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2 Central Administrative Tribunal
V Principal Bench

O.As 4808/97, 543/97, 553/97, 515/97,
425/97, 538/97, 541/97, 41/97,398/87,
146/97.

New Delhi this the 18th day of September, 1997

Hon ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J).
Hon ble Shri S.P. Biswas, Member(A).

0.A.480/97

Shri Mukaesh Kumar,
S/o Shri Jagbir Singh,
R/o D-399, Shastri Nagar, . :
@ Ghaziabad-281801(U.P.) ...Applicant.

By Advocate Shri O0.P. Khokha witﬁ Shri S.C. tuthura.

Versus

1. Union of India through
the Secretary,
Ministry of Personnel,
Pension and Public Grievances,
North Block,
New Delhi.

2. The. Staff Selection Commission,
® - through its Chairman,
Block No. 12, CGO Complex,
Lodi Road, N.Delhi. :

3. The Regional Director (WR),
Staff Selection Commission,
Army & Navy Bldg., 2Znd Floor,
, 148, Mahatma Gandhi Road,
3 _ Mumbai. . . .. Respondents.

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

0.A. 543/917

Shri Arvind Chaudhary,

e b S/o shri S.K. Singh,

R . C/o Dr. R.P.":Chaudhary,

S A-2, West Jyoti Nagar,

Shahdra, Delhi. ... Applicant.

By Advocate Shri T.D. Yadav proxy for Shri S.S. Tiwari.

je, ' Versus
= _




Unibn of India - through

1. Secretary, ' R R
Staff Selection Comm1351on,

Lodi Road, Lt

Block No. 12, CGO Complex,

New Delhi. R

2. Regional Director (ER) staff, ' .
Selection Commission,
Department of Personnel & Tralnlng,

SR 5, Esplanade Row west n o
‘i Calcutta. Lo :j_" SR Respondents.

4,ﬁi By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

0.A. 553/97

Manoj Kumar Gaur, =~ -0 fi o ccmem o toTw s
N arae-¥ill. - Doongra Jat, o SAmeel @i b s
Coi PO - Chini Mill, : P

i pistt. Bulandshahr (UP) o : ... Applicant. ®

By Advocate shri D.S. Garg.

versus

L e e s kSt et <

Union of India through e x‘ﬁwfff

"*1." The Under Secretary,
. Northern Regional Office, _
' gtAff Selectich Commission, ::7d »uoiuwwsd
Block No. 12z, CGO Complex,
Lodhi Road, N.Delhi.

S : 2. The Chairman, Lol T
e staff Selection Commission, = - %t i
Block No. 12, CGO Complex, 3

Lodhi Road, New Delhi’:

3. The Secretary to GOI, ST
Department of Personnel & Tralnlng,
Ministry 'sf ‘Personnel, Publlc IR
Grievances, North Block, y
New Delhi.

Voo s . Respondents.

By Advocate shri'V.§,R, "Krishna: *--

. L B B o -
S E T ey St o

0.A.5] 5/ EZ , ¢
.. C 1 R

“SRFL Suresh Kumar YadavL
s/o shri Bhoop’ Singh,
R/o 1I-79, Govindpuram,

Ghaziabad. .. Applicant.

By Advocate Shri.O.P. Khokhatwith‘ShﬁIVS@CQwLuthra.

0(%i, Lo _yij Versus




the Secretary,

North Block,. -+
New Dblhi o

Z. The Staff Selection Commlsslo
(&350 o0 ghrough its Chairman,

Block No. 12, CGO

Lodi Road, N.Delhi..

3. The Regional Director (WR),

1. Union of India through
Ministry of Per%hhhel.
-Pension and Public Grlevanoes

A A

Complex,

staff Selection Commission, LEXEES AL

Army & Navy Bldg.,

148, Mahatma Gandhi R°ad’“7;:‘;ﬁ :

.Mumbal

R O

Znd Floor, . .

R B

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishpa, '™/ @fesss

0.A. 425/97

Shri Chandra Shekhéhff :
S8/o shri Richpal Singh, P
R/o vill & PO - Razapur, . ~ 1

Ghaziabad.

