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ACT:

Reversion of policy of allotnment of industrial sites
for establishnent /of printing presses, under the Chandi garh
(Devel opnment and Regul ation) Act. 1952, and the Chandi garh
Lease Hold of Sites and Buil ding Rul es, 1973, chall enged.

HEADNOTE:
%

The Chandigarh admini stration  wanted the ' printing
presses, scattered all over Chandigarhin the residentia
prem ses or small shops, to be located in an industria
area. For that purpose, the adm nistration earmarked forty
three sites in the industrial area Phase-l11, and’ invited
applications for allotnment of the sites. Several persons
submitted the applications with deposits of earnest nobney of
Rs. 1,000 in each. That was ten per cent of  the prenm um
payabl e for each site. The appellants.in the C A No. 97 of
1981, who were anong the said applicants, were called upon
to deposit 25 per cent of the premumcal cul ated at the rate
of Rs.15 per square yard. The appellants conplied with that
demand. The authorities decided to draw lots as the
applicants were nore than the nunber of the sites avail able.
In Cctober 1977, lots were drawn and the appell ants won. But
the authorities did not issue the letters of allotments. The
authorities had a second thought about the schene of the
allotment of the sites. They wanted to accompdate as nany
applicants as possi bl e, which, however, could not be done in
the industrial area phase |l. The authorities also cane to
hold the viewthat for setting up the printing industry,
| arger sites as earmarked earlier would not be necessary and
smal l er sites would nmeet the requirenents. Consequently, the
sites proposed in the industrial phase Il were given up and
a lay-out of smaller sites in the industrial area phase
was prepared, wherein about 131 sites were reserved for
allotment to the printing press owners.

The appellants as also the other applicants were
intimated by letters that the said sites would be allotted
at the rate of Rs.35 per square yard, and that the all otnent
woul d be made by draw of Ilots on Cctober 3, 1979. The
appel lants did not participate in the proceedings. They
noved the H gh Court by a wit petition, challenging the
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revised policy of the allotnent of the snaller sites on the
ground inter alia that they had a right to take possession
of bigger plots in respect which lots were earlier drawn in
their favour. The High Court did not give substantial relief
to the appellants, holding that there was nothing illegal in
the said revised policy since the appellants did not acquire
right to get bigger sites in the phase Il, it directed that
the appellants would be liable to pay at the rate of Rs. 15
and not Rs.35 per square yard. The appellants appealed to
this Court by special |eave against the decision of the High
Court (C. A 97 of 1981). The respondents the Chandigarh
Admi ni stration-also noved this Court by special |eave (C A
No. 98 of 1981) against the direction of the H gh Court as
to the reduced premiumto be recovered fromthe appellants.

Di smi ssing both the appeals, the Court,

N

HELD: There was no substance in the appeal by the
respondent's. If the applicants’ had been allotted sites as
per the ‘original plan and as per the first drawin 1977,
they would have been liable to pay at the rate of Rs.15 per
square yard. In fact, the other enterpreneurs who were
allotted sites in the industrial area phase Il paid prem um
only at the rate of Rs.15 per square yard. Wy then should
there be a higher / rate payable by the appellants? They had
not asked for the sites in the industrial area phase |
Secondly, the applicants were not responsible for the del ay
inthe allotnent of  sites. Thirdly, there was no evi dence
that the Chandi garh  Admi nistration had to incur nore
expenditure in formng the newsites in the phase I. The
Hi gh Court was right in directing the authorities to recover
only at the rate of Rs.15 per square yard. [161H 162A-C]

In the case of the appeal by the appell ants/owners of
the printing presses, adnmittedly, ~at the relevant stage,
there was no intimation of the allotnment of the sites to the
appel l ants. There was no official comunication to them as
required under sub-rule (3) of Rule 8 of the Chandigarh
Lease Hold Sites and Buil ding Rules, 1973.  Such an
intimation alone could confer the right on the appellants to
obtai n possession of the sites. In the absence of any such
conmuni cation, the appellants could not be held to have the
right to get the sites. [163F-

Enphasis was laid on the word "shall" used in sub-rule
(3) of Rule 8, which provides that when 10 per cent of the
prem um has been tendered, the Estate officer shall, subject
to such directions as may be i ssued by the Chief

