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The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by

SYED SHAH MOHAMVED QUADRI, J. These two appeals are fromthe comon
judgrment of a Division Bench of the H gh Court of Andhra Pradesh in wit
Petition (C) No. 3414 of 1982 and Appeal Suit No. 2291 of 1986 dated 24th
January, 1989.

The appeal s arise the sane facts and one set of the parties is common. The
subject matter of litigation is an extent of acres 2423,37 in Jatprole
Jagir, Kol lapur Tal uk, Mahboobnagar District in the erstwhile the N zams
State of Hyderabad. After the accession of the N zanis State of Hyderabad
with the Union of India, the Andhra Pradesh (Abolition of Jagirs)
Regul ati ons, 1358 Fasli (hereinafter referredto as 'the Regulations’) cane
into force on Septenber 20, 1949. Under that Regul ation, all Jagirs,

i ncluding the Jatprole Jagir, stood abolished fromthat date and their
admini stration stood vested in the State. Raja S.V. Jagannadha Rao was the
| ast Jagirdar. Respondent Nos. 3 and 4 are his legal representative
[hereinafter referred to as the Pattedars’]. It is the case of the
pattedars that when the State took over the Jagir, 'the Forest Departnent of
the State took under its control the forest |and, measuring acres 1,20, 824.
However, the |ands conprised in Survey No.11 of Asadpur village neasuring
acres 1523 and Survey No. 168 of Mal achi nthapalli village measuring acres
9000 continued to remained in the possession of the Raja as his patta

| ands. Soon thereafter, Notification No. 282 under Section 29 of the Andhra
Pradesh (Tel engana Area) Forest Act, 1355 [Fasli for short, 'the Forest
Act’] was issued on Decenber 4, 1950. The notification enumerated fourteen
villages conprising of an extent of 93.030 acres of Kol lapur taluk
Mahboohangar District, which was naned as Kol lapur range. It appears that a
notification under Section 30 of the Forest Act was al so issued but that
notification is not on record. In the year 1953, re-survey of the erstwhile
Jagir was conducted. The lands in question, namely, Survey No. 40 (ol d) was
assigned Survey no. 11 and Survey No. 241 (old) was assi gned Survey No.

168; however, the finalisation of the Survey was done in 1962. The
Pattedars filed an application under Section 87 of the Andhra Pradesh

(Tel engana Area) Land Revenue Act, 1317 Fasli [For short, ’'the |and Revenue
Act’] to rectify the mstake noted in the settlement record pursuant to the
said re-survey. The m stake was alleged to be that the nanme of the Khatedar
was not shown agai nst the said Survey nunbers which where shown as
"Mahasura’ (protected). The District Collector, after conducting the
necessary enquiry and on a joint inspection in which the Land Record

Assi stant and the Forest Range Oficer participated and i n which working
pl an was produced showing the area as the patta of the | ate Jagirdar

passed an order on April 25, 1966 directing rectification of the settlenent
record. Based on the said order, the Director of Settlenent rectified the
records and issued a supplenmentary set war on May 11, 1966.
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Under the Forest Act, a person who transports forest produce is required to
obtain transit permt. Though in the past, the Pattedars were transporting
forest produce on obtaining transit permt, it was , however, denied to
them on their application made on Cctober 14, 1966. It is worth noticing
that the tehsildar of those vill ages recomended granting of transit
permts showing the |ands as patta lands. It was for the first tine mat the
Forest Departnent appeared to have taken the plea that the lands in
guestion were forest |ands and the Chief Conservator of Forest (Appell ant
No. 1 in Cvil Appeal No. 8580 of 1994) expressed that the lands in
guestion were forest |and and doubted they were patta | ands of the
Pattedars. The doubt expressed by the Chief Conservator of Forest in regard
to the nature of the said lands let to a further probe into the matter as
to whether the |l ands conprised in the aforenenti oned survey nunbers were
treated as part of Jagir at the tine of taking over the jagir or whether
they were treated as patta |l ands of the Raja. In view of the queries nmade
by the Chief Conservator of Forest, the Collector, Mihboobnagar District
formul ated as many as five questions and directed the Tehsildar to furnish
replies thereto. On may 2, 1972, the Tehsildar replied that the lands in
guesti on were patta |l ands and assessed to | and revenue; there was nothing
on record to show that they were taken over along with the Jagir and ot her
forest area under the supervision of the Governnent. A letter No. D. D s.