By Advocate Shri QLP;

o P R e S At
S A T Ty ST
¢ .
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Khokha Wlt:i

Versus ﬁlh; ”|

1. Union of India through

the Secretary,-.

Ministry of Personnel, -
Pension and Public . Grievances

North Block,
New Delhi

Block No. 12, CGO Complex;
2 ucsss Lodl Road, N.Delhi.

through 1ts Chalrman,.ﬂ

I D

v P . o R A T .

y

3.. The Regional Director (WR),

Staff Selection Commission,. I
s an FlOOr. RS N IO TH 2 S A
148, Mahatma Gandhi Road, R

Army & Navy Bldg.
Mumbai.
By Advocate Shri V.S.
Sei0s A, 938797
.7: . 8hri: Sanday: Kumar,,.
S/o Shri Tejpal Slngh
R/o G-26, Pandav.Nagar
Meerut (UP)

By Advocate shri 0.P.

2

sl dage

R. Krlshna.

.
‘*ON‘ il
oo

":z:i‘ \w(“"

Khokha with Shri S.cC.

.:a++ Applicant.

Luthra.

. .ApPlicant.

Luthhra..



Versus

1. Union of India through...

the Secretary, ... | e
Ministry of Personne ]
Pension and Public G
North Block,

New Delhi.

- through its.Chairman- ... .
Block No. 12, CGO Co. .. . . .
- Lodl. Road, N. Delh1 I

3. The Regional Dlreotor (C R. )
Staff Selection Commission,
8, A-B, Beli: Road,.

shri Vinod Singh,
S/o Shri Bhanwar -Singh,
c-1/27, Nehru Vihar,
Dayalpur, PRI
Delhi.

versus

1. Union of India .through, .
Secretary, .
Staff Selection. Commlssion,""
Lodhi Road, Block No. .12, .

CGO Complex,
New Delbhi. ,.ﬁj7

2. Regional Director (WR) Staff:":“
=% Selection Comm1331on,

148, Mahatma.:Gandhi Road,
Mumbai.

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna.

0.A, 41/97

- Shri Subhash Singh, PR TR
: +C/o-Shri Ravindra Singh, .
H.No. C-1/27, Nehru Park;
) Dayalpur, EE ST S R T S S PR
New Delhi. ' o

Allahabad.
By Advocate Shri V.S. R.. Krlshna 31
0.A.541/97

2. The Staff Selection Comm13$londlii”ﬁ“:

o

AN R'é'épo_n den ts‘

...Applicant.

By Advocate Shri T.D. Yadav proxy for Shri S.S. Tiwari.

Army and Navy Bulldlng,Van Floor,":;

T Respondents.

- €;ffAbp1ic@nt.

By Advocate Shri.T.Di_YadaV proxy for Shri §.S. Tiwari.
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Versus

1. Union of India through:'
Secretary, | |
Staff Selection Commission, = .~ '--
Lodi Road, Block No.,12, R
: C.G.0. Complex, ' e I A
i New Delhi _ ey
2. Regional Director (WR) Staff o
Selection Commission, - A
Army & Navy Bldg., IInd Floor. SIIRNERINS

M.G. Road, Kala Ghoda; - : . i feld
Mumbai. S Ll 'Respondents,

By Advocate Shri V.S.R. ‘KhiShha, ' 'v-iv’

Y

IR [N aX] 9 (‘ .
gpgnf‘_,,fg_b__éaﬁi_l

Shri Arvind Kumar Sharma, S o ,

S/o Shri Gajendra Pal’ Sharmas, " - wIiUL A 0y

R/o F-20, Patel Nagar I,

Ghaziabad. (UP) ' "o Appllcant
".'51‘?.‘ .J

By Advocate shri 0.P. Khokha wlth Shri S C. Luthra.

PR

:;’«:-—-S «f : Ver SUS o * TR L AR e

1. . Union of India, through SRR METE

PO " the Secretary, cE s

AR .. .., Department of Personnel & Tralning,'

Ll LOETes ot Y Ministry of Pérsonnel,’ ' - LA N
: @ ‘ ' Public Grievances and Pensmns,

= Nor th Block.l . ’

New Delhi., += ">~ .

