri. Shishpdia shall stand retired from

• 0'10

•>SC

--0 ,

v;-7 ; -.ii j ;''Th^ ^rder^^ dated 23^8»l^-91^^ndii26»8.1991 '̂ veie

'!^challenge^, fe Sh^ of 1991 which :w3s

•disposedc)n"25".9"".1991. Having

to th^'-^p^i^^=^t-^-3nci^?c.^^^ii^stances of the case»

•'•V- . ,• \ :

, ' . the. Supreme;v,(^p.u^ Shishodia shall be

• , as-Principal,on; his attaining the age of 60 years

without prejudice to his right to salary or allowances

paid to him while he vv^s vADrking as a Joint Diiector of
Z'.'HJ.

9fU

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 23.8»i99i ^nd
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26,8.1991. The appellants right to retire as Princip<il

jOn hiis..attaining the "age of 60 years and his rigl^ to
•• - •" • ......

r, 7 salary and allowances paid to him while working as a

Joint Director of Education were, however, upheld,

> The decision pf the Tribunal dated 20.10.1987 in

„/MianVs case relied upon by Shri Bisaria was based on the

•orde.r dated 28.3,1987 made by the Lt. Governoi, Delhi.

.Y,- D.uring.the hearing, the learned counsel of the respondents

produced, before of an order dated 25/26-4-1988

r^whfreby-order dated 28.3.1987 was cancell

^.nd' withdrawn. . In that case, the applicant who was

employed as guidance Counsellor in the Directorate of

•- Education, .Delhi Adrpinistr at ion had sought for a

.direction.that..be was entitled to the enhancement of age

of superannuation at 60 years and higher pay in accordance

r '' '̂ .th th^ 9irf.ers. issued by the respondents on 6.9.1983 in

- - • - reSDect of the Delhi School, Teachers enhancing their aae

V ,.of-xetirement/superennuatipn to 60 years from 58 years.

;,iw.:.' :.,«is ,icantention v«s _that/aj^^^ VC

• the post heW by him was Guidance Counsellor but the

fact was. that he belonged to one of the teaching

X :cat!egories as. detailed by the Delhi Administration itself
in respect of. different non-ministerial and ministerial

V. .V O.V. ^aching and non-
teaching staff. The contention of the Delhi

Administration was that he did hot belong to the category

of; teachers and that he was not declared as such by the



^ - ii, :On.Ci i r.
4

Ad.iSst^atlon;" lt wJb' tn tW that the

' o^lic^rrt «li.d upoh

above.

i3.~ The decisiori' of the tti&nal in Mten's case is
clearly'distinguishable. His case/^aV riot regarding

'denial of the;age of letireAent bf eo consequent
on- his promotion from the. teabhing line =to administration

' line licfr is in iskue'iK tiw'ipWitaii^ tefore us.
' ' in the instant c^seV Uere'W nd'tiistoA '̂that even after.

" ". ''^eir ^notion to
• 'to be teache^s^^^ the orilr control they wuld

' retire' at the'ageWher teschers .or at
*"• '' ^ • -^he age of ss'yeais like'tKe-othets-'6n-t administrative

Stream.

! ~0 . -l.-v • 'I.v i;0

14. ;In olff Qplnicm^^
:.Tiiough

they iit^ bench mark of Jbetng tbathers^e^^^^

their promotion "to the adniinistratio'n side, they ^le ;

aeniei:the :ben^

. ; r the case of other•teache^rs. : this-ln6^

recognised by the Delhi'̂ ^mi^istratipn^w^^^
matter aVW highe st , levei .withVt

has np^x,^cSc6ptf^ ;of. the-',

De lhi Administration, It is-true that so long as the

anomaly continues, there may be no incentive to the
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teachers to iook forward for promotion to the

administration stream "which in turn might adversely

iff^t the educational system in the Union Territory of

]^^hi in the long run. This is, howeyeia policy matter

for the authorities concerned to' dsn sidef and take

appropriate action,

- 15. Shri G.D. Guptd-/airgued- that the decisions, of the

•-Delhi Higli Court iiff Snit.-Sheila ,puri Vs:.; Muricipal

\ Corporation dated =22'.5-.:1985 and dn Bcnwdri Lai iharma Vs.