Admi ni strator in that behalf, allot a site of the size

159

applied for. There is not nmuch force in this contention

CGeneral ly, the use of the word "shall" prinma facie indicates
that the particular provision is inperative, but that is not
so always. The nmeaning to be given to a word depends upon
the context in which it is wused. The right of every
appl i cant under sub-rule (3) of Rule 8 is only aright to
have his application considered. The acceptance of the
application does not create a right for allotnent of a site.
The word "shall" used in the sub-rule must be considered as
not mandatory. The . inperative neaning would defeat the
purpose of the rule. [163H, 164A-B, F]

It is not known wunder what provision the authorities
asked the appellants to pay 25 per cent of the prem um
payabl e in respect of the sites even before allotnent. There
was no specific assurance or representation nade by the
authorities, promising to allot the sites applied for. Even
if there was any such assurance, the Court did not think
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that it would give rise to the doctrine of pronissory
estoppel in the case. The authorities cannot give assurance
contrary to the statutory rules. They are bound by the rule
of procedure and cannot mnmke any representation or prom se
to allot particular sites to the applicants. Even if they
make such a prom se or assurance, the doctrine of prom ssory
est oppel cannot be invoked to conpel themto carry out the
prom se or assurance which is contrary to |law. [166B-D]

If there were enough plots to accommpdate all the
applicants in the industrial area Phase Il, it would not be
proper for the authorities to revise the policy and all ot
smal ler sites in phase |. But no material was placed before
the Court to cone to the conclusion that there were enough
i ndustrial ©plots to accommmodat e, possi bl y, al | t he
applicants. The authorities formed another |ay-out in phase
| for want of plots in phase II. The action of the
authorities was bona fide and there was no reason to doubt
it. [166F-Q

The revi sed policy of the Chandigarh Adm nistration did
not suffer from any act of arbitrariness either in
classifying the appellants as a -separate group or in
considering them for allotnent of smaller sites in phase |
Al the persons, who  had applied for industrial sites for
establishing printing presses were grouped together. They
were considered together. They could not be accommbdated in
phase Il for want of enough sites. So, another |ay-out was
formed in phase |I. The grievance of the appellants about the
revi sed policy of the Chandigarh Admnistration to allot
smal ler sites to them being discrinmnatory, was not
justified. [168H, t69A-C]
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Delhi Coth & General MIlls Ltd. ~ v. Union of India,
Cvil Appeal No. 223 of 1974, disposed of by this Court on
October 8, 1987 and Shri Ram Krishna Dalmia v. Shri Justice
S. R Tendol kar and Os,. [1959] SC R 279, referred to

JUDGVENT:

ClVIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON: CGivil Appeal Nos. 97 & 98
of 1981.

Fromthe Judgment and order dated 25.4.1980 of the
Punj ab and Haryana H gh Court in CW No. 2512 of 1979.

V.M Tarkunde and N. S. Das Behl for the Appellants.

Kapil Sibal, P. Gaur and Jitendra ~Sharma for the
Respondent s.

The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by

JAGANNATHA SHETTY, J. These appeals by 'special |eave
are directed against the judgnment dated April 25, 1980 of
the H gh Court of Punjab & Haryana in civil wit no. 3512 of
1979.

The revised policy of allotment of industrial sites for
the establishnent of printing presses in Chandi garh has been
called into questionin the aforesaid wit petition. The
printing presses are now scattered all over Chandi garh. They
are situated either in residential premises or in snall
shops in different localities. The Chandi garh adm ni stration
wanted them to be located in an industrial area. For that
purpose, they earnmarked forty three sites in the industria
area phase-1I1. The sites are conparatively of bigger
di nensions. In 1975, the authorities invited applications
for allotment of those sites. Several persons subnmitted
applications. The appellants in Appeal No. 97 of 1981 were
some of them They applied with deposit of earnest noney of
Rs. 1000 each. That would be ten per cent of the premum




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 4 of 10

payable for the site. Al the applications were processed
for final allotment. In the meantine, it is said that the
appel l ants were called upon to deposit 25 per cent of the
premium cal culated at the rate of Rs. 15 per square yard.
The appellants appear to have conplied wth that denand
also. Since there were more applicants than the sites
avail able, the authorities decided to draw the Ilots. In
Cct ober 1977, the lots were drawn and the | ady luck smiled
at the appellants. But the authorities did not issue letters
of allotment. The reason was obvious. The authorities had a
second | ook at the scheme of allotment of sites for printing
i ndustries. The authorities wanted to

161

accommpdate as nmany applicants as possible. But they could
not accommodate all those applicants for want of adequate

nunber of sites in - the -industrial area phase 11. The
authorities were also of the view that for setting up the
printing industry, |larger sites such as those earnmarked

earlier, would not be necessary and smaller sites would neet
the requirenents.” Consequently, the sites proposed in the
i ndustrial area phase Il ~were given up and a lay out of
smaller sites in the industrial area phase | was forned.
There about 131 of =sites were reserved for allotment to
printing press owners.

