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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
0IAI;~ BENCH, ( IJ.vIT!';Tn;:.:;J ··~ \. .-~ •vs;.--1 

0.A. No. 127/2001 
T.A. No. 

198 

DATE OF DECISION 12 • 12 • 2003 

Khushi Ram 
_________________ Petitioner 

Ms _A_n_. u_p_~_· n_·•·:1_._P_· s_r_c._· ~_;; l_ic.._· r _________ Advocate for the Pe ti ti oner( s) 

Versus 

TJOI -s.nd another _________________ Respondent 

Mr.s.s. Hassan Advocate for th~ Rt-spondent ( s) 

cf.O~AM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

Th~ Hon'ble Mr. A.I(. Bh:.:;.nds.ri, Adrninlst..:r:;;.ti·.~e .Hember. 

1. Whi:::ther Reporters of loGal papers may be allow&d to :;ee the Judgen1t:nt ? } t,. 

2. To be referri:::d ti) the Reporter or not ? 0y-? 
3. Wht:ther th1:dr Loi d.;hips wi3h ti) see the fair copy of the Judgement ? ~ t) 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
JAIPUR BENCH; JAIPUR. 

Twelfth Decen1ber two thousand three (12.12.2003) 

O.A. No. 127 /2001 

The Hon'bl·:: Mr. J.~:. l·~aushik, Judicial Member. 

The Hc•n'ble Mr. AJ.:. Bhandari, Administrativ.:: Member. 

Kushirarn 
S/c.1 Shri Phool Kanwar, 
R/o PWI c,ffice, Mandalgarh 
Distt. Bhilwara ( Raj) 

: Applicant. 

Ms Anuparna Parashar Counsel for th.:- applicant. 

l. 

versus 

Union c.f India, through 
General Manager, 
Western Railway, Church Gate 
Mumbai 2.0. 

2. Divisional Railway r-1ang.::r, 
Western Railway, 
Kota Junction, 
Kota ( Rajasthan) 

: Respondents. 

Mr. S.S. Hassan : C:iunsel f,x the respci11d~nts. 

ORDER 

Per Mr. J.K. Kaushik, Judicial Member. 

Sl1ri l/ushi Pam h.:is fil1::d this 0.A .. :::!.:riming the fcdleiwing 

reliefs: 

An order/dii"ectic1n/1.::ornrnar1d/rn:::.nd21rnus may Undly be 
passed .:igainst th::: non-applicant to r~gularis1:: the 
applicant on the r-i·:::rman~nt pc.st of Meit.=:: in Group 'C' 
with all cons.::quential b·::nefits m:e: s1:::niority, wages, 
8tc .:ind accordin·;ily he rnr.iy be dt:dared i::ligibl:=: .311,j 
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entitled for further bent::fits like prornotic1ns 8tc. He 
rnay be reguleirisl~d in se:rvio3 as Mate since the date of 
his initial appointment i.e. 05.02. 77. That the non­
applicant may kindly be direct.::d to insert the name of 
the applicant in the impugn.:::d or.:ler Anne>'. A.1 

2. The material facts relating tc, filing of this 0.A are that the 

applicant was initially appoint•?d as Mat•::, cin 05.02. 77 and he 

continues to work on th.:: same. In service records his 

designation has been sh1:iwn as P. Way Mate. He has been 

granted temporary statu:= and has b·=::1=::n paid in regular scales of 

pay. He has alSCJ passed the trade test for the pciSt ·Jf Ganq 

Mate and is said to have been prorr1eit1?d on the same post vide 

order dated 10.03.2000 ( AnneL A.U. He .:ilso belon.,;is to SC 

community. 

3. It has been av 1=:rred that he was given proper position on the 

post of Gangman and no forrnal order wa:. served on him, but he 

still subrnitt2d an application on 04.10.1994 (Anne:-:ure A/5). He 

has also earned appreciation frorn th1:: r.=:spond 0::nts. He further 

made an application fc,r ins 0?rting his name: in the Si::niority list of 

Mate. It has alsc1 been averr·~d that the applicant has a right to 

be considered for regulari:ation on p1:::rrnanent basis with all 

consequential benefits but the same has not be dc,ne by the 

respondents despite nurnber of representaticins were made in 

that regard by tl·1e applicant. He possi:::ss.~s th1=: requisite 

qualifications for the sarne. The grounds on which the applicant 

has rnade his claim are interrni:·:ed with tl'l·~ facts and it has been 

~bmitt·o:d that the applicant has been working on the post of 
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reliefs in this O.A. 

