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1. 	DivIsional Accountants' 
Association, 
Gujarat State, 
(Through its President 
Mr. M.R. Doshi 
c/o. Executive Engineer 
Ahmedabad City Construction 
Division I, 
L.D. ErineerIng College Compound, 
Ahmedabad- 15, 

2, 	Shri P.S. Trivedj, 
Secretary, Divisional 
Accountants' Association, 
Gujarat State, 
do. Executive Engineer, 
Ahmedabad R & B Division, 
Patnagar Yogana Bhavan, 

4) Gujarat College, Elisbridge, 
Ahmedabad. 	 . Applicants 

(Advocate: Mr. Shailesh Brahmbhatt) 

VERSUS 

1. 	Union of India 
Through: 
The Secretary, Ministry of 
Finance, New Delhi. 

The Accountant General 
(Account & ntitlement) 
Race Course, Rajkot. 

State of Gujarat, 
Through: 
The Chief Secretary, 
Government of Gujarat, 
General Administrative Deptt., 
Sachivalaya, 
Gandhinagar. 

Shri P.A. Raj, 
and/or his successor-off ice, 
Additional Chief Secretary, 
Narmada Development Deptt., 
Sach ival aya, 
Gandhinagar. 

Shri V.P. Xamdar, 
and/or his successor-in-office, 
Secretary to Government, 
Roads and Building Department, 
Sachivalaya, 
Gandhinagar. 

. . . 3 . . , . 
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60 	Shri V.B. Patel, 
and/or his successor-in-office, 
Secretary to Government, 
Sachivalaya, Gandhinagar, 	 : Respondents 

(advocate: Mr. Mukesh Patel for Mr. 
Jayant Patel for Res. NO. 1 & 2. 
None for respondents No. 3to 6 
present. 

JUDGNNT 

Date: 27,9.1991 

Per: Hon'ble Mr. R.C. Bhatt 	: Judicial Member 

This application under Section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals 4Ct is filed by the Divisional 
Accountants' Association, Gujarat State through Its 

President and the Secretary praying that the Respondent 

No. 3, State of Gujarat be restrained from acting in 

pursuance of the communication dated 28th May, 1987, 

Annexure A/i from recovering the amount of double payment 

made to the members of the applicant association under 

Government Resolution dated 6.6.1985, 28.6.1985 and 

10.10.1985 Annexure A/2 collectively and the applicants 

have also prayed that the communication dated 28th Sept., 
Annexure A/3 

1987/o far as it states that the Divisional Accountants 
are not entitled to double payment during the strike 

period from June, 1985 to August, 1985 be quashed and 

set aside. 

Some unions of Government employees of the State 

of Gujarat had given call to go on strike from 7.6.1985 

I 
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for abolition of the prevalent reserved roster system. 

The Govt. of Gujarat passed Resolution dated 6.6.1985, 

28.6.85 and 10.10.85 produced vide Annexure A/2 extending 

the double payment of sala t the employees who had 

attended their duties during the strike period from June 

to August, 1985. The Govt. of Gujarat by its Resolution 

dated 10.10.1985 had clarified that the employees and 

officers of Central Govt. or any other agency on deputation 

to the State Govt. were not eligible for double payment. 

but All India 3orvice fficers belonging to lAS, iPS, IFS 

etc. were eligible to the double dayment provided they 

fulfil the conditions prescribed for such drawal. It is 

mentioned in para 6.3 of the aoplication that the 

Divisional Accountants are the Central Govt. servants 

and the Accountant General Posts Divisional accountants 

to assist the Divisional Officers of the concerned State Govt. 

The functions of the Divisional Accuntants are described 

in the Central Public Works Accounts Code. It is averred 

in the application that the Divisional Cfficers are in 

general the Executive Engineers of the Public Works Destt. 

of the concerned State Govt. The applicants have produced 

at rinexure A/4 the relevant extract of Chapter IV 

ukelCa ations with Accountant General" of the Central Public 

Works Accounts Code which describes the functions of the 

Divisional accountant working in the offices of the 

bivisional Offices of the concerned State Govt. 	is 

averred in the aalication that the aepointing authority 

of the Divisional Accountant is the Accountant General Of 

the concerned State. The Accountant General is joined 

as Respondent No.2 in this case. It is averred in the 

applicatin that the 5dministretivv cntrolsc far as the 

Divisional Accountants are concerned, lies with the Acccunt 

ant General, Respondent No.2 but according to the analicatg I 

: 5 : 
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the Divisional Accountants are me ant for the concerned 