J/ 2706/ 72 dated 21st Cctober, 1972 fromthe R D.O addressed to the
Col I ector discloses that fromthe accounts maintained for the period prior
to the re-survey in the year 1953, rectification of the record and i ssuance
of supplenentary setwar, it was proved that the lands in question were the
personal property of the late Raja. Further, on January 16, 1974, a letter
was addressed by the Director of Settlenent to the Chief Conservator of
Forest that the lands in question were in possession of the respondents
prior to the abolition of Jagirs-and that the matter did not require any
further exam nation as the rectification of record was nmade under Section
87 of the Land Revenue Act. There is a reference to the report of the

R D.O. dated 31st Cctober, 1975, which was nmade on inspection and after
maki ng | ocal enquiries, stating that the | ands were in possession of the
Pattedars as private patta |land. While so, the Government of Andhra Pradesh
proposed to acquire the | ands in question which were likely to be subnerged
upon conpl etion of the Srisailam Project. Two notifications were issued
under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894. The first was issued on
January 31, 1975 proposing to acquire 410 acres out of 'the land in Survey
No. 11 in Asadpur village and the second was issued on Novenber 4, 1976
proposi ng to acquire an extent of 45 acres and 20 guntas of land in Survey
No. 168 in Malachintapalli village for SrisailamProject. However, the
CGovernment of Andhra Pradesh issued orders cancelling the said
notifications issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 and
wi thdrawi ng fromthe acquisition, on the ground that the said | ands were
Covernment | ands, on February 16, 1978. The sai d order was assailed by the
Pattedars in Wit Petition (C) No. 2084 of 1978 before the Hi gh Court of
Andhra Pradesh. The Hi gh Court quashed the recital in the inpugned order of
the Government that the said | ands bel onged to the Governnent but in other
respects mmintained the sane by partly allowing the wit petition on
February 21, 1979. This gave rise to filing of a declaratory suit by the
Pattedars and ordering further enquiry into the matter by the Governnent of
Andhra Pradesh.

In view of the dispute between the two departnents of the Government with
regard to the title to the lands in question, the Governnent of “Andhra
Pradesh issued orders on 17th August, 1979 directing the Comm ssioner of
Survey, Settlenment and Land Record to nake an enquiry under Section 166-B
of the Land Revenue Act and to pass a speaking order after hearing the
parties concerned. Wile the enquiry was pending, the Pattedars filed the
suit (O S. No. 73 of 1979, which was re-nunbered as O S. 7 of 1984) in the
court of the | earned Subordi nate Judge, Wanaparthy, Mahboobnagar D strict,
for a declaration of title, recovery of conpensation for the lands in
qguestion and for rendition of accounts. Pursuant to the said order of the
CGovernment, the Comm ssioner conducted an enquiry, heard both the parties
and opi ned that the order of the Collector, passed under Section 87 of the
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Land Revenue Act, was correct and did not call for any interference there
with. That order was passed by the Conmi ssioner on Decenber 5, 1981. The
Government apparently accepted that order of the Conm ssioner as no further
steps were taken by it to correct or set aside that order. However, the
doubt in the mind of the Chief Conservator of Forest still persisted and he
filed Wit Petition (C) No. 3414 of 1982 in the H gh Court of Andhra
Pradesh chal l engi ng the order of the Conm ssioner of Survey, Settlenent and
Land Record dated Decenber 5, 1981. The trial court, after conducting tria
and on consideration of the evidence on record, decreed the suit with
costs, insofar as the reliefs of declaration of title and rendition of
accounts but declined the relief of award of compensati on/ damages by

j udgenent and decree dated March 25, 1985. Aggrieved by the judgenent and
decree of the | earned Subordinate Judge, the defendants - the Land

Acqui sition O ficer, Mahboobnagar District and the Government of Andhra
Pradesh represented by the Coll ector, Mahboobnagar - filed Appeal No. 2291
of 1986, before the H gh Court of Andhra Pradesh. The afore-mentioned Wit
Petition (C) No. 3414 of 1983 and Appeal No. 2291 of 1986 were heard

toget her and di sm ssed by a Division Bench of the Hi gh Court by a comon

j udgenent ‘on April 21, 1989, which is the subject matter of challenge in
the appeal s before us.