Muhicipal^idrpd:^ dated 27:.2.1989 are relevant

to the issues arising •'^br o-ur ©insideration. These

; ^- deeis^ions^'.vere-'c.ited be'for% -the•Tribunal an Shri Shishodia's

; ' "-case'-and the T-ribunal has di^Gussed thei^ relevance in its

c.:.. •, ^ •••Judgment dated 29>l*i990'«--- M-Sint.-Sheil#" Pu the

i":,; •-•'^e-'Ihi''High'Court'-he-Id t^^ Ihsp-e.ctiess and Senior

<•. . ^n^e'ctiess ^rem^n ^asi te^acheis arid/^therefore, she

~ ^ ^ ; \>;as'allowed'to GOhtinue^^ uptc tlie' age df Sjixty years, '

y — v though th& ^mattfep 'was^^a,ken. ;in ^appi^alJ to the Supreine
'' ' V,- ' • ' • ' • ' ' • • -* ' " • •

J-7 " • - ' .

^ 3:1;: Gbu:rt^ the-SaiTife'was 'dismissed.: 'The ••Delhi High Court has

*^c;;'.alibw&d theit'PetitioW^filed"by^ Jxhri-Ban^vari Lal .Sharma ••

^ sxs-sj.c- Mid-wa^- XrispWctbr of Schools taking thfe view that inspite

: v; of hiVprdiiKjtion as Schboi iWpebtor, he r-'femained a teacher,

' J. - - ^nd, therefdreV^he vfes entitled:^ rema^ri-'dn service upto the

? ^ •'age of 60'-years':^ -•
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.16, .In Shri Shishodia'.s. C'Sse, the Tribun°l observed

that an Inspector/lnspectress of Schools , is below the

rank of Educ-'tion Officer/Assistant Director/Deputy

Director/Joint D.irec.tor/Addit±9nal Director of Education, t

that .all posts Of officers; in the rank Of Assistant

Director of Education do not come, from the stream of

. • . teacheris and that, there .are .some .per,sons, on deputation

J -̂ from lAS^tand DANIOS jiTfc the :,ad!#pi^t3ratioq:.:iine .without

i . ; any backgipund of,':teiaching>;e:x.[2erie:ncjesK: ,;:J<h;g. learned

- V.counsel. foX' tha applic3cntJS; ithe^ above

, jTeHSOTiing i^; not, oor^ept:,; ri ^rii oj

irl7,'. -.tin ouK-opinipn^ the :;griev^nce. of the applicants

^- mt ;>.:r .vv. .has; arisen due to the ^^.if fe-rence; in .the ages of retirement

on. t,he..teac;iTanig[ lire ,ar\d^^^ This is,

; a pO;l,4cy inatter.'pn can be

issued-.Ip different,

iv /.ages of ..retiriBment fpr^yaripus pp^^: fwith..varied levels of

>. ^,disc;riminatory.,>.yejr!ir.t^.Bu.9h the-pB.sta the tame /.

4 i 1 • gI-8* JTh&aapplicrai^ beyond the

^ i :. ;;V= :>r ^v;^rage .o;g 58f;ye,%ir;s.:;p%the the- sit^y :ordera passed

io.. ; V y.by .;the. ;Tiiifcu^3J:: d}j3^irvg/the ;pej^d^rnc;y;;^^^ in

o. 3ify, ip:^;-H.v ,n#h^5hp!:^:a^;S ^cyys%^^^nj|:he;' :;Xhe\.-Supreme Court

has finally held-.-thot the, appellants' age .of retirement will

be ,^6Q,:y^ ent^itled to retiral benefits

I

!
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• 'i
as Principal. He would also be entitled to his salsr^

' " ' • • i. - and Allowances.^a,i^ to him'while he was,ss ^
'^-•r tha

„ ..Joint. Pire^ictor^of Education,; in our ppinipn, the p»8iti»n/

,r . ,f. r,e;sent .api.-liconts,. is similor to that'of -. Shri Shishodia .

