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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH: GULESTAN BUILDING

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No,1249/1993
WEDNESDAY, THIS THE 7TH DAY OF JuLY, 1999

SHRI JUSTICE 5. VEWRKATARAMAN ,, VICE CHAIRMAN
SHRI S.K. GHOSAL - MEMBER (A)

r

Ishverlal 3, Naik,aged 61 years,

Retired Lecturer of

Govt. College, Daman; -

r/a Parkota Street,

P.0.: Daman - 396 210, .o "~ Applicant

(In Person)
Vs,

1. Dinkerrai Mapnghharam Joshi,
S/o0 Manchhram Jamiyetram Jashi,
R/a Village : Bhimpore,
the Director of Accounts in U.T.
of Daman and Diu at
Moti BDeman - 386 - 220.

2,. The Principal,
- ALovt. College, Daman,
P.0.% Nani Daman - 386 210,

3. The Administrator,
Union Territory of Daman & Diu,
Administrator's Secretariat,
P.0. 3 Baman 396 220,

4, Union of India, through &
The Secretary,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
Central Secretariat, North Block,
New Delhi. ve Respondents

(By Standing Counsel Shri V.S. Masurkar)
ORDER

Shri S.K. Ghosal, Magmbegr (A) & .-

s mpnm—

The applicant was appointed as a Lecturer with
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effect from 12,.5.1966 inlthe Government College, Daman,
in the scale of pay of R.400-950/~. In terms of the
recommendation of the 3rd Pay Commissien, his pay was
fixed in the scale of R.700-1300/- with effect from
1.1.1973, This was based on his option dated 3.%.1975.
Thereafter, the Ministry of Lducation and Social welfare
(Departmant of Education), Government of India; which is
the contrelling authority for the Education department
of;the Union Terridory of the then Goa, Daman and Diu,
communicated the orders of the Ministry through theééL
letter dated 2.8.19?8,auailaﬁle at Annexura4ﬂ1,conveying
the sanction of the President,in supersession of all
earlier orders on the subject,to the extension oﬂﬁscalea
of pay for the Teachers in the Government and non-Gouverne
ment Colleges. Those scales were based on the recommenda=
tions of the University Grants Commissiaon (UGC far short)
(F134,9-
and were to take effect from 1.1.4878~ Houever, the
applicant specifically indicated his option thfough his
letter dated 31.3.1979 to the effect that he elected to
continue on the existing Government pay scale of Rs,700-
1300/~ and he specifically declared therein that he did
not want the UGC scale. Thereffter, when the revised
scales of pay based on the recommendations of the 4th

Pay Commission came into effect from 1.1,1986, the pay of



- 3 -

the applicant was fixed in the scale of R.2200-4000/- .
Again, this was based specifically on his aptian dated
8.4,1987 for the 4th Pay Commission scale of pay. The
Collecto§ and 9ecretary, Education, Union Territory of
. Daman and Diu, in his circular dated 29,12.1990 at
Annexure-ﬂ24conuéyed the decision to implement the new
UGG end scales of pay with effect from 1,1.1986 as per
the decision of the Government of India for the teaching

. earlier
personnel of Government College, Daman, who had/vacated
the UGC scales of pay uitﬁ affect from 1.1,1886, The
saﬁe circular states that all the teachning pefsonnel
mentioned above are allocwed to exsrcise a fresh option
éitﬁar to be placed in the new UGC scales of pay or to
continue in the existing 4th Pay Commission scales of pay.
The applicant had already retired voluntarily in 0October,
1988. However, it is seen that the SecretarysEducation,
Daman and Diupwas addressed by the Office of the. Secre-
tariat of the Administrat&ﬁiﬁ Daman and Diu,on 6.8,1992
to*obtain a fresh option from the applicant in his capacity
as an Ex-Lecturer, Government College, Daman, in order to
consider his request for the grant offselection grade.
Accordingly, the Assistant Acgounts Officer, Collectorats,
Baman, forwarded a copy of that letter to the applicant