4. The re:=p..::.ndents hav1::- re3lst1::d th:::: claim of the applicant 

and hav12 filed a detail•:::d and e>:haustiv·::: reply.. It has be.:::n 

a'1err1::d that th.:: 21pplicant was granted temporary status w .e.f. 

01.01.198~· against th 1:: pc.st of Mat•=- (tile words "against th•:! 

provision und•.::r tl1 1:: i-ules t•:. regulari::.=: the applicant on a group 

'C' post as such h.=: .:::innot be regulari:i=:d on th.:: ~·ost c.f Mati':!. 

Thi.:: gr..::,urKls raised in the 0.A. hav1.:: gen•::rally be·::n d€:nh:~d. r.Jo 

hav1:: an:·:iously ,:onsidered th~ submissions, pl,=:adings and the 

th.2ir pleadings. There is no quarrel regardin·~ the facts of tl1e 

cZJse. The admitt·::.-d peisition of th1-:: c:ise is that th.2 applicant was 

initially enga9°2d as Mat•::: and i:c1ntimr 1::d on th.=:: post of Mate. 

Tl1e r.2gulari:atic1n order, vJhich has been placed on rb:c.rd by the 

learned c.:.uns.::-1 f.:ir th·=: applicant ls elated 02.06.1994, which 

indicates that th·::: applicant has b·2.-::n r12gulari:~d on the post of 

Gangrnan. The learned C•)Unsel f,_:ir the respond~nts h.:is 

subrnitt..::d that once tl1e applicant h.:1s b1::·=n regulari::·=:d on the 

post i:if Gangman which is a .;_iroup 'D' post, he c21nnc1t hav.=.: any 

Vo submitt.ed th21t the .3pplicant cannot be 1-.ogula1ted fr,:0111 the 
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date of his initial eippointmi::nt. H•? hcis als·:i str~ssed th~ point c1f 

limitation and has subrnitt,::d that t1·1e filing c,f the instant O.A. 

asking for r1::gul21ri:ation in a gnx1p 'C' p1:ist is an after thought 

regularization h1:: cannot be regulari::.::d on the post c•f Mate. 

6. We have considered th\:: rivcil subrnissions made on behalf 

of both the parties. Th 0:: adrnitted facts of the case are that the 

and h1:: was scri::enecl against the post of Gangrnan which is in 

group '[>' in the y1=::ar 1994 and was posted in the Gang. It is 

indicati::cl in his repres.::ntation that despite the posting in the 

r•=spondents have not denied the contention of the applicant that 

he is working c1n the p.:ist c.f Mate withc.ut any interruption. In 

whether the employees who are wor~:ing on a higher post for a 

services on th1:: promotic,nal post b1::c:ius1~ th·::y are wi:•rking for a 

considerably 1.:.ng ~h::riod and th•:! secc,nd one is whether the 

post in thl:: light of th1:: circular issued by th(:: Railway Board. Th.:: 

first qu.::sti.:.n has b1::en answ1::r1::d in th.:: negative by the Hon'ble 

High ((t1Jrt C•f Rajasthan at Jc,dhpur in D.B. Civil Writ Petitic.n No. 

3235 etc. /2001 - Kalu and Ors. vs. Union of India and Ors. 

d·~alt with similar matt·=-r. Shri Kalu was a Mat~. As r 1=:gards the 

~cond question the sam•': was decided in fav.Jur of the emplc.yee 

1 I 
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after examining th·~ pi-ovisic,ns c.f the Pules and eilso the 

decisions of the Ape:.: Court. We find it 1::-:.:p.::di·::nt t.:. n::produce 

paragraph (8) to (13) of the said juL1gement which reads as 

under: -

"(8) Still ne.-:t qu·~stion sur11ives t11::.1-auc;e - ~'- ._ - of the reason 

the petitioners are claiming beni:::fit of their 

absorption/r,::gularisation on th.:: post in Group "C" as per 

the decisions taken by the Pailway Administratic·n for 

which the Railway Administration had issued neo::ssary 

orders from tirne to tin1e. It is also subrnittecl that the 

judgment delivered in the case of Union of India vs. 