State Government, as seen from Chapter IV cf the Central 

Public 1orks Account Code and the Divisional Accountants 

arc paid by the concerned State Govt. including the 

pensicnarv benefits. The applicants have categorically 

in the first line of para 6.3 stated that the Divisional 

Acccuntants are the Central Government servant and that the 

com)etent authority of the Divisional accountant is the 

Accountant General of the concerned State and the administr-

ative control is with the Accountant General. The applicants 

seem to have tried to show that they are the State Govt. 

servants 0  It cannot be disouted, however, that the Accountant 

General is an office of the Central Govt. put in the State 

but merely because the Awcountant General is iut in the 

State-is aces not become an office of. the State Government 

nor DivIsional Accountants working under the Accountant 

General thereby cease to be the Central Government servants. 

It is the case of the apLlicants that the Divisional 

Accountants cannot be consiered to be the employees and 

officers of the Central Govt. on deputatic ci to the State 

Govt. ohcn they ace not soecifically deputed to the State 

G0vt. by the accountant General. 	Dut this plea is 

self-contradictoy as applicants have averred in the very 

first line of -,,--)are 6.3 that the bivisional Accountants are 

the Central Govt. servants. Moreover, merely because they 

are working undee the Administrative control of the Account-

ant General functioning in the State they cannot say that 

they are not the Central Govt. servants. 

3. 	The State Govt. of Gujarat - respondent No.3 extended 

the double :ayment to the employees who had attended the 

out ies during the strike oo r:Lod namely June-August, 1985 

vide Annexure /2 dated 6.6.1985, 28.6.1085 and 10.10.1995 

.. 6. . 
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The applicants want to claim the benefit of this Resolution 

for the double payment. The question thereatter arises 

whether the Central Govt. employee can tile the application 

unoer ectjon 19 at the Administrative Tribunals Act for 

the enforcement at the resolution of state Govt. and restrai-

fling the tate Govt. from recovering the amount of double 

payment made to the applicants unoer the resolution Annexure 

A/2. The respondents 1 and 2 i.e. Union of India and 

Accountant General in their reply have contended that the 

Central Govt. has not issued any instructions or circulars 

conerring any right upon the applicants to claim double 

salary for the period in juestion. It is contended that it 

the state Govt, hac issued any instructions, then it is 

applicable to the state Govt. employees anc the same cannot 

be apolied to the Lentral Govt. employees and the Central 

Government employees cannot claim any relief on that basis 

against the respondent No.1 and 2 and. this Tribunal will have 

no jurisdiction to deal with the dispute based on the 

resolution or the state Govt. The applicants in their 

rejoinder have stated that this Tribunal will have jurisdic-

tion to decide and agitate the question agitated in this 

application. It is stated in the rejoinder that the benefit 

ot double pay accoxied to all the employees working in he 

.tate Govt. is wrongly denied to the applicants. section 14 

at the administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 very clearly says 

that the Central Administrative Tribunal shall exercise on 

and from theappointed day, all the jurisdiction , powers 

and authority exercisable immediately before that by all 

Courts in relatiOn to recruitment, and matters concerning 

recruitment, to any All India Seice cr to any Civil Service 

of the TJj or a Civil post under the Union cr to a ocst 

connected with defence or in the defence services, being, 

in eit:eer case, a east filled by a civiljae, all service 

matters ConCemino a merler ef any All India Service; or 

. . 7. . 
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(not being a i.eer of an All India Service or a poso 

referred to in clause (c) ) appointed to any civil Sezv ice 

of the Union or any CiVil post under the Union or a civilian 

(not being a mene 	of an All India 	e:vjce or a person 

referred to in c1aus 	(c)) apojnted to any defence services 

or a post connected with defence and pertaining to the 

service of such member, peoson or CiVilian in Connection with 

the affirs of the Union or of any State or of any local 

or other authority within the territo, of India or under 

the control of the Government of India or of any 

corooration (or society) owned or controlled by the Govt., 

il Service matters Peotaining to Servjc 	in Co:i:ectjon with 

the affairs of the Union cncernjng a person appointed 

to any Service or post referred to in sub-clause (ii) or 
sub-cjause 	(iii) of Clause 	(b)1 	being a persn whose se:1jces 

have been placed by a State Govt. or airy,  local or other 

authority or any corporation (or soci(--ty) or other body, 

at the disposal of the Central Govt. for such appointment 

Therefore, the applicants being the Central Govt. employees 

their challenge to the Annexurc A/i dated 28.5.1987 by which 

S the Govt, of Gujarat decided to recover the double payment 

given to the applicants on the basis of the Resolution 
Annexure A/2 will not lie ajainst the Union of India as the 

sajo dispute cannot fi under Section 14 of the Act. 