N
as aanbx-Legcturer, Government College, Daman, to submit

o
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pfresh .option as desired by the ARssistant Secretary,
Adminitrator's Secretariat, Daman. Copies of these tuo
communications are available at Annaxure-A3. Accordingly,
the applicant conveyed to the Collector and Secretary-
Ed;cation, Administration of Daman and Diu, his option

for the UGC scale of pay from the date the said pay scale
‘was made applicable to the Lecturers of the Government
Coliege, Daman. After some correspondence on that subject,
the applicant submitted a representation to the Collector
and Secretary-Edugcation, Union Territory of Daman and
Diu, dated 27.1.1993, claiming that since he was similarly
placad‘aé other Lecturers who ware junior to him and

since those juniors had already been placed in the Sekection
grade scale on 4.11.1991,based on their fresh option for
the UGC scale in pursuance of the order at Anhsxure—ﬂ2,

he was also entitled to be placed in the Selection grade
scale yith effect frem 1.1.,19864 bscause on 1.1.1986 and
also on1.1.1987 and 1.1,1988, he was in actual service
as a Lecturer in the Government College, Daman. There-
after, on behalf ot the Administrator, Daman and Diu,

the Assistant Secretary, Administratar's Secretariat,
passed an order dated 10/12-2-1993 at Annexure-A10 to

the effect that in pursuance of the Governmsnt of India's

decision introducing the UGC scales of pay for teaching

&



-5 -

personnal of the Government College, Daman, and based

on the recommendations of the Departmental Proﬁotinn
Coﬁmittee dated 29.1.1993, Fhe applicant in his capacity
as an Ex-Lecturer of tﬁe Government College; Daman, was
placed in the Selection grade of B.3700-5700/- in the
place of his then pay scale {existing) of Rs.2200-4000/-
with effect from 1.1.1986. This decision was subject to
the post of Lecturer held by him earliergygiagquggéggd
to the Sslectidn grade of R.3700-5700/- and the fixation
of pay resulting therefrom for the applicant in the scale
of R.3700~-5700/- being conditional upon the application
of normal rules. However, that order dated 10-12/2/1993
at’ Annexure-A10, uas examined by the Directorate of
Accounts, Administration of Daman and Diu, and a communi-
cation was addressed to the Assistant Secretary, Adminis-
trator's Secretariat, Daman, dated 18.2.1993 at Anne-
xure=A11 by the Director of Accounts, Daman, who has

besn impleaded as the first Respondent by name. It uas
pointed out in Annexurg=-A11 that the approval conveged

by the Government of India under their letter dated
4,1§1989 introducing the UGC scales of pay with effect
from 1.1.1986 for t he teaching.pepsonnel in Government
Colleges uas % subject to the specific condition
that the bénefit of the revised scales of pay, i.s., the
UGC scales of pag;with effect from 1.1,1986 was to be

extended only to those teaching personnel who were sarlier

5
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in the UCG scales of pay, but had vacated the UGC scales
of pay when the 4th Pay Commission scales of pay uwere
iﬁfroduced with effect from 1.1.,1986. In thoss circum-
stances, in the letter at Annexure-Al1g the Director of
Accountsﬁﬂsought the intimation from the Assistant
Secretary, Administrator's Secretariat, Daman, as to
whether the pay slip should be issued to the applicant
in pursuance of the order at Annexure-A10 or not. It was
clarified there thét pending the receipt of a reply, the
pay slip for the revised scale of pay was not being
issued to the applicant. The Principal of the Government
College, Daman, in his letter addressed to the Assistant
Secretary, Administrator's Secretariat, Daman, dated
27.4.,1993, submitted a report on the grant of Selection
grade tq the applicant in conformity uiﬁh the UGC scales
of pay in his capacity as a former Lectu;er, in response
to the letter dated 23.4,1993, from the said Assistant
Secretary. In that report, the Principal explained that
Aen extension of the benefit of the UGC scheme, i.e.,
the new scales of pay of 1986 to the applicant would be
diffiicult to justify. He specifically mentioned there
that under this latter UGC scheme of 1986, 3 categories
of Teachers with different pay scales were stipulated
and it énvisaged placing of certain Lecturers in the
Senlor scale; whereas under the earlier UGC scheme of