Moti Lal and another r•::port.:::d in 1996(33) ATC 304 is 

based up1}n the judgment deliv8r.:::d in th•:; case of, Ram 

Kumar (AIR 1988 SC 390). In fact, P.am Kumar's case 

was again placed before th.:: Supr~rne Court C•n moving 

Mi:;c. Petiti0n and it was overruled by judgment of the 

three Judges Bench of the Supnjme Court, which is 

reported in SLJ 1996{1) SC 116. Theri::fore, according to 

the learned c.:.uns.::I for the petiti.:,n.::rs, tl1e decisi.:in of the 

Tribunal is contrary to th•:: law laid down by the three 
' 

Judges Bench of the: Supr.:::rne Court and the Tribunal 

cornmitt2d illegality in r·~lying upon already o·Jerruled 

judgrnent. It will be relevant to rn·::ntion hr::re th.:it Vumar's 

case was d·::cid.::d by the judgm.::nt dat.:;d 2.12.1987, which 

was considered by th;::: Hon'bl•:: Ape:-: Court in th•:: case of 

Moti Lal reported in AIR 1996 SC 3306 and the Hon'ble 

Supreme Cciurt held that: 

"Thus it is apparent that a daily wag•:: or casual 
worker against a pa1ticular post when acquires a 
ternp0rary status having wc1rked .;igainst the said 
post fc1r spedfie:d nun1bcr ·~.if d.:1ys .J,j~S n1.::it acquire .:J 

right to be r2gulorised a9ainst the said post. He can 
be considc:red fGr rc:gularisati•)n in accordanc·= with 

~the Rule:s and, ther·::fore, so f.::ir as the 1.::-.c.st of Mate 

I 
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under F'_ailways is co1K•::1T1•::d, tlv: san-11:: has to tu:: 
filled up by a prorn(1i:ion frorn the post of Ganqman 
and l<eyman in Class IV subject to •::mploy.::es 
passing the trade test. 

In this ·view c.f th.:: rnatt1::r the Tribunal was not 

justified in directing r.::gularisatic.n i:·f thi:: r•::spond•=-nts 

as Mates." 

Even after h(ilding that th.:: view of th1:: Tribunal 

directing the P_ailway Autlwrities t•:i absorb th•:: respcrnd.::nts 

on re9ular post as fll::it.::s vvas nc,t justified, th•:: Hon'bl·:: 

Ape:v: (•)Urt even th~n refus1::d tc. intei·f,::re witl1 tl-11:: order 

passed by the Tribunal by c.bs·:::rving as under:,-

(9) 

"Even th1:iu9h on principle w.=.:. ar1:: in agrei::rnent with 
the submissions of Mr. Goswami, learned Senior 
couns.::I appearing fer Pailway Aclrninistration but 
havin•;i taken into account th·:: fact that the 
resp.:1ndents w~r·:: dir1::ctly cip1x1int,=d as Mate though 
on casual basis and having continuing as such Mat.::s 
fc.i· n-1c1rt: than :22 to 25 ye::irs it will be wholly 
inequitable to r.=:quire thern tc. b·:: regularis·::d .:igainst 
the pcist of Gangman in Cl21ss IV. In the prernises, as 
af._:,resaid, we decline to int•:!rfere with the ultimate 
conclusion of the Tribunal on e·~uitabl·:: grc.und, in the 
facts and circumstani::i:::s of the present .:as•::. The 
direction will not be tr~atr::d as ;:; preced.::nt." 

In Moti Lal's csse wrlich was d1::cid·::d c:in 15.2.1996, 

only earlii::r decisii:in of Ram Kumar's case was considered 

which was d.::cided by two JucJ._;ic:s 8e1-i.:h of the Supn::rne 

C.xirt on ~nd Decembe1· 1937 and subs·::quent thre.~ 

Hon'bl•:: Judges decision of th.:: SuprenE: cc.urt given in the 

sarn·:: cas.:: was not brc.ught to the notic1:: of th8 Supreni.:~ 

Court. It appears that in abov 1:: s211T1 1:: Ram f'umar's case, 

whid1 was d1::cid·::d on 2nd C1i~c.~rnb1:.::r 1987 by th·=: 8·::ncll of 

two Hun'ble a Civil f-1isc:. Petitici11 was filed which, was 

decided by the larger bench C•f Supr1::rne Ct:iurt, •:::(i11sistin9 

of thre•:: Bench Judges. In tl1is subsequent lar•:J·~r B·::nch 

vd9rn•::nt, r1::port1::d (in 1996 (1) S. L. J, 116 (S.C.), 

T 
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Hon'ble di r;~Ctr::d the P,ailway 