..;,.and Dr.;.;: Sita :Ram Sharma.. . ;Ve have-, ther^efojre, t« rbaar in

. r. minji. the-v-iew^

SupTeiiK? Court/in these .p-ases while moulding the reliefs

• :.<^ich, could be ^^ai^ theiT?;. : ThPy have; always the.

, ppl^iprb jtor bacK; tp their te^^hing povsts' and in that

, -:caAe,.>i they v-»uld be; at the age of •

f.^,.jf^arS:.x .,In,c:a$^ th^ cpntinue^tp ipId posts in the

.adn^ini-st-ra-ibi^n-y&t^eap^ tO{ r.^tire at the

: 5.8..y.e.3rs.i li]^ tj/e . other^ belonging to the

\ ... administration/-stream../: Whether ..the applicants and those

sirai^ajly situated y^/hp ctppse/^ to remain: 0;n. the ^liinlnliitr.st^

^ream,,,jAfhere,^ ^ertirenent/i^^ should •

. t̂reated ;.a5;:-^^;>,separ^e 3blaQkv groun^

.-theirr-aqe.of retirement shpuM/.be ra^^ to years, is

essentially a matter -for the^ authorities^ concerned to

; ^Qonsider.it lor .ttiB,:^^icsiir^ti to
.to/continue ip^their p^pnpj:iQqQlI:ipb?ts[till they attain

/;!^/th^ age ofyears/or seek/reversippcto^t^ respective :

teach^ing ppstsV-. The:,claim:.GfDthexapplicanti to con

V;//./^io -.th&ir'!|^.iw||pr^l .po^^ retirement at the

age o^ ^ yecrs is nptyleg§ily.: tena]plei^. ^^, therefore,
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'f. -h61d that ^uthbti^i^s Concerned toQ'

• srti. 1:;

\nt3..' ..:

^ . . c;

. --revert thle ••"Pplica rit s to'- tii'ei r chini^ -p6sts i-i^ich

- they had hel'd-before their vroWtion.- ' It would not, hiutver,

- -fair and just :to~do sd i^rcsped^ve effect . Havingregard to thi peculiar. :;,faqts and circumstances ,• the
applicait#ho uid also-be^ giv&n>t he benefit and

- other Retirement benefitsV'^e^t^ng -thar^eryice as upto

sixty y^rs of^ age^ ;3uch ,benefit^^shdifld be calculated

: :pn-i the po^ts held b^ in't^e t^%cM^^<lin^

' :19:. ligM'iof"'tfe^abbve/^rt^^^

'• - -disposed of '̂v/ith the^fbilBwihg'brdex^"^ IKd'-^irections}-

-e- lt is;-4opert: to-' th^^i?espondbfrtVW a the

applicants to-eontihue on thVTespective posts^held ^
- by them or revert thempto- ,the respective {iosts held by them

.̂t...,in;;;the-^:t-^ach^ ;:{jrpmbti6:h,-; ;in 'the event

'a- them to

;b6fore>their ^

^ Piotnotion. siMi reversid^i: shall be" 6h;yifi6m a prospective

_r'. - • :••

i-i-

' .

U.

> •

^•a.T

b- date and-ngt retrospectively;

the applicants 1
. shaU te^gi^enflii®^ a
.i ; •-^»Ho ;vtouldtKav^"re^^eaoori- a«

o; .they -eoHfcinasd-itfitfi^ir posts.
•n ^The teurement- benefits «6uld be -of ^hfe re'spective ,i

- ; ,paS«beMv|j^^
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adrjinistrotiorTpDs'ts,; This should not, however,'be

treated as a precedent."

(3) The apj.licints .-.aduIq be entitled to the scilary

«nd allovVinces of the respective posts held by them

beyond the age of 58 years till they are reverted to

their respective teaching posts before their promotion.

(4) The stay orders passed in these applications are

hereby yacated. All filsil in these appllcatiins are '
dispesei gf •cciriingly,o-

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

files.

"(B.N. .DHO-.JI\iDIYAL) '
ADMINISTRATIVE' MBnBER

3...

(P.K, KARTHrt) :
VICE CKAlRWAN( j)f

991.
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