1973, 3 categories of posts of Senior Lecturer, Lecturers

i



-7 -

and Assistant Lecturers had all been merged in the
single pay scale of R.700-1600/~. Since, seVeral
teachers junior to the applicant were placged in the
senior scale following the 1986 UGC scheme, the appli-~
cant could not be denied such a placing during the time

that he was in service. That report from the Principal

is available at Annexurs-A12,

2. The first Respondent, as the Director of Aepounts,
sent an urgent reminder dated 7.5.1993 at Annexurejggigi
the Assistant Secretary, Administrator's Secretariat, Daman,
reiterating that the Principal’s report did not appear to
be correct as the controlling authority, k.e., the Government
of India, Ministry of Human Rescurce Development (Dgpartment
of Lducation), while conveying the approval for extension
of the pay scales of the UGC sghema had clearly stipulated
that the besnefits of the resvised scales of pay thersunder
could be made availabls only to those teachsers who Wers
garlier iﬁ the UGC scales of pay, and that the applicant had
opted to Ee out of UGLC scale of pay in 1973 itself. The |
said reminder dated 7.5.1993 stated that the Principal's
report should be examined in the office of the appointing
authority and suitable instructions sent to the Directorate

of Accounts with the instructions as to whether the pay

in the selection grade under the 1386 UGC scheme should

4y
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be{f;jgg;épjnot in respsct of the applicant. The said

reminder sent by the 1st Respondent also stated that

the Principal should be regquested to support his state-

ment with the specific orders of Governmant of India and

that in the absence of such orders, the stand taken by

the Principal should not hold good for the reason that

the senior

and juniors in the present case were governed

by separate sets of the revised pay rules/scales of pay.

3.

The agplicant has sought the following reliefs:

a) The 1st Respondsnt's two letters dated 18.2,93
and 7.5.1993 - Annexures-A11 and A-15 be declared
aa 'Arbitrary' and vidlative of Articles 14 and
16(1) of the Constitution of India;

b) the 1st Respondents two letters dated 18,2.93 and
75,93 -~ Annexures-A11 and A=15 be quashed and
set aside;

Q) to
i)

ii)

iii)

declare that:

the applicant is entitled to be placsd in
the selection grade of Rs.3700~5700/- with
effect from 1.1.1986;

the 3rd Respondent's said order dated 10-12/2/93
Annaxuref-A10 is legal and valid;

the objections raised by the 1st Respondent in
his two letters dated 18.2.1993 and 7.5.1993 -
Annexures-A11 and A=~15 are unsustainabls at
law,

d) the 1st Respondent be directed to:

i)

ii)

give effect to the Administrator's said order
dated 10-12/2/1993 = Annexure-A10;

forth issue pay-slip to the applicant in the
selection grade of K.3700-5700/- with effect

from 1.1.1986;



iii) calculate and pay, to the applicant, tha
amounts of "Arrears of Pay", basing on the
said Selection grade, for the period from
1.1.1986 till the date of the applicant's
Voluntary Retirement;

iv) revise the 'Pension Payment Opder'! (P.P.0.)
in respect of the applicant, basing an the
3slection grade effective from 1.1.,1986;

v) callewlate and pay to the applicant, the
amounts of 'Arrears of Pegnsion' basing on
the said Selection grade, for the period
from the date of the applicant's retirement
(3.10,1989) till the date of the judgement
in this case;

vi) continue to pay to the applicant, his Pension
basing on the Selection grade effective from
1.1 01986;

vii) pay to the applicant, the amounts of interest
at the rate of 12,.5% per annum, &n the respec=-
tive arrears for the period from the date, the
same remained unpaid to the applicant, though
the Selection grade was made applicable;

g) to declare that ths Second Respondent's act of
asking the applicant to exercise option (in 1975)
{in 1979) was un-warranted and non-est in vieuw of
the 'specific sanction' of the President conveyed
(by Respondent No.4) vide Annexure-A1, categori-
cally stating therein that 'In supersessionof all
earlier orders, the UGC-scale of pay of Rs.700/=- to
Rs+1600/~ was extended to All ths college teachers;
and thatj conseguent exsrcise of applicant's
option to continue in (0ld) Govt.-scale was
erconeous?;

f) to direct the Respondent No.1 to calculate and
pay the applicant, the arrears of salaries and
emoluments, basing on the UGC~scale of payag of
Rs+700~1500/~ uith effect from the date, the same
was made applicable to All the other lecturers
of the saild college;

g) The 1st Respondent be ordered to recalculate and
pay the applicant all terminal benefits, i.e.,
‘gratuity, encashment of leave and pension, stc.,
according to the stage, to rsach by applying the