Even assuming for the sake of argument,,the applicants' 

case is considered on the basis that they are State Govt. 

empLoyees even then according to Section 14 of the Act, they 

cannot conie before this Tribunal for the above dispute. 

We, therefore, hold that there is iiuch substance in the 

- contention :f the resonoents 1 and 2 that the dispute in 

uestjon is beyond the purview and scope of Section 14 of the 

Administrative  Tribunals Act, 1985 and this Tribunal will have 

no jurisdictjn to deal with the dispute in 'uestjon. 
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4. 	If the resolution dated 10th October, 1985 is 

examined, it is made clear that the employees and officers 

of the Central Govt. or any other agency on deputation to 

the State Govt. are not eligible for double payment. It is 

mentioned in it that All India 3erice Officers belonging 

to IA3, IPS, IFS, etc. were ellible provided they fulfil 

the conditions prescribed for such drawal. The applicants 

have alleged that they are not on deputation to the State 

Govt. and the reliance, is olaced on 4nne)coroA/5 dated 
L fl'J S 

25.5.1987 but it is not necessary to go into, 3etails because 

we hold that the applicants are Central Govt. employees 

ofl their own admission in para d.4 ot the application. 

The responoents No.1 & 2 in the reply have contended that 

the Accountant General, Ahmedabad referred the matter 

of the alleged dispute about double payment to the Comptro-

ller and Auditor General of India, New Delhi regarding 

admissibility of double salary to the Divisional Accountants. 

The eLf ice of the Comptroller and Auditor General .f India, 

New Delhi vide communication dated 4th Auqust, 1987 produced 

at Annexure-I info:ed the Accountant General, Ahmnedabad 

S that the Divisional Accountants are treated as Central 

Govt. employees in the State where their cadre is controlled 

by Accountant General cind opined that double salary for 

the period between Jiene  1985 to the end cf Auqust, 1935 was 

not admissible to the Divisional Accountants at all. 

Therefore, the competent authority has also decided thart 

Divisional Accountants are not entitled for the double 

salary. The apolicants in the rejoinder stated that this 

view of the Comotroller end Auitor General is erroneous 

in as much es ether officers like I, IPS and other Central 

Government employees working for State Governments are also 

governed by Central Govt. and they have been accorded the 

benefit of double salary whereas the Divisional Accountants 

are denied the same1  therefore, the denial 	the State Govt 

is absolutely arbitrary, capricious and violative of Arjc1es 



14 and 16 of the Coritituticn of India. The resolution 

dated 10th October, 1985 of the Govt. of Gujarat Specifically 

says that the employees and officers of the State Govt. or any 

other agency on depuLation to the State Govt. are not eligible 

but IAS,IPS, IFS officers of All India Service were eligible 

provided they fulfil: - the conditions for such drawal. 
hardly 

Therefore, the apolicants have ' case against the State Govt. 
also. 

/Moreover, .nnexure 4A6/3 dated 28.9.1987 written by Deputy 

Accountant General (A & E) to the Secretary to the Govt. cf 

Gujarat, General Administrcit:Lun Department shcws that the 

incentive of double salary allowed by the State f Gujarat 

to their employees was not admissible to the Divisional 

Accountants as they are nithe r : - treated as on delutation 

to the State Goct. nor as State Govt. employees cLnd the 

instructions was given to the State Govt. concerned Superinte-

ndin Sn.gineer/Executive Engineers for recovery of couble 

ay in cases where DiviSina1 Accountants were paid double 

salary durin. the,  strike period. 	It is within the iuiew 

of the Union Govt. to consider this cuestion about thse 

employees and there it no question of violation of Article 

14 and 16 of the Constitution of India as alleged by the 

applicants.. horeover this is notfcrum for  the aplicants 

to vindicate their uriovance 	against the State of Gujarat. 

