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             S U P R E M E   C O U R T   O F   I N D I A
                        RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

  Civil Appeal No.1543/1998            @@
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA

  Distt. Magistrate, Shahjahanpur                     Appellant (s)

                                VERSUS

  M/s. Neelam Talkies & Anr.                          Respondent (s)
  (With office report)

  Date : 10/04/2002 This appeal   was  called on for hearing today.

  CORAM :

           HON’BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE N. SANTOSH HEGDE
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SHIVARAJ V. PATIL

  For Appellant (s)     Mr. Dinesh Dwivedi, Sr.Adv.
                        Mr. Mukesh Verma, Adv.
                        Mr. R.C. Verma, Adv.
                        for Mr.Pradeep Misra, Adv.

  For Respondent (s)    Mr. Debasis Misra, Adv. (N/P)

          UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                              O R D E R
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             Heard  learned  counsel  for the appellant  for  five
    minutes.
             The appeal is dismissed.
             No order as to costs.
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        (N. Annapurna)                          (Shelly Sengupta)
         Court Master                              Court Master

             (Signed order is placed on the file.)
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        Distt. Magistrate, Shahjahanpur            ...Appellant(s)

                versus

        M/s. Neelam Talkies & Anr.                ...Respondent(s)

                             O R D E R@@
                             CCCCCCCCC
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                We have heard learned counsel for the appellant and
        seen  the relevant provisions.  We are of the view that the
        High  Court  is  right in the view it has  taken.   If  the
        intention  was  to require the assessee to pay tax  at  the
        normal  rate   even  for  the   period  during  which   the
        grant-in-aid had not been cancelled, that provision  should
        have  expressly stated so.  As it reads, it cannot be  held
        to have any retrospective operation.
                The appeal is dismissed.
                No order as to costs.
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