M. P.P. Rao, |earned senior counsel appearing for the Pattedars-
respondents in G vil Appeal ' No. 8580 of 1994 and M. Harish N Salve,

| ear ned seni or counsel appearing for the Pattedars-respondents in G vi
Appeal No. 9097 of /1995, raised a prelimnary objection as to the

mai ntai nability of the wit petition filed by the Chief Conservator of
Forest as well as the appeal arising therefrom Article 300 of the
Constitution of India, it is contended, provides that the Governnent of a
State may sue or be sued in the name of the State; Section 79 of the Code
of Civil Procedure, 1908 directsthat the State shall be the authority to
be naned as plaintiff or defendant in a suit by or against the Governnent
and Section 80 thereof directs notice to the Secretary to that State or the
Col l ector of the District before the institution of 'the suit; and Rule 1
of Order 27 lays down as to who should sign the pleadings. No individua

of ficer of the Government under the schenme of the Constitution or the Code
of Civil Procedure can file a suit or initiate any proceeding in the name
of the post he is holding, which i's not a juristic person. M. K
Anreswari, |earned senior counsel appearing for the appellants, has argued
that before filing the appeal, the Chief Conservator of Forest had obtained
orders and therefore, the wit petition and the appeal should be deened to
be filed by the Governnment of Andhra Pradesh; not nam ng the Government of
Andhra Pradesh in the wit petition as the petitioner or in the appeal as
the appellant is only a procedural matter and, therefore, it is not fata
to the maintainability of the wit petition and the appeal .

To appreciate the contention of the |Iearned senior counsel, it wll be
useful to refer to the relevant provisions of the Constitution of 'I ndia
[for short, "the Constitution’] and the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 [for
short, "the C.P.C."]. Article 300 of the Constitution falls in Chapter |11,
which deals with property, contract, rights liabilities, obligations and
suits. Article 300 reads as foll ows:

"300. Suits and proceedings.-(1) The CGovernnent of India may sue or be sued
by the name of the Union of India and the Governnent of a State may sue or
be sued by the name of the State and mmy, subject to any provisions which
may be made by Act of Parlianent or of the Legislature of such State
enacted by virtue of powers conferred by this Constitution, sue or be sued
inrelation to their respective affairs in the |like cases as the Donini on
of India and the correspondi ng Provinces or the corresponding I ndian States
m ght have sued or been sued if this Constitution had not been enacted.

(2) If at the commencenent of this Constitution-

(a) any legal proceedings are pending to which Donminion of Indiais a
party, the Union of India shall be deemed to be substituted for the
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Dom nion in those proceedi ngs; and

(b) any legal proceedings are pending to which a Province or an Indian
State is a party, the corresponding State shall be deened to be substituted
for the Province or the Indian State in those proceedings."

From a perusal of the provision, extracted above, it is evident that the
CGovernment of India as also the Governnent of a State nay sue or be sued by
the name of the Union of India or by the name of the State respectively,
subj ect, of course, to any provisions which may be nade by Act of

Parliament or of Legislature of such State by virtue of powers conferred by
the Constitution.

Section 79 of the C.P.C. deals with suits by or against the Government. It
reads thus:

"79 Suits by or against CGovernnent.-ln a suit be or against the Government,
the authority to be named as plaintiff or defendant, as the case may be,
shal | be-

(a) in the case of a suit by or against the Central Governnent, the Union
of India; and

(b) in the case of a suit by or against a State Governnent, the State."

A plaint reading of Section 79 shows that in a suit by or against the
Covernment, the authority to be nanmesas plaintiff or defendant, as the
case may be, in the case of the Central Governnent, the Union of India and
in the case of the State Governnent, the State, which is suing or is being
sued.

Order 27 of Rule 1, as nentioned above, deals with suits by or against the
Governnment or by officers in their official capacity. Rule 1 of Oder 27
C.P.C. says that in any suit by or against the Government, the plaint or
the witten statement shall be signed by such person as the Governnent nay
by general or special order appoint-in that behalf and shall be verified by
any person whomthe Government nay So appoint.