The applicants have also produced at Annexure A/6 the letter 

dated 5.12.1985 addressed by the Comptroller  and Auditor 

eneral of Incia, New Delhi to the Accountant General (A & E) 

on the subject of grant of adhoc bonus to Divisional Accountants 

in which it is mentioned that the Divisional Accountants are 
/1 

doing the work of the State Govt. onO therefore, they are not 

entitled to bonus under Central Govt. arcers but if there is a 

scheme of grant of bonus f r State Govt, servants, the 

Divisional Accouotants caddraw the bonus under the State Govt. 

Scheme. On this analogy,  the applicants have - lged that the 

benefit of double payment extended to other State Govt. 

employees should be extended to Divisional Accountants and it 
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was rightly extended to them. As observed earlier the 

Resolution Annexure A/2 cannot bind the respondents No.1 & 

2 because the same are not issued by the Respondents No. 

1 and 2 and this resolution did not confer any right to 

the apelicants to claim and they cannot claim any relief 

on that basis against Respondents No.1 and 2. 

5, 	The applicants have produced at Annexure A/7 

the resolution dated 15.5.1987 of the Govt. of Gujarat, 

General Administration Department by which it directed 

that the amount paid towards the double payment to the 

, 	 officers belong to the All India Services, IPS, IFS, etc. 

should be recovered from their pay in five ecpa1 mony 

instalments begining from the salary of May, 1987. This 

action was taken by the State Govt. in consultation with 

the Govt. of Lidia and the Office of the Accountant 
Gujarat 

GeneralL as mentioned in this esoluticn. The :efore, 

so far as the initial resolution extending benefits 

of double ayrnent to the All India Service Officers was 
iso 

concerned, the said benefit was/withdrawn. However, 

the case :f the applicants is that the State Govt. vide 

its resolution dated 15th October, 1987 vide Annexure A 

directed tha t the Govt. resolution dated 15th May, 1987 

i.e. Anriexure /7 should be wajved ab initlo and the 

recovery of the amount of double pay if already made should 

be waived and amounts so recovered shoold be repaid to the 

concerned officers. Thus, according to the applicants 

similar treatment was not extended to the Members of the 

applicants' association and by the communication dated 

28th May, 1987 Annexure A/1,recovery was sought to be made 

from the salary of the concerned Divisional Accountants. 

It may be noted at this stage also that the Govt. Resoluticr 

Annexure ?/2 aoanot apply to the Livisional Accountents s 

per the contention of the Reseondents J0.1 and 2 in the 

reply. - f-ayment to the Divisional Accountants are governed I 
by the orders issued by the Govt. of India in Consultaticn 
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with the Comptro1r Cfld Auditor General of India 

und er Article 148 (5) of the Constitution and 

therefore Anoexure A/3 dated 28.9.1987 by the Office 

of respondent No.2 that the Divisional ACcountrits are 

neither treated on deputation to State Govt. nor -tate 
is legal 

Govt. emPloyees/arid therefore, they are not entitled 

to the double salary. In our opinion,this Contention 

has nich substance and in view of AnrFxure i- /3,the 

applicants cannot claim the double salary. The Divisional 

Accountants are constituted in a separate cadre under the 

administrative control of the Accountant General under 

para 314 of the Manual of standing orders (Administratjon 

The Divisional Accounts are discharging the functionsor, 

behalf of the Acccuntant General. 11he pay, allowance, 

nension, etc•  aumjssjble to them is decided by the 

Central Govt. in consultation with the Comptroller and 

uditor General even though they are borne by the State 

Govt. It is rightly contended by respondents No.1 & 2 

tiat tbe 3tate Gvt. has no jurisdiction of deciding the 

uantum of cay and allowances admissible to the DivisionE2 

Accountants. The applicants' argument on the basis of 

Annexure A/6 about the grant cf a,ihoc bonus of Divisiona2 

Accountant is also misconceived because the CombtrollE.- r 

and iudjtr General, Now Delhi ha• sent a cornnunjcatjon 

cated 27.5.1936 to the Accountant General, iajkot regard-

ing grant of adhoc bonus to the Divisional Accountants 

in which it is made clear that Divisional Accountants 

can be allowed bonus at Central rates and the cost would 

be borne by the State Governrcent a copy of this letter 

is produced at Annexure A by respondenNo.1 & 2 and the 

circular Anoexure A,/6 was treated to have been withdrawn. 