The appellants and other |ike applicant were intinmted
by letters that the said sites would be allotted at the rate
of RS.35 per square yard. They were also informed that the
all otment woul d be nade by draw of |l ots on Qctober 3, 1979.
The appellants however, did not participate in the
proceedi ngs. They noved the H-gh Court with a petition under
Art. 226 of the Constitution challenging the revised policy
for allotnent of smaller sites. It was contended inter alia
that they had a right to take possession of bigger plots in
respect of which the lots were earlier drawn in their
favour. The Hi gh Court issued rule Nisi in the petition, but
allowed the authorities to draw the Ilots as proposed. The
Hi gh Court also permitted the appellants to deposit the
prem um denmanded wi thout prejudice to their rights in the
wit petition.

That is all at the prelimnary -hearing of the wit
petition. In the final hearing the Hi gh Court did not give
substantial relief to the appellants. The Hgh Court was of
the view that there was nothing illegal in the revised
policy adopted by the Chandigarh adm nistration sincethe
appel lants did not acquire right to get bigger sites in the
industrial area phase Il. The Hi gh Court however, felt that
the appellants would be liable to pay only at the rate of
Rs. 15 per square yard and not Rs.35 per 'square yard.
Accordingly a direction was issued to the authorities.

It is against this judgnent that the present appeals
have been preferred. Cvil appeal No. 97/81 is by the
printing press owners. Civil Appeal No. 98/81 is by the
Chandi garh admi nistration. The Chandigarh adm nistration is
aggrieved by the direction issued by the H gh Court as to
the premumto be recovered fromthe allottees.

W may first dispose of the appeal preferred by the
Chandi garh admini stration. W do not find any substance in

this appeal. |If the applicants had been allotted sites as
per the original proposal and as
162

per the first draw in 1977, they would have been liable to
pay only at the rate of Rs. 15 per square yard. In fact, the
ot her entrepreneurs who were allotted sites fromindustria
area phase Il paid the premium only at the rate of Rs. 15
per square vyard. Wiy then there should be a higher rate
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payabl e by these persons. They did not ask for sites in the
I ndustrial area phase |I. Their applications for sites in the
industrial area phase Il were not rejected. The sane
applicati ons appear to have been considered for sites in the
i ndustrial area phase |I. Secondly, the applicants were not

responsible for the delay in the allotnent of sites. The
delay was entirely due to the change of policy adopted by
the Chandi garh adnministration. Thirdly, there is no evidence
that the Chandi garh administration had to incur nore
expenditure for formng new sites in phase |. It is,
therefore, not proper that these applicants should be asked
to pay the premiumat a higher rate. The H gh Court, in our
opinion, was justified in directing the authorities to
recover only at rate of Rs. 15 per square yard.

Bef ore considering the contentions urged in the appea
of printing press owners, we may briefly refer to the
rel evant provisions of the enactnent bearing on the
contentions. The disposal of building sites in Chandigarh
has been regulated by the Capital of Punjab (Devel opnent and
Regul ation) Act, 1952 which may be terned as "The Act". The
Chandi garh Lease Hold of Sites and Building Rules, 1973 are
the relevant rules which my be referred to as "The Rul es".
Section 3 of the Act provides power to the authorities to
sell, lease or otherwise transfer any land or building
bel onging to the Governnment. They could be disposed of by
auction, allotnent /or otherwise. Rule 4 provides that
Chandi garh Administration may denise sites and buil ding on
| ease for 99 years.  The procedure for allotnent has been
prescribed under rule 8 Rule 8 so far as it is materia
provi des:

"Rul e 8. Lease by allotnent-Procedure for-

(1)In case of allotnent ~ of site or building
the intending |essee shall make an application to
the Estate officer in Form’ A

(2) No applicationunder sub-rule (1) shall be
valid unless it is  acconpanied by 10 per cent of
the premium as earnest noney in the prescribed
form of paynent.