It needs to be noted here that a legal entity - a natural person or an
artificial person - can sue or be sued in his/its own nane in a court of
law or a Tribunal. It is not nmerely a procedural formality but is
essentially a matter of substance and considerabl e significance. That is
why there are special provisions in the Constitution and the Code of Civi
Procedure as to how the Central Government or the Governnent of a State may
sue or be sued. So also there are special provisions in regard to other
juristic persons specifying as to how they can sue or be sued. /In giving
description of a party it will be useful to renenber the distinction

bet ween mi sdescription or misnoner of a party and m sjoi nder or non-joi nder
of a party suing or being sued. In the case of m sdescription of a party,
the court may at any stage of the suit/proceedings pernit correction of 'the
cause title so that the party before the court is correctly described;
however a m sdescription of a party will not be fatal to the

mai ntainability of the suit/proceedings. Though Rule 9 of Oder | of CP.C
mandat es that no suit shall be defeated by reason of the m sjoinder or non-
joinder of parties, it is inportant to notice that the proviso thereto
clarifies that nothing in that Rule shall apply to non-joinder of a
necessary party. Therefore, care nust be taken to ensure that the necessary
party is before the court, be it a plaintiff or a defendant, otherw se, the
suit or the proceedings will have to fail. Rule 10 of Oder I C P.C

provi des remedy when a suit is filed in the nane of wong plaintiff and
enmpowers the court to strike out any party inproperly joined or to inplead
a necessary party at any stage of the proceedings.

The question that needs to be addressed is, whether the Chief Conservator
of Forest as the petitioner/appellant in the wit petition/appeal 'is a
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nere m sdescription for the State of Andhra Pradesh or whether it is a case
of non-joinder of the State of Andhra Pradesh - a necessary party. Inalis
dealing r wth the property of a State, there can be no dispute that the
State is the necessary party and should be inpleaded as provided in Article
300 of the Constitution and Section 79 of C.P.C., viz., in the name of the
State/ Union of India, as the case may be, lest the suit will be bad for
non-j oi nder of the necessary party. Every post in the hierarchy of the
posts in the Governnment set-up, fromthe |owest to the highest, is not
recogni sed as a juristic person nor can the State be treated as represented
when a suit/proceeding is in the name of such offices/posts or the officers
hol di ng such posts, therefore, in the absence of the State in the array of
parties, the cause will be defeated for non-joinder of a necessary party to
the lis, in any court or Tribunal. We nake it clear that this a principle
does not apply to a case where an official of the Government acts as a
statutory authority and sues or pursues further proceeding in its nane
because in that event, it will not be a suit or proceeding for or on behalf
of a State/Union of India but by the statutory authority as such

Under the schene of the Constitution, Article 131 confers origina
jurisdiction on the Supreme Court in regard to a dispute between two States
of the Union of India or between one or nmore States and the Union of |ndia.
It was not contenplated by the franers of the Constitution or the C P.C
that two departnments of a State or the Union of India will fight a
l[itigation in a court of 1aw. It is neither appropriate nor permssible for
two departnments of 'a State or the Union of India to fight litigationin a
court of law. Indeed, such a course cannot but be detrinental to the public
interest as it also entails avoi dabl e wastage of public noney and tine.
Various departments of the Governnent are its linbs and, therefore, they
must act in coordination and not in confrontation. Filing of a wit
petition by one departnment against the other by invoking the extraordinary
jurisdiction of the High Court is not only against the propriety and polity
as it snmacks of indiscipline but is also contrary to the basic concept of
taw which requires that for suing or being sued, there nust be either a
natural or a juristic person. The States/Union of India nmust evolve a
mechanismto set at rest all inter-departnental controversies at the |eve
of the Governnment and such matters should not be carried to a court of |aw
for resolution of the controversy. In the case of di'sputes between public
sector undertakings and Union of India, this Court in Ol and Natural Gas
Conmi ssion v. Collector of Central Excise, [1992] Suppl. 2 SCC 432 call ed
upon the Cabinet Secretary to handle such matters. In G| and Natural Gas
Conmi ssion and Anr. v. Collector of Central Excise, (1995) Suppl. 4 SCC
541, this Court directed the Central CGovernnent to set up a Conmittee
consisting of representatives fromthe Mnistry of Industry, the Bureau of
Public Enterprises and the Mnistry of Law, to nonitor disputes between
Mnistry and Mnistry of the Government of India, Mnistry and public
sector undertaki ngs of the Government of |ndia and public sector
undert aki ngs in between thenselves, to ensure that no litigation cones to
court or to a Tribunal wthout the matter having been first exam ned by the
Conmittee and its clearance for litigation. The Governnent nay include a
representative of the Mnistry concerned in a specific/ case and one from
the Mnistry of Finance in the Conmittee. Senior officers only should be
noni nated so that the Conmittee would function with status, control and

di sci pline.