Administration to .;tive effc::ct tc• the:: P.ailway Board's 

instructic:ins which w.~re issued on 2Gth January 19:2:5 for 

r1::gularisation Ccf th•:: S•::rvices Of tli.:: c=:mploye•::S against 

Class III Pc.st. It will b.:: ju.;t 21nd pre.per to quote the 

r•==l·::vant portion frorn the said decisic.n, which is as und·:::r:-

"Mr. Goburdhan relying up.:in the Bc•ard's instructions 
issuc::d on :20 January 1985 says that theS•:! pee.pl·:: 
h:1v•:: alr.::ady wc•rked for 1i-1ore th2n fiv.:;: years and 
hav1~ b·~c.:in1e entitl~d for regularisation in d:iss III 
posts. If th21t be so, w.~ c.:ill upon the P.ailway 
administration to giv.:: .::ff.=:ct tc. th.:: Boards 
instructions 1-.::f0-::1-red to abov.:: and considered" claim 
of 1:2 persons named belo\1\1 for regulari3ation as 
against Class III posts subjo':'.ct t.:. their s.:.itisf;iin•J the 
requirements laid down in the 8.:·arcl instructions." 

(emphasis supplied) 

The question of entitlement of pension of the 
~ 

employ.=.:.:::s1-..also cr:1nsid1=:r1:::d by th·::: Supreme Court and in 

last, it is ordered: -

"The dec:isi.:in is ben·~ficial t.:i th·== 1~mpl.:1yees and we 
dir,~ct th.:;t the bGai-d's d·~cisi.:in may be 
irnplernented." 

( 10) A bar•=- P·~rusal of the abr:·ve judg1::rnents referred 

abc1v1=: (Mc.ti Lat's and Aslam 's) cas2s and t1-1e judgn1ent of 

the Division Bench of this Court, Durbeen Singh vs 

Union of India reported in 2001 (3) WLC :308; it is clear 

that in abc,ve cases, subsequent larger Bench's judgment 

delivEred in Ram Kurnar's case was n.:.t brou1,;iht to the 

notiei:: of cc.urts. The subse(1uent judgment delivered in 

Ram F;urnar's cas•=:, though wa; consider:i=:d by the Division 

Bench c.f Delhi Hi•Jh C0u1t in C.W. f"h). -1-121/97 Union of 

India tts Lekh Raj and others d1~cid1=:d 18th May 200~ 

but th€: Divisic1n Bench of th~ Delhi High Cc.urt proceeded 

on wrong presumption that Pam Vumar's cas1= was 

~nguished by the: Supreme Cou1t in Mc.ti Le.l's 0:ase:. In 
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fact only 1?..:1rlier judgrnent Lif Ram //umars •;:ase which was 

clr::cid·::d on 2.12.1987 (Writ petition ~.J.:.s. 15863-15906 C•f 

1984) was .:onsidered and ncit the lanJi::>r Bench d·::cisiun. 

This Court is bound by the::; larger Bench d1=::cision of the 

Hon'ble Supr.~me cc.urt. It is nobody's cas·=:: that the 

circulars h.:1ve not been issued by competent autl1cJrity and 

it is n.::1bc.dy's cas'~ that circulars are not binding up • .:in the 

Pailway Administration. Th.:: Pailway Administration was 

fully awar.::: of th 0:: D·?.cision of th•:: Supn::rY1c c:.urt deliver·=:d 

in Ram Kumar's cas1:: still issued the various Circulars 

including the cir·:ulars of th.:: y•::.:tr 11/15.2.1~191, 13.2.97. 