(3)Wien 10 per cent of the premium has been
so tendered the Estate officer, shall, subject to
such directions

163

as may be issued by the Chief Administrator in
this behalf, allot a site of the size applied for
or a building or which particulars are given in
the application and shall intimate, by registered
post the number, sector, approximate area, prem um
and the rent of the site or building allotted to
the applicant.

(4) The applicant shall, unless he refuses to
accept the allotnment within 30 days of the date of
the receipt of the allotnent order, deposit within
that period and in the prescribed node of paynent,
further 15 per cent of the premium The remnaining
75 per cent of the premum shall be paid as
provided in Rule 12."

The schenme provided under these Rules for allotnent of
sites is like this: Sub-rule (1) of Rule 8 provides for
maki ng an application to the Estate officer for allotment of
site. The application shall be acconpanied with 10 per cent
of the premium as earnest noney. That anount nust be
tendered to the Estate officer. The allotnment of a site
shall be intinated to the applicant by registered letter
giving the particulars of nunber, sector, approxinate area,
prem um and the rent of the site or building allotted to the
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applicant. It would be open to the applicant to accept the
allotment or not. If he accepts the allotnent he nust
deposit 15 per cent of the prem um and the renmaining 75 per
cent of the premium shall be paid as provided under Rule.
12.

Rel ying on these provisions, it was urged that the
appel lants had a right to obtain transfer of sites in
respect of which the lots were first drawn in their favour
We are unable to accept this contention. Admittedly, at that
stage, there was no intimation of allotnent of sites to the
appel l ants. There was no official communication to them as
requi red under sub-rule (3) of Rule 8. Such intimation alone
confers right on the appellants to obtain possession of the
sites. The intimation nust. be sent by a registered letter
giving particulars of the sites allotted and the prem um
payable in respect thereof. In the absence of any such
communi cation, the  appellants cannot be held to have the
right to get transfer of sites in their favour

The next ~ stepin the argument was that the Estate
of ficer ought to have allotted the sites upon the receipt of
applications of the appellants. The reliance was placed and
enphasis was put on the word "shall" used in sub-rule (3) of
Rule 8. Sub-rule (3) of Rule 8 provides
164
that when 10 per cent of the prem um has been tendered, the
Estate officer shall, subject to such-directions as may be
i ssued by the Chief Admnistrator in that behalf, allot a
site of the size applied for. We do not think that there is
much force in this contention also. Generally the use of the
word "shall" prinma facie indicates that ~the particular
provision is inperative. But that is not always so. The
neaning to be given to a word depends uponthe context in
which it is used. The word takes the col our dependi ng upon
the context. We nust ask what does the word nean inits
context? We rmust exam ne why the Rule making authority has
chosen that word. After exam ning the purpose and scope of
the rule, we nmust give such neaning as to render 'the rule
workable in a fair nanner. W nust give that neani ng which
woul d pronpte the purpose and object of the rule. Wen there
is a choice of meanings, there is a presunption.that one
whi ch produces an unjust or inconvenient result” was not
intended. Let us now take a brief ook at Rule 8. If sub-
rule (3) of Rule 8 is construed as nandatory, then every
person who applies for a site wth earnest npney nust be
allotted a site. That neans the adninistration nmust receive
only equal nunber of applications as there are sites
available for allotnent. That would be inpracticable. The
adm ni stration cannot restrict the number of applications to
be received when the public are notified. Secondly, the
sites are required to be disposed by auction or allotnent.
If it is by allotnment, it should be after considering al
applications. The sites cannot be allotted by 'private
arrangenent. All the applications recei ved nmust be
considered and if there are nore applications than the
avai | abl e sites, some reasonabl e procedure shoul d be adopted
for consideration and elinmnation. In our opinion, the right
of every applicant under sub-rule (3) of Rule 8 is only the
right to have his application considered. The acceptance of
application does not create a right for allotnment of a site.
The word "shall" used in sub-rule (3) must, therefore, be
considered as not mandatory. The inperative neaning would
def eat the purpose of the rule.