The facts of this appeal, noticed above, nmake out a strong case that there
is afelt need of setting up of sinilar conmttees by the State Governnents
also to resolve the controversy arising between various departnments of the
State or the State and any of its undertakings. It would be appropriate for
the State Governnents to set up a Comm ttee consisting of the Chief
Secretary of the State, the Secretaries of the concerned departments, the
Secretary of Law and where financial commitnents are involved, the
Secretary of Finance. The decision taken by such a comittee shall be

bi nding on all the departments concerned and shall be the stand of the
Gover nment .
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Now, reverting to the facts of the case on hand, we are of the view that
after the said statutory order of the Comm ssioner of Survey, Settlenent
and Land Record, the matter should have rested there. W have, therefore,
no hesitation in conming to the conclusion that it was not only

i nappropriate but also illegal for the Chief Conservator of Forest, though
he m ght have done so in all good faith, to have questioned the order of
the Conmmi ssioner of Survey, Settlenent and Land Record before the Hi gh
Court of Andhra Pradesh in Wit Petition (C No. 3414 of 1982. The Chi ef
Conservator of Forests as the petitioner can neither be treated as the
State of Andhra Pradesh nor can it be a case of m sdescription of the State
of Andhra Pradesh. The fact is that the State of Andhra Pradesh was not the
petitioner. Therefore, the wit petition was not nmaintainable in [aw. The
Hi gh Court, had it deened fit so to do, would have added the State of
Andhra Pradesh as a party; however, it proceeded, in our view erroneously,
as if the State of Andhra Pradesh was the petitioner which, as a matter of
fact, was not the case and coul d not have been treated as such. As the wit
petition itself was not maintainable, it follows as a corollary that the
appeal by the Chief Conservator of Forests is also not maintainable. W are
unabl e to accept the contention of M. Anreswari that nmerely because the
concerned officer had obtained the perm ssion of the Governnent to file an
appeal , which-is not placed before us, the wit petition and the appea
shoul d be treated as an appeal by the Governnment of Andhra Pradesh. The
perm ssion granted tothe concerned authority mght be a pernmission to file
an appeal which cannot reasonably be construed as authorisation to file the
appeal in his own nane, contrary to law. It could only be a permission to
file the appeal in the nane of the State of Andhra Pradesh in accordance
with the provisions of the Constitution and the C.P.C. W may al so record
that in spite of the Pattedars taking objection to that effect at the
earliest, no steps were taken to substitute or' inplead the State of Andhra
Pradesh in the wit petition in the H gh Court or in the appeal in this
Court.

Now, we shall deal with Cvil Appeal No. 9097 of 1995, which arises out of
the suit filed by the respondents herein. The respondents-plaintiff clained
in the suit that the | and neasuring 748.24 acres out of Survey No. 11 of
Asadpur village and | and measuring 45.20 acres out of Survey No. 168 of

Mal achi ntapalli village in Kollapur Taluk, Mhboobnagar District be
declared as the patta lands of the plaintiffs and they be awarded
conpensation for the said | ands, which was submerged i'n the Srisailam
Project. The said | ands were clainmed to be ancestral patta | ands and
constituted private Hone-Farm|and of Plaintiff No. and his father and were
bei ng enjoyed as grazing land for their cattle and for cattle breeding
farm The plaintiffs had been paying | and revenue in respect of those | ands
since the abolition of Jagir in 1949. The appellants denied that the suit