; 2. The Staff Selectién Commis&ion, ©

i through its Chairman, . .
Block No. 12, C:iG.0~ Compléi{*

Lodhi Road, N.Delhi: “ut¥

3. The Regional Director (NR) Ca
. Staff Selection Commls‘slon,,_~ )

Block No. 12;-CGO Complex, POl lansiesd n

Lodhi Road  New Delhi fwwmfij:” v Respondents.

.. . By Advocate Shri ch;R. Kri:'sllfmavnh”l

T P e T T

;L"ﬂmu%

s s b S P S P " ]
Q!A‘- lﬂﬁlgz . i Sl sl et DN RO A v

"Shri Ashutosh Kumar, -

S/o Shri Om Dutt, A 13\f¢ LD

R/o No. I/827, .Vill. Khera,

6.T. Road, Shahdara, BRE fisddur Seaz

Delhi. _ - ' J 7:‘f_¢ ‘1{5\...Abplicant.
P! i

_By Advocate shri 0.P,. Khokha with Shri.SiC.: Luthra.
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15 »Union of. India,, hrough
the secretary, :
" Department of personnel & Training.
~ Ministry of Personnel, o
e Public%GrievancesAand Pensions, .
. Nor th-Block, o A
7 CNew Delhi

’ 2: 7 eThenStaff: Selection Commission,
, through its’ chairman, :
sl v Broek: Nos:12,:C.G.0 Complex. .
. Lodhi Road, N. Delhi. N T e

. 3. The Regional Director (NR). Fd sy nhad
trad o oand staffiSelection Commission,

Toalen Tonnsn yedy o0
Inspectors of Central Excise, Income ‘Tax, etc, 1996. The
R TR N’ ‘[‘(:/-} it

applicants were' candidates for this recruitment and they

MEETURE MR B s Pl \ =, i’
e i amdal ai . :..'n (’

Bl cancelling their candidatgrefon~the~grounddthat they have

o ,:,,.cpd"ﬁ submitted more“ than ‘ohe ‘application ‘-for the said

ol e 23 BT V nen [

Pt _ examination' which is contrary to “the instructions given'by

e ~ Block No. 12, CGO Complex, = @ ¢ DEiietiuy
RS £+ Lodhi. Road, New Delhi... . .. . 'n..ARespondents.
Lzl radvocate: Shrd Ve S.R. &rishna.:.ﬁﬁwij i o O
..... friy T 00 AN o P R -
- . All the aforesaid 0 As were taken up together as
.\ gid.tne“parties ;agrﬁed that the relevdnt ”facts\ and issues
iy f;:}a;é;h in these cases are identical., “Shri .Luthura, learned
. i counsel for the applicant in O AL 480/97 ‘led:the arguma:;s’
- _,which Qere adopted generally by*the- other ‘learned counsel4
.. adding wherever‘ necessary the additional p01nts which have’
) \}_falso beep‘considered ERNEEE
gw%m&gmmﬁkfﬂgyﬁWWweﬁ, ﬁ{i:.y S _
"ss ivaer L i;;julhese’ cases arise out’ of - the . advertisement
e ”T? fﬁww f%sued bymihe‘staf¥“%election Commission (SSC) - Respondent
‘l o /4 dated id;l{.l995 in respect of recruitmeﬁtjto the post of

are aggrieved kby he forder passed by he respondents




them. They submit that they are otherwise qualified for
thedpost and ought to have been considered eligible ln
spite of hav1ng thelrff applications ; regected on the
aforesaid grounds. In 0. A 48@/9? it is.seen that the
applicant has himself submltted that he had submitted three
applications for three dlfferent regions and had also given

BRI

“Feefjf"* “hads appeared for  the
e PROE ST SO 1

examination in the western Region at. Bombay where he had

three examinations

v'f.,'."Y E(H!