Moreover, if the Govt. of Gujarat as por Annexure A/8 

waived the recovery of the amount of double Payment from 

the All India Service Officers like lAS, IPS, the 

that basisLenfore get nob -ie t& claim against 
12.. 
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Reseondents No.1 and 2 that the same treatmert is not ejven 

to them and as the double salary is reccvered from them, 

the action is violative of Article 14 and 16 of the 

Constitution • Moreover, as cbsenied above, their grievance 

against the Govt. of Gujarat on this point cannot be 

entertained before this forum. 

The respondent.No.3 to 6 i.e. Gtate of Gujarat, 

Additic;na 1 Chief secretary, 	 Developmsnt Deartment 

decretary,  to Government, Roads and Buildings Departrrent 

and Gecretary to Government, Sachivalaya, Gandhinagar have 

also filed their reely and contended that this aprlication 

should be dismissed in asmuch as the applicants are not 

covered by the provisions of section 14 of the Administrotivc 

Tribunals act. It is also contended by them that the 

double salary was to be given only the employees of the 

Reseondent No.3, Government, that merrers of the Applicant 

No.1, association who were not employees of Respondent No.3 

Governeent were also oajd double salary and, therefore, 

the additional amount paid to the concerned Central 

Government employees was sought to he recovered, by 

resoondent No.3 Government. It is contended that the 

a.::elicants are nut employees of Gta'ce of Gujarat but are 

erneloyees of Union of India and they were not employed by 

rae eondent No.3. It is contended that the doublE salary 

was to be aid only to the Gujarat employees and not to the 

persons employed by the Ujp  of India who were working 
V 	 - 

under state of Gujarat as deutationists. They have 

contended that the persons emploed by the Accountant 

General of the concerned Gtate did net become employees 

of the concerneddtate Government . It is contended 

. . 1 3 . . 
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that the Nembers of Applicant No.1 association were apsointed 

by respondent No.2 and they are employees of ressondent No.1 

and by working under respondent No.3, a cerson cannot get 

status of an employee of the State of Gujarat. It is contended 

that members of applicant No.1 association form a separate 

class mhich is different than the State Governrient employees 

aspointed by respondent No.3 and therefore, members of 

applicant No.1 association were rightly given different 

treatment and the question of discrimination does net arise. 

The respondent No.3 to 6 have further contended in 

the reply that though initially double pay was granted to the 

members of All India Service officers on the basis that they 

are at por with the employees of State of Gujarat, subseiently 

the aodjtjonal salary oaid. was recovered at the instance of 

Union of India. However, subse4uently respondent No.3 decided 

not to recover the double salary caid. to them. They have 

contenced that, therefore, it cannot be said that All India 

Service Cfficers had a right to receive double salary like 

other em-ployees of the State of Gujarat. 

Therefore, it is clear that members of All India 

Service officers who were initially granted double pay were 

also directed to cay back the additional salary paid to them 

at the instance of Union of India. The aplicants are also 

the employees of Respondent No.1. Therefore, new there is 

no scope of any grievance by applicants that the members of 

All India Service officers were granted double ay while 

the ap.licans arc directed to pay back the double salary. 

Respondent No.3 hod subsequently decided to waive that order 

of recovery from the members of All India Service Officers 

but by that Act. It cannot be said that All India Sc-cvice 

Officeos had a right to receive double salary like other 

.14.. 
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th 
employees ci the State 	Guja rat and7"the app1ican had 

also a right to double salary. The decision of the 

Union of India was clear on the point of double balary 

as apears from Annexure A/7 dated 15th May, 1987 that 

members of All India Service Officers were not eligible 

for the payment of double salary. Therefore, theres i 

O question of discrimination between those fficei 

and the applicants and merely because subsequently 

respondent No.3 waived the recovery from the All India 

Service Officers, the applicants cannot get the relief 

against the respondent No.1 & 2 t:at A/3 dated 28.9.1987 

so far as it relates that the Divisional Accountafltre 

not entitled to double payment during the strike period 

should be quashed. So far their orayer that the State 

Govt. e restra1nec from acting in pursuance of the 

communication dated 28th May, 1987 Annexure Al from 

recovering the amount of double payment made to the 

members ci the apr)licant-assocjatjon also cannot be 

granted because this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to 

entertain this dispute in view of Section 14 of the 

Administrative Trjbunal Act. 