{9/
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sslegtion grade scale of Ffs.3700-5700/- with
affect from 1.1.1986; and applying the UGC
scals of pay of Rs,700-1600/= with effect from
1611373,

h) The first respondent Se ordersed to 'Personally’
pay to the applicant, the costs, of and inci-
dentals to this Original Application, for his
having guite- unnecdssarily delayed ths payments
to the applicant, by way of raising untenable

objections and by way of 'Hostile Discrimination'
towards the applicant, svaen after the Principal's
'Report'.
ii’Further and other relief or reliefs, as the nature
and cdrcumstances of the case may requxre, be
granted to the applicant,
4, The applicant has alsao alleged malafide on the
s
part of the 1st Respondent and s tated that it lsf%%rsonal
intransig@ance in refusing to;implemant the order passed
in fhﬁ%éébahalf by the competent authority, i.e., the
Administrator of Union Territory of Daman and Diu,that has
deprievad him of the benefits of the ordsr passed bynthe
Administrator. In thks context, he has also referred to
Someé%ast cases conf@Zghing his pay and allowances which,
according ta him, were also unduly delayed By the first

Respondent on account of personal malice towards him.

5. The Respondents have ppposed the reliefs sought
by the applicant. On their behalf, it has bsaen arguegﬁ
that the applicant cannot claim to be treated on par
with those Lectursrs in Government College, Daman, who
had earlisr vacated tﬁe UGC scales of pay whan the

revised pay scales were brought into sffect in the wake

4
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of the recommendations of the 4th Pay Commission. The

OVNR
that the appllcant};nuoke tHe doctrine of egualityltpeat-

learnad coun 1l far thi&ﬁiﬁéfndents has strongly cont nded
ment under the provisions of Articles 14 and 16 of tha
Constitution,for the reason that aven before the other
Lecturers in the Government College, Daman, vacated the
UGC scalss of pay}hhiCh they had opted for in 1973. ‘%ie
applican had bpeen continuously on the Government scales
of pay as MebiBed from time to time,right from 1973 itself.
Therefore, according to the learned counsel for tha(ggﬁé?
pondents, the Government of India, in the Bepartment of
Education, Ministry of Human Resource Development could
validly drau the dlstlnc+lon betueen a Lecturer like the

e
applicant on the one hand,and thglLecturars who had earlier

apted for t he UGC scalgiof pay from 19@@, bt were permitted

to vacate the UGC scales of pay and opt for the revised

Government scales of pay in terms of the recomm datlorglw&/
of the 4th PaxagommiSSion with effect from 1.1;1987# Since,
the revised UGR scales of pay, providing, interalia,for

a Selection grade, were notified only in 1989, the Depart=-
ment of Education, Government of India, considered it
necessary and appropriate to implement the UGC scales cfi
pay for the Lecturers of Government Colleges, the reason
being that the revised UGG scalss of pay announced in

1989 were also made effa:%;from 1.1.1986. The option of

the Le€turers in the Government Collaqe, Oaman for the
revised scales of pay under the UGE scheme from 1,1.1986

were called in that specific context, it has been maintained
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on behalf of the official respondents.

allegation of
6. As regards the/malafide against the first

Respondent, Shri 0.M. Joshi ,working as the Director of
Accounts in the Unipn Territory of Daman and Diu, whe
has signed the communicatinondat Annexure-A11 and A=-15
mentioned above, the learned counsel for the Rgspondants
has pOinEEjLEUt tgzi it is the duty of the Accounts Depart-
ment to ?giaﬁhﬁﬁﬁmhether eligibility for higher pay as
ordered initially by the concerned administrative dspart-
mant requires any reconsidsration in the light of ths ins-
tructions of the Controlling authority like, the Department
of Education, Ministry of Human Resource Development,
Government of India, in the present case. It has alseo been
conténded that even if in the past the applicant had a
feeling that the 1st Respondent had stood in his way of
getting certain legitimate dues promptly, those past
instances have no relsvance at all for the assesaing t he
conduct of the 1st Respondent}/{ pointing out ths
specific lnstructlons of the Government of India in the
conteat of té@q?éaz-tlon grade to the applzcant under the
revised UGC schame with effsct from 1.1,.,19856 in the present
case. In fact, as the Director of Accounts, it is very
much 3 part of his official duties,and%%bplicant cannot
attribute malafide intentions on the part of the first
Respondent when the 1st ReSpondentfméfily discharged his

official duties.
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Te In our opinion, the main issue before us 1is
whether or not the applicant'sgrisvance that hs has been
treategiunequal vis-a~vis the other Lecturers of the
Government College, Daman, in respect of the grant of
the benefits under the revised UGB scales of pay with
effect from 1.1.1986,and therefore, has been discriminated
against in a manner violative of the pfouisidns of

. . > o
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constltutxoqygustlfled or note.