been given the roll _number. _His candldature had been
AT v"q ?'.3...1

| cancelled by order dated"ZS ¥4 1996 the basis of

RN S
w5

-

¥sa | ..0F

.srespondents - reject the appli 1on, they cannot reject the

~

m ey d o
r PR

Note III of Para 20 oF “the” ihstructlons.; shri Luthura,

learned counsel;pstateszthat“hefhasieh&lle&QEQchis note as
it is arbitrary -and.violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the

cgnsﬁityQQQQ@ He submlts that Note III of patra 20 of the
- SN . e 'a & f'* AL et

instructionsv has lost its relevance after the judgement of

0+ the Supreme . Court. in. Radhey Shyam h & Union

$]2 522 Sgale 322 He submlts that as

[ -y

A whes respondents have now adopted an All India basis for the

O AT e

o

rirselection; :and snot. zonewise as prev1ously held by them, the

‘.,‘L;,|:., 5 55

sy e

Lrnvapplicanks;scan, therefore,‘appear only in ”one selection

LR 3 by i 0

icentre: and . it did not therefore, matter whether they .had

'_‘., . i i rg, g‘.‘:.f }"\"

submitted more than one appllcatlon even 1f the respondents

had 1nstructed» them not to do so.' Shr1 Luthra, learned
7 counsel,- also .. nel}es_ on the Judgement in K.M, Prajapati
Iﬂﬁi-a-—ﬁnd othe_§ _(ATC  1994(21)507

b N r\«
>:He' submits that even if the

Mg .
ZET LT LA ek st
E RN RN

e

:,,F”‘"

- I'f\‘\L 71

-

LR B A

w.-applicants’, candidature for the examlnation. He also

FINBOE L WL

;nsubmlts that it was for the respondents to have scrutinlsed

1:€""'1['3M BE

s akd o the<application forms and if they’ have done it after

:.r‘l,f’ L( f- -;.m,'
H

- “theexamination was held 1t was bad in law. He relies on

W med f hiagl,

(o canother }udgement of the Supremt Court 1n 551 Krishan Vs.



T

learned

122).

that once'the-respondents;havetallowed the

The

‘Ul‘l S o

PRI

. counsel submits

to sit in ‘the ‘examination

applicants even if there was any

,,wcinfirmity. they " cannot reject their candidature. He

referred to the practice “followed by: the UPSC to show that

the clause has no meaning as it is not followed by the

'recruiting Commission,

other major He has also

tthat later in ‘the same examination of 1997, Respondent 2

have discontinued this clause.'w' - Y

o . "»’,":"‘:' [ e e N
R R e '.:1._:_;.-. oy e B2

, .
Py . Tt I

3 4‘ In 0.8 3'§'8"‘/5957"" CArvind . Kumar- . Sharma Vi

Union ot India & Ors ) and 0. A, 7@6/9?46Ashutosh Kumar Vs.

(935

o Union of India for

& Ors ), " the '5Iearned"acounse1 the

further Sibmitted that: they:had jntimated
and,

s applicants has

'to”‘cancel the““otherifapplications

Respondent 2

e

therefore, here was only ohe application—which,was to be

R T

considered even two

though hey might ©-have submitted

of

@

earlier. In 0 A Union

|!

ndia & Ors ),:

_ 553/97A(Manoi*Kumaﬁ*Gauryyaw

Shri D.S. Gara, Jearned..counsel for

applicant while adOptingﬁ”thef*other‘*arguments

MRS Y

uthra, 1earned counsel " for the'applicants;in the

who

submitted

has in addition that the’ applicant,

cases.
was about 25 years was immature whenwhe_applied first

L3 »,-:;'. Pe

,iAllahabad and “thie ’

in Delhi “and he mays: . therefore,

- excused for~ changing his “mind. ‘He- has also-.argued that as

Vil e";tJ? .‘1‘3:._

no show cause
A

illegal and

otice was " yssued, "thef‘cancellation was

1t was for thé respondentsfto:haye scrutinised

AR L; =

. the applications the

“before ‘the"*~”candidates' took

xamination.'“ tﬁese”reasohs,'theilearned counsel for

-

For’

N the applicants

«A-é-y

"hé&e‘ submitfed' that - - there was

TR A =T

justification whatsoever for the- respondents to cancel the

of the applicants and the clause contained _in

candidature

submitted

be}

\.H

has

of Shri |

other '

in

no -
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Note I111.6f ePara 20 of the advertisement was arbitrary.