| and was patta | and and hone-farm |l and of the pattedars. It was pleaded
that they were forest |lands of the State. To establish their claim the
Patt edars produced two witnesses. The first witness was one of the
Pattedars and the second was the Tehsildar of the Jagir Jatprole for the
peri od Novenber, 1937 to Septenber, 1949, They also filed supplenentary
setwar, Exhibit A-1. During the period 1954 to 1958, perni ssion was granted
to the Pattedars by the Governnment for cutting forest wood; pernission
letters were filed as Exhibits A-2 to A-9 These docunents show t he exercise
of right as owner over the suit lands. Exhibit A-10 was filed to prove that
in the village map, the suit |ands were shown as patta lands: In support of
the plea for paynent of the land revenue after the abolition of Jagir from
1951 to 1974, Exhibits A- |1 to A-26 were filed. Those receipts related to
Asadpur village. Exhibits A-27 to A-44 are receipts for paynment of |and
revenue in respect of the land in Ml achintapalli village. To prove that
prior to the abolition of Jagirs, the suit |lands were under the control of
the last Jagirdar, Exhibits A-46 to A-50 were filed which relate to the
period 1312 Fasli to 1328 Fasli and show the expenditure incurred by the

| ast Jagirdar in respect of the suit |ands. The pahani patrika for the
period 1972-1973 and 1983-1984 were also filed as Exhibit A-53 to A-55 but
they may not be really rel evant because they relate to the period after the
di spute had arisen between the parties. As against its evidence not an iota
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of evidence was placed on record by the Governnent to establish that the

| ands were taken over at the tine of abolition of the Jagirs or that they
formpart of the forest area and/or otherw se vested in the Governnent. The
trial court as well as the Division Bench of the H gh Court believed the
oral and documentary evidence to decree the suit of the pattedars for
declaration of title and for rendition of accounts. However, the relief of
conpensati on was decl i ned.

M. Salve has heavily relied upon the presunption in Section 110 of the

Evi dence Act to support the judgment and order under challenge. He subnmits
that in view of the long uninterrupted possession of the pattedars title to
the land in their favour has to be presuned and it would be for the
appel l ant-State to prove that they are not the owners of the land. M.
Anreswari has contended that, on the facts, the presunption is not
attracted

Section 110 of the Evidence Act reads thus:

"110. Burden of proof as to ownership.-Wen the question is whether any
person is owner of anything of which he is shown to be in possession, the
burden of proving that he is not the owner is on the person who affirnms
that he is not the owner."

It enmbodies the principle that possession of a property furnishes prim
facie proof of ownership of the possessor and casts burden of proof on the
party who denies his ownership. The presunption, which is rebuttable, is
attracted when the possession is prina facie |awful and when the contesting
party has no title.

This Court in Nair Service Society Limted v. K C. Al exander and Os.,
A l.R (1968) S.C. 1165 observed,

"the possession may prina facie raise a presunption of title no one can
deny but this presunption can hardly arise when the facts are known, when
the facts disclose no title in either party, possession al one decides."

The pattedars proved their possession of the |lands i'n question from 1312
Fasli (1902 A.D.) as pattedars. There is |long and peaceful enjoynment of the
| ands in question but no proof of confernment of patta 'on the late Raja and
the facts relating to acquisition of title are not known. The appellant-
State could not prove its title to the lands. On these facts, the
presunption under Section 110 of the Evidence Act applies and the
appel | ants have to prove that the pattedars are not the owners. The
appel l ants placed no evidence on record to rebut the presunption.
Consequently, the pattedars, title to the land in question has to be
uphel d.

W have gone through the judgement of the trial court as also of the H gh
Court. W have perused the notification issued under Section 29 of the
Forest Act. It shows that as nmany as fourteen villages are enunerated
therein. Villages Asadpur and Mal achintapalli do not figure in the
notification. Even otherw se also, the notification does not show anything
nore than the fact that the Government has formed a protected forest area.
That by itself does hot extinguish the rights of the private owners of the
| and nor does it show that the |ands in question vest inthe State. A plain
readi ng of the statutory order passed by the Conmi ssioner of Survey,

Settl ement and Land Record under Section 166-B of the Land Revenue Act on
Decenmber 5, 1981 places the matter beyond doubt mat the suit |ands were
patta | ands of the Pattedars. For all these reasons, in our view, the Hi gh
Court has conmtted no error in confirmng the said order of the
Conmi ssi oner of Survey, Settlenent and Land Record and the Judgnent and
decree of the trial court.

I nasmuch as no cross appeal was filed by the said pattedars-respondents in
regard to the denial of relief of the conpensation, the interimorder
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passed by this Court on Decenber 1, 1994 directing paynent of one-half of
the conpensation shall stand vacated.

In the result, the appeals are dism ssed with costs.