It was next urged that the Chandigarh adm nistration
was estopped fromrevising the policy of allotment after
taking several steps for allotment of sites. The steps taken
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i ke demanding 25 per cent of the premum payable and
drawing the lots would |lead to an assurance that they would
be allotted bigger plots. It was stated that the appellants
upon the assurance of getting bigger plots had placed orders
for heavy machinaries for their printing presses. These
avernents were also made in the wit petition before the
Hi gh Court. The High Court rejected the plea of estoppel on
the ground that there was no evidence

165

of heavy investment on nachinaries. M. V.M Tarkunde,
| earned counsel for the appellants urged that there is no
need to produce any such evidence to i nvoke the doctrine of
equi tabl e estoppel. The counsel is right in this aspect. The
party invoking the doctrine of estoppel need not prove any
detriment as such. It may be sufficient if he has relied
upon the assurance made to him This court in the Delhi
Cloth & Ceneral MIlls Ltd. v. ‘Union of India, (Gvil Appea
No. 223 of 1974 di sposed of on Cctober 8, 1987) to which one
of us was a nenber, said:

"It is true, that inthe formative period, it
was general ly said that the doctrine of prom ssory
est oppel cannot be-invoked by the prom see unl ess
he has suffered 'detriment’ or ’'prejudice’ . It was
often said sinply, that the party asserting the
est oppel 'must” have been induced to act to his
detriment. But this has nowbeen explained in so
many decisions all over. Al that-is now required
is that the party asserting the estoppel nust have
acted upon ‘the assurance given to himnust have
relied upon. the representation nade to him It
nmeans, the party has changed or -altered the
position by relying on the assurance or the
representation. The alteration of positiaon by the
party is the only indispensable requirenent of the
doctrine. It is not necessary to prove further any
damage, detrinent or prejudice to the party
asserting the estoppel. The Court, however, would
conpel the opposite  party to adhere to the
representation acted upon or abstai ned from
acting. The entire doctrine proceeds on the
promse that it is reliance based and nothing
nmore."

And sai d:

"The concept of detrinent as we now
under st and is whet her it appears unj ust,
unreasonable or inequitable that the prom sor
should be allowed to resile fromhis assurance or
representation having regard to what the prom see
has done or refrained fromdoing in reliance on
the assurance or representation.”

It was further said:

"It is however, quite fundanmental that the
doctrine of promi ssory estoppel, cannot be used to
conpel the

166
public bodies or the Governnent to carry out the
rep resentation or promse which is contrary to
[ aw or which is outside their authority of power."
In the first place, we do not know under what
provision the authorities asked the appellants to pay 25 per
cent of the premium payable in respect of the sites even
before allotnment. Apparently that procedure appears to be
irregular with no statutory sanction. Secondly, we do not
find any specific assurance or representation nade by the
authorities promsing to allot the sites applied for.




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 8 of 10

Thirdly, even if there was any such assurance, we do not
think that it would give rise to the doctrine of pronissory
estoppel in the instance case. The authorities cannot give
assurance contrary to the statutory rules. The sites are
required to be disposed of by auction, allotment or sale as
per the procedure prescribed. The authorities who are bound
by the rules of procedure cannot nmake any representation or
prom se to allot particular sites to the applicants. Even if
they nmke such promse or assurance, the doctrine of
prom ssory estoppel cannot be invoked to conpel them to
carry out the prom se or assurance which is contrary to | aw.

The next contention urged for the appellants related to
the revised policy adopted by the Chandigarh adm nistration
for allotnent of smaller sites. It was said that the sites
in phase |l ought to have been allotted when there were
enough to go round the appellants. It was also said that the
ot her entrepreneurs who had filed applications along with

the appellants had been allotted sites in phase Il and there
was no. good reason to exclude the appellants for being
considered for smaller sites in phase |. The procedure

followed by the authorities has been assailed as arbitrary
and contrary to Art. 14 of the Constitution. O course, if
there were enough plots to accombdate all the applicants in
the industrial area phase Il, it would not be proper for the
authorities to revisethe policy and allot smaller sites in
phase |I. But no naterial has been placed before us to cone
to the conclusion that there were enough industrial plots to
accommopdate as far as possible all those applicants. It
appears from the record that the authorities for want of
plots in phase Il forned another |ay out in phrase I. The
action of the authorities appears to be bona fide and we
have no reason to doubt it.