3. 	The ape licants have aiiege in the aeelicatoor 

that the applicant 4-No.1 association ha sent a telegram 

dated 23.6.1987 vice Arthexure A/9 requesting the State 

Govt. to keep recovery in abeyance and to afford an 

opportunity f personal hearing to applicant No.1 but the 

State Govt. vide its communication dated 6.7.1987 Annexure 

A/b :ade it clear to the applicant No.1 that the decision 
N 	

regarding recovery was final arid rejected the request of 

aeplicant No.1 so far as Jrant of personal hearing was 

cncerned. It is alleged that the applicant No.1 made a 

reoresentation dated 21.9.1987 Annexure A/li to the 

Chief Minister of Gujarat against their recvery l 

State of Gujaat without even affording an 

f bojn hoard to the appljcajt 	decided to roc 
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the pay[nent of double salary from the applicants which is 

arbitrary action. The respondent No.3 to 6 in their reply 

hve contended that the Divisional Accountants have no legal 

or fundamental right to get the said amount from Respondent 

No.3 and they had denied that the apalicants had any right 

of being heard in the instant case because the amount which 

is being recovered from theo, was paid to them be rightly 

recovered by respondent No.3. The applicants in the rejoinder 

have stated that principle governing the scheme of double 
been naae 

sala ought to have/apalicable to the Divisional Accountants 

also. They have stated that they are not on deputation 

in the State Govt. but they are employees who are actually 

working in the office of State Govt. 

As observed above, the applicants are the Central 

Govt. employees and therefore, they cannot gt the benefit 

of the resolution vide Annexure A/2 which are given to the 

State Govt. servants and therefore, grievance against the 

State Govt. cannot be entertained by this Tribunal. 

The learned advocate for the applicants also 

submitted that the applicants' association had subsequently 

demanded personal hearing by means of a telegram dated 

23.6.1987 Arinexure A/9 and 	letter dated 6.7.1987 

Annexure A/ic 	the saia request was rejected. He submitted 

that this action on the part of the State Govt. denying the 

opportunity of being heard to the applicant would violate the 

principles of natural justice. In support of his submission 

he had relied on the decision in 3.H.Shjrekar vs. Union of 

India and Others 25 (2) GLR 1238, Mohd. Rashid Ahmad vs. 

State of U.P. AIR 1979 S.C. 592 anJ. Avon County Council 

vs. Howlett (1983)1 ALL ER 1073. The grievance of the 

applicants is that the action of the State Govt. of seeking 

to recover from the salaries of the meners of the anolicant - 

..16.. 
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association the amount of double payment paid to them without 

civing an opportunity of being heard is against the Principles 

of natural justice and is in breach of promisso estoppel. 

The bar of Section 14 of the Administrative Tribunals Act 

comes in the way of the applicants and as they are Central 

GcVt. employees their grievance against State Govt. cannot be 

entertained on the facts of this case and therefore, the above 

ecision would not help them. The applicants ,therefore, wculd 

not be entt1ed:rto seek the relief prayed in para 9f the 

acc clication. 

The respondents have also contended that the applica-

ticn is beyond the period of liraitaticn and the same deseoves 

to be dismissed uncer Section 21 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985 but there is no merit in this ccntenticn 

because the applicants have filed this application within 

one year from the impugned order Annexure A/i dated 28th 

May, 1987 and hence the said contentin is rejected. 

The applicants may if so aovise,irake representation to the 

Psi-on of India to recommend the State Govt. to waive the 

reccvcry of double payment made to them and the Union of 

India may consider the request of the applicants if they 

deem regal and proper. This is only the suggestion and not 

ci recommendation to the Union of India and this suggestion 

will not give any right to the applicants to agitate their 

dispute if the Union of India does not accept the request4 

Having regard to the facts of this case, we find 

no substance in the application ot the applicants and the 

same (fesees to be dismissed. The result is that the 
is  

Sr)ilCOtjGfl fails and/disruisoed.H orcors as to costs. 

L 

(R,C.Bhatt)
-  

Member () 	
(M.M.Singh) 
Member (;-) 