and circular d::it•::d 9.--1-.1997, ma~ ing Provision for straight 

way at.sorpti.:in in skill greid.::: posts. It is r·::levant t.-::1 quGte 

para 200-:-' IP.EM Vol-II, iss1_i.:::d by th·~ P.ailway 

Administration: -

'3. Casual labour •::ngage in work charged 
establishment of C•::rtain Departments v..ili.::.i 9et 
prcimob~d to semi- skilled and hi•;ihly skilled 
categories due to non-availability of regular 
d·~partrnental candidat.~s and continued to worl: as 
casual ernph::.yet:s for long pt:ric•d, can straigl1taway 
be absorb·~d in regular vacanci 1:::.3 in s~:ill grades 
pn::ivided they have pass·::d the requisite trad·=: test, 
to th1:: ,~:-~tent of 25 °1::. c.f the vac;:1nci·::s rr::~erved for 
departmental pron-1c.tir:1n frorn the unskilled and 
serni-sl-:ill·::d cat.::gc::iri·::s. Th.::se orders also apply to 
casual labour wile· an:· ri::cruited directly in th1:: skill,3d 
cat.::gerries in work chan;i.::d t=:stablishment after 
qualifying in the trade test." 

( 11) In replies filed by the res1x•nclents, though large 

number .:if judgments referred and even quoted but 

neithing has t11~·::n said with resp1~ct to the e:·:plicit plea 

based .:.n tlv~ subsi::quent lar9~r B·::ncl1 decision delivered in 

Rarn Kurnar's .:ase. As p1::r tlv:: reply filed by the 

~·etitioner's S•ervices have ;;1,-.eady be8r1 regularised in their 

1 I 
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parent cadre or that in view of the Supreme Court's 

decision given in Moti' Lal's case and in view of the larger 

Bench decisio~\~e Tribunal, petitioners can not .;ee~ 
absorption for rngularisation on the post in Group "C". It 

is admitted (ase of the r.::spc.ndents that, petitioner's cases 

were never considered for absorrtic1n or regulariseition of 

their services in the light of various circulars which were 

issued from time to time and in pursuance of which 

circulars, the Pailway ft.dministratic•n itself has regularised 

services of tr1e r~mployei::s on the higl1er p0st for which the 

petitioner has placed on reC(•rcl few orders passed by the 

Railway Administration. Even nothing has been said to 

explain why thr:: circulars were issu·~d if are not intended 

for implementation? Nothing has b·:=:en said to e;;plain why 

the circuL:irs were issued, if the Railway administration was 

of the opinion that services of th~ .::rnployees cannot be 

regularised in view of the judgments ._:,f the Supreme 

Court? It has also not b1~·::n e·:plain1::!d whether the 

circulars are issu.::d to redr•::ss the difficulties of the 

employe~s in the light of th•:: 0bservations of the Apex 

Court in earlier judgment c>f Ram Vumar~s case wherein 

Hon'ble Ape:-· Court observed:-

"for over 10 years, litigatic:ins C•f this tvpe have been 
ccirning to the court. About three years ba1:k, this 
court dir~ct•::d a schem1:: feir ::ibs.:irpti.:in in Yada\r's 
ca~;e ( 1 gss:1 12) sec 6-1·8 which had b12en fr;:, med and 
is operative. Casual labour s.2ems to be the 
requirement of tht:! Pailway Administration and 
cannot be avoid1::d. Th·:: Pailway establishment 
manual has mad.:: provisi.:•ns for tl1eir protection but 
implementation is not eff.::ctive. Se\·eral instructions 
issued by thr:: Pailway Board and the Northern 
Pailway h•::!aclquarters wer•:=: placed before us to show 
that th~ administration i:: arr·:ic,us to take 3Q.!JIQ.Qriate 
st.~ps to ri::rnove the difficulties faced by tl1e casual 
labour but there is Rerl1aps slad:ness in enforcing 
thern. We hope 21nd trust that sucl1 an unfortunate 

~tuation will not arise again and in the event any 

·-1 
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such allegations cominci to the court, ob\'iously the 
administration will have to be blamed." 

(emphasis supplied) 

(12) It is unfortunate that d·::sr:iite above observation of 

the Ape'··: Court, rn.:id·:: in th·= y•:::a1- 19:=:7, and more than 14 

years have passr~d, th.:: litigation has not come to end. It 

is true that in view of the de.:::isi.:ins referred about tl1e 

employ.::•:! cannot claim r2gularisation 111•2rely because they 

were holding the post for a long period but tl1e:re appears 

to be no b.:ir in framing any policy to absorb the employees 

after considering the difficulties of the employees. 