This takes wus to the question whether the revised
policy adopted by the Chandigarh adninistration to  allot
smal ler sites to these appellants was discrimnatory and
violative of Art. 14 of the
167
Constitution. The true nmeani ng and scope of Art. 14 has been
stated and restated in a string of decisions of this Court.
It is nowwell established that Art. 14 forbids class
| egi sl ation, but does not forbid reasonable classification
for the purpose of |legislation. In order, however, to pass
the test of permssible classification tw conditions nust
be fulfilled, nanely, (i) that the classification nust be
founded on an intelligible differentia which distinguishes
persons or things that are grouped together fromothers |eft
out of the group; and (ii) that the differentia nust have a
rational relation to the object sought to be achieved by the
statute in question. The classification may be founded on
di fferent basis, nanely, geographical or according to
objects or occupations or the like. Wat is necessary is
that there must  be a nexus between the basis of
classification and t he obj ect of t he Act under
consideration. SSR  Cas, C.J. speaking for this Court in
Shri Ram Krishna Dalma v. Shri Justice S.R  Tendol kar &
ot hers, [1959] SCR 279 has fornulated the various aspects of
Art. 14 and out of them we may refer to the follow ng
proposition:

(a) Art. 14 condemms discrimnation not only by

substantive | aw but by a | aw of procedure,

(b) Art. 14 forbids class legislation but does not

forbid classification,

(c) In permissible classification, mathenatical nicety

and perfect equality are not required,

(d) The classification may be founded on different
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basi s, nanely, geographical or according to objects or
occupations or the like,

(e) If alaw deals equally wth nenbers of a well
defined class, it is not obnoxious and it is not open
to the charge of denial of equal protection on the
ground that it has no application to other persons, and
(f) Even a single individual my form a class by
hi nsel f on account of sone special circunstances or
reason applicable to himand not applicable to others.

This Court speaki ng through Chandrachud, CJ. in Re
The Speci al Courts Bill, 1978( 19792 SCR  476)
refornul ated in detail the propositions on Art. 14. The
following are relevant for the

168
present case and may be extracted:

(i) The constitutional command to the State to
afford equal ~protection of its law sets a goal not
attainable by the invention and application of a
preci'se formula. Therefore, classification need not be
constituted by an exact” or scientific exclusion or
i nclusionof persons-or things. The Courts shoul d not
i nsi st on del usi ve exactness or apply doctrinaire tests
for determining ‘the validity of classification in any
gi ven case. Cassificationis justified if it is not
pal pably arbitrary.

(ii) The law can nmake and set apart the classes
according to  the needs and exigencies  of the society
and as suggested by experience. It can recogni se even a
degree of evil, ‘but the classification shoul d never be
arbitrary, artificial or evasive.

(iii) The classification nust not be arbitrary but
nust be rational, that is to say, it nust not only be
based on sonme qualities or characteristics which are to
be found in all the persons grouped together and not in
others who are left —out but those qualities or
characteristics nmust have a reasonable relation to the
obj ect of the legislation.

There is yet another facet of Art. 14. This / Court
speaki ng through Bhagwati, J. in E P. Royappav. State of
Tam | Nadu, [1974] 2 SCR 348-AlR 1974 SC 555) and in Maneka
Gandhi case (AR 1978 SC 597) held that the basic principle
which inforns both Arts. 14 and 16 is equality and
i nhibition agai nst di scrimnation. Equal ity and
arbitrariness are sworn enenies, one belongs to the rul e of
law in a republic while the other to the whimand caprise of

an absolute nonarch. Where an act is arbitrary,” it is
implicit in it that it 1is wunequal both according to
political logic and constitutional |aw and is, therefore,

violative of Art. 14. Articles 14 and 16 strike at
arbitrariness in State action and ensure fairness and
equality of treatnment. This, in our opinion, ~is nore
fundanmental . Article 14 unlike other articles in Part 111 of
the Constitution, is an injunction against the State that it
shal | not discrimnate person to person unless the action.is
supported by well-known principles.

There is thus no doubt or dispute about the principles.
The question is only the application of the principles to a
given case. |In the present case, however, we do not find
that the revised policy of the Chandigarh administration
suffers fromany act of arbitrariness
169
either in classifying the appellants as a separate group or
in considering themfor allotnment of snaller sites in phase
I. The appellants formed a separate class. All the persons
who have applied for industrial sites for establishing
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printing presses were grouped together. They were consi dered
together. They could not have been accomodated in phase |
for want of enough sites. So another lay out was fornmed in

phase I. W are told that npst of the applicants have now
been allotted sites and they have since taken possession
The appellants were also allotted sites in phase |. W are,

therefore. O the opinion that the grievance of the
appel | ants about discrimnationis not justified on the
facts and circunstances of the case.

In the result, both the appeals fail and are disnissed,
but we nmake no order as to costs.
S. L. Appeal s di sm ssed.
170