8. We have taken the trouble of narrating the facts
of this case in some detail for the reason that in order
to examine the grievance of the applicant, in our opinian,
it.uould be necessary to refer to some of the facts which
are not only incontroverted.but are amply borns out by

the materials placed bafoH? US.

9. We havs saeen that the colleagues of the applicant
in the Government College, Baman, had opted out of the
UGC scale of pay and opted for the 4th Pay Commission
scales of pay with affect from 1.1.1986 when they had

introducsed

found the then UGC scales of pay which had been/earlier
from 1973 comparatively disadvantageous to them. The Y
applicant,on the other hand, at that point of time, was 2
in the 3rd Pay Commission scale of pay and automatically
had opted for the 4th Pay Commission scale of pay. It

is;therefore, evident that at that stage the position

of the appligant vis~a-vis his colleagues who uere

1%ﬁ2’ )



Lecturers in the Government College, Daman, was no
different. It égb also not been denied by the Respon-
dents that as regards the duties and responsibilitgsof
the post of Lecturer,which the applicant was holding}

iéékfaggéggé;g; there was no difference batween the

applicant and his colleaguss on that scora}either. tpe
question, therefore, isj} can the applicant be treatedi\or d
the purpose of extending the benefit of the reuised’%§§;ﬁ§
scales of pay notified in 1988, but brought into effect

from 1.1.1986, which benefit was extended to his colleagues,
who were also on the 4th Pay Commission scale of pay at

that point of timel

Wl 3

10. The Respondaents have arguad; since the applicant
h ;%kr back as in 1973’éé§'already opted to remain on
the Gavernment scale pf pay as a Lecture;)uharaas the
other Decturers had opted for the 4th Pay Commission scales
of pay only with effect from 1.1.1986, the applicant cannot
be treated %gyas belonging to the same cdass of Lecturers
as his collaagues,:ia and therefore, the dactrine of
gqual tieatmant guaranteed under the pravisions of
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution cannot be held to
have been contr@vened in treating the applicant on the

one hadd and those colleagues on the other,differently.

b
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11. UWe are not impressed by thisanline of argument
advanced by the learnsd counsel for the Respondents.
Doubtlaess, the employees always have ths  optiaon under
FeR«23 to remain in their existing. &.e., pre-revised
scale of pay either till they earn the next increment
therein or till they vacate the posts that they hold
when the scales of pay are revised, It is, therefore,
obvious that the employees themselves have to exercise
the option of uhéther or not to go over the rsvised

‘S‘ scales of pay uwhensver these pay scales are revised. At
the sama time, even though the benefits of the rasvised
higher scales of pay are qQuite often sslf-evident, for
the sake of complying with the requirements of F.R.23,
the employses are called upon to exercise their option
either for coming over to the refiised scales af pay or
to continue in the pre-~revised scale of pay. 1t is also.
evident that the revised scales of pay including the
grant of sslection grade of pay to the Lecturers brought

Py about dnder the revissd UGC scales of pa%’uhich were
announced in 1989juhich were given effect fraom 1,1.1986,
wers substantially more beneficial for t he Lecturers
than the pre-rauisegiéth Pay Commissian scales of pay.
Just because the applicant had earlier decided not to

roin)

switch over to t he UGC scales of pay prior to the revisien

"t ey
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with effect from 1.1.1986, it cannot be held that, for

all time to come, he had forefeited his right to opt for
rovised scales of pay which are applicable to the Lecturers
similarly placed working in the Government College, Daman.
Buch & vigw, in our opinion, will be insquitable and
against the basic princ pgbluf equal treatment for simiu
larly placed Government employees., Government, as has

been declared mepsatedly by the Hon'ble Supreme Court,

has the obligation to function as the madel employer.
Unless there are convincing reasons, which can justify

any discrimination among Gouerhment employees who are
otheruise clearly similarly placed in all respects concern-
ing the diities and responsibilities that they discharge,
the posts they hold and the -hierarchy of administrative
control tec which they are subject, ths option for revised
pay scales applicable to that category of the Government
employees cannot be restricted on 4 differential basis

to some of them and not extended to sgme others. This

is precisely what has bgen sought to be done in the

present case.