Framing (If policy for absorption of tl'-i.:~ e>-'.isting employees 

working fcir very long period is not unknown in service 

jurisprud~nce. Pdlegations of Arbitrariness and choose and 

pickup in the matt•=:r C•f re.;iularisation of services of the 

There appears to b·~ no justifii:atic1n for tile Railway 

Administration in not complying with their own circulars, 

which were issued to giv1:: l}enefit tc1 tile employees. In 

recent judgment, Gujarat Agriculture University vs 

Rathod Lbhu Bechar & Others reported in AIR 2001 SC 

706, Hon'bl"=' Supreme Court, not C•nly upheld the claim for 

regularisation .::•f th.::: ernpl·::iy·~·=s vv!10 comple:ted more than 

10 years .:if continuous service with minimum of 240 days 

in each cal·::nd.:ir y.:::ars by C•rd.::.iring rela:.·.:ation in eligibility 

clause on the ground that "thctSe working for a peric1d of 10 

or more years withc.ut any com1:.laint is, by itself a 

sufficient requisite qualification". Tl1e Hon'ble Supreme 

Court after ccinsld·~ring tli•:: sch·~n-10:: framed for absorption 

of the employe.::s, held that "The Court is cautious in 

e:-:ercising its discr.::tion. On th.:: one 1·1and it l1as to keep 

the inter•:::st of tl1e wc1rkers alive and c,n the other to see 

(\ funds 

~ 
eroding the very worke1·s interest". Hon'ble 
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Supreme Court further :-,eid ~112,t "financial viability is no 

ground to its dist?.ntitle claim of workn1a11" as absorption in 

phas.::d manner it::;r::lf is a m·~·:::llanism which takes care of 

financial difficulti·::s of th·::: ernploy.::e .:dso. Then::fore, even 

when the emplc,y.::•':!S cannot daim regularisati011 of their 

services on a post only C•n th.:: ba~;i,;; of their 1,:.ng working 

on the post on which they hav1:: nc,t t .. ::en regularly 

appointed, c;:in r::i::rtainly claim and tab:: benefit of the 

sch.::me framed by tlv:!ir employer and the ernployer after 

framing ::::.:1·1,::n·11:: for absorption of the ernployees can not 

deny th.:: br::nefit c.f the schenk ti"::. the ·~mployees. 

(13) Th•::i"ef.:.rc::, in view cif the subsequ.=:nt judgment of the 

larc;ier Bi~nch of th·:: Supr~m~ Court given in Ram l<umar's 

case repc.rted in 1996 (1) S. L. J 116 (SC), writ petitions 

allowed. The impugned judgment.; of tl1e Tribunal 

r·~}::i:ting tll•:: claim c1f the p.::titioners for re:gularisation of 

th.:!ir services ;n Group "C" ar~ .;et aside. It is held that as 

per tile circulars d21ted 11/15.:2.1991, 13.2.1997 and 

regularisation of their services in Grc,up "C" posts. It is 

further made cli::ar tt-1at any eird1::r ,:if regularisation of the 

petitionc~r's .3•::rvices c.1n lc.wer post i .. 2., in Group "D", if 

passed ::ifter issuanc 0':'. c.f abciv•:: r•=:ferred circulars by the 

Pailway Adrninistratii:.n, will not come in way of the 

p·::titioners for .:onsid.::rcition of th·::ir case for regularisation 

in accord;:1n·=•-2 with the circu!;:11·s ,-,.:;ferred above. The 

circulars rnenti•:in1::.:d above, and if the p•::titic.ners are found 

~ possible. rJ.:, order as to thE: o:eosts." 

T 
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7. Now, adverting again to the: facts of this case and applying 

the aforr'=said proposition of law we find that the controversy . 
~s 

involved in the instant case
1
,squarely covered on all fours and we 

have absolutely no h1::sitation in following the same; rather we 

are bound to follow the same. 

8. The upshot of tlv:! aforesaid discussion is that the Original 

Application has merits and substano'= ~nd tile same stands 

allowed. The respond,::nts an:: dir2ct1::i:I to consid.21· the case of 

the applicant for regularisation on the iX1st of l'1ate in Group C in 

the light of the afore:said observation of R.ajasthan High Court in 

their lordships' judgern~nt in Valu's cas.:: supra within a period of 

four months from th·::: date of rei:eipt c1f a i::.:1py of this order. The 

parties are left to bear their own costs. 

~~J--
( A.K.Bhand~) 
Administrative Member 

jsv 

~~~Y' 
( J.K.Kaushik ) 

Judicial Member 
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