12. The applicant has cited a number of judgements
of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in support of his
claims. We find that in the case of the Indian Council
of Agricultural Research Vs, A.N. Lahiri - reported in

JT 1997 (5) SC 18, the Hon'ble Supreme Court has stated

%éz//

as follows



#,,.Not only that but in the case of onse
Dr. Gupta who also was a Scientist working
under the ICAR and who was outside ARS was
directed to be given same pay scale of fs.
4500-7300/- as was made available to ARS
Scientists by decisions of this Court in the
case of Dr. Y.P. Gupta V. Union of Indis &
Ors. (1985) 1 SCC 43 and in the case of P.K,
Ramachandra lyer and others etc. Us. Union
of India & Ors. (1984) 2 SCC 141. Under
these cifcumstances, therefecre, it could
not be said that the Tribunal had committed
any error in directing the appellant to
make the same pay scale of Rs.4500~-7300 avai-
lable to the respondent as was made available
to a similarly situated employee like Dr,
Gupta who was almost equally circumscribed
as the respondent and althgugh being out of
ARS was still held entitled as per this
Court to the same escalated time scale of
Rs« 4500~7300 which was made availahle to ARS
clentlsts. It is alsg to be kept |

the respondent has already‘retlred from

service and his is almost an $3o0lated case,

Under these circumstances, without treating

this case as a precedent we deem it fit not

to interfere with the order of the Tribunal

under Article 136 of the Constitution of India.®

13, Though the Apex Court, in the operative part

of thq;gudéemen@,did say that under these circumstances,
Wwithout treating thﬂ%'caSe as a precedent, they considered
it fit not to interfere with the order of the Tribunal,
the-priﬂcxgﬂb enunciated by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in
the above case clearly has general applicability. Ag?in,
in the case of Union of India & Ors. Vs, Shri Bijoy Lal
Ghosh & Ors. - reported in 1998 {2) All India Servicaes
Law Journal 244, the Apex Court held that when the report

of the National Commission on Teachers under the Chairmanship

4}.



of Prof. D.P. Chattopadhyay were implemented, the Respon-
dents in the case before the Apex Cqurt)uho were Teachers

in Dandakaranya Project as:on 1.1.1386, even though they

had been rendered surplus on 1.4,1986, wergtdeclared as

sligible for the revised scales of pay for 3 menths, i.s,,
from 1.1.1986 to 31.3.1986 im terms of the recommendations
of the Natiopal Commission on Teachers. The Apex Court
held %tk on that occasion that there was no reason for a
different classification affecting the Respondents thersein

adverselye.

14, In the present case alsc, we find that even
though the applicant had retired in Octaber, 1989, i;e.,
prior to the issue of the order at Annexure-A2, dated
29.12.1990, he cannot be deemed to have belonged to a
different class for the purpose of conferring the benefits
undsr theﬁéborder at Anngxure-A2. UWe are convinced that
in the present case, the doctrine of equal pay for egqual
work is directly attracted and that the applicant cannot
be discriminated against in respect of the grant of the
benefits under the revised UGG scales of pay including the
pay for the Selection grade as an Ex~Lecturer of the

Government College, Daman, with effect from 1.1.1986. .
15, In the light of the detailed déscussions made !
above, we allow the 0.A. and direct the Respondents to v

y
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grant him the benefit of placement in the Selection

grade of Rs.3700-5700 with effect from 1.1.1986. However,
since the approval conveyed by the Oepartment of Educa-~
tion, Ministry of Human Resources Development, Government
of India, did have a clause uhich was amenable to an
alternative interpretation based on which the 1st Respon-
dent preferred same objections, we are not inclined to
grant any interest on the arrears payable to the applicant
in this case in the process of iﬁplementation of the direc=-
tion given by us above. The Respondents are further
directed to carry out the above order within a period of
three months from the date of receipt of a copy of this

order.

16, Parties to bear their own costs.

d‘ e
‘ (5.K. GHOSAL) - ' (5. ATARAMAN)
. ot
MEMBER (A} * “YICE CHAIRMAN

-
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