»‘"-“;*? b

Zo-

[ LN,

" eThey - ‘have, therefore,,sought a direction to the "Fespondents

\i"

“to call the-appligants for interv1ew and proceed ‘Further in

the” selection process pursuant to. £hé' said: written

examination held. on ZB.A 1997 with consequential benefitsp

cuitbe i We s have seen_:the reply filed by the
Tpédpondents and. heard Shri V.s. R ‘ Krishna, learned

L

counsel. He has submitted that the Judgement “in Radhey

( v

§nxam §1ngh‘s case (supra) w111 not apply to the present

. i case ‘as’ thein: Lordships have made it clear in the judgement
’ itself ‘that’ ;it will. have prospecttve application only, and
-whatever vselections . and appointments:have)sbﬁfar been made

TR vinwaccordance ~with,. the 1mpugned p;o;ess.of selection shall

o ;viﬁﬁot;be“disturbed}p Ehe. basis off thisiﬁjuddement The

._’__4;

‘Supreme. Cour t: - -has, . ordered that 1n future Selection shall

-

i S

fE L P o be- made:-on. ZQH?J @§§5§‘? He, therefore: submits"that

£5 f Ter o e _srﬁce;fhehéﬁdaggwﬁ?pf ig@%ﬁv.juddementkyis) 3. 12 1996aM4the
- ”j“" i i*adventisemént .;fgﬁ' the., examl&éti°" ) i:“‘ quection was
T 202851401995, - there was no illegality in the cancellation of

! ‘the‘applications submitted “by”the candidates which were
}Lcontﬁarthngfpn) . hotice for ;\the£l ekamination. The

SLlT s gxaminations, An question,lhyasw held onA 28 4.1996 1i.e.

- ”beforevthe judgement in gadhey %Pvam i gh § ga§9_1§QQL§l;

ST LT

He has submitted that 1f the applications submitted by the'

Foiovr

I T cy

fredneiapplicants ,were, not in proper form. their candidature also

RN -
- i (',: [N

BEEE IR “'goes..and:they .cannot. then claim that they have been
o ) ~ :’; T r b i ’\_) e L i ;
declahedgpassed .or empanelled in the 11st of successful

"Jd.j-l)]_( [t}

o oandidates. | He has also submitted that.the rellefs prayed
o ) R -vp:"_ I": s
BN oo fFor bystne appliqants cannot be granted as they have

. ¥ ‘%":.: \_13‘41’ i <
7i already.taken the examination wlth the aforesaid conditioans
Phe s
S and-thev.cannot, therefore, approbate dnireprobate. He has
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diStanShed the judgement in Klﬂl Et.jge_ti_s_g_we L§ug£§d

7 stating that the candidate in that case had not signhed the
form but it was thought that he had only written his name

which is not the situation in the present case. He has

-

) also submitted that Note III of para 20 of the notice of
the examination' is not arbitrary in which lit has been

N clearly stated that the candidates should submit only one
application, and multiple applications will be rejected

' summarily. He has also submitted that slmilar applications

IR ‘;..

(0 A 881/97 & 0. A.“ 610/97) filed in this Tribunal have
o also been rejected S e
- i 5. We have carefully considered ‘the pleadings and
T I TR 0 . Y SRR SRS S S I
. the subm1ss1ons made by the learned counsel for the
) ‘parties. We find there is no merit in these 'applications
) for the reasons given below. |
. 3 el I it - L -;{_;
. 6. .In Bgdhex §D! §1 gh § ga (supra), the
o | Supreme Court in tﬁe Judgement dated 9 12 1996 has clea’&y
stated that | their Judgement E'wlll .“have'i prospectiveg
R ﬁ o L 1(_»? ISEAN iy i O =

application and whatever selections and app01ntments have

g o
Rer Z w2 A : S b

been made ‘in accordance wlth the' 1mpugned process of

i.i.,tg TL Selectlon.ﬁﬁonﬂﬁ zonal basis ; shall Enot be disturbed.
‘"“"”ifdi” Admlttedl;l. the lexaminations '1n que;{lonf were held on
“yifvf[ 28.4.1996 and ““therefore, this judgement “would not be
o ya_ applicable:' Lfnb’the%,advertisement for‘fthe’ examination

. f,;d appear;ng {A £B;”E£pizkn;nt News dated 25 11']995 Para 20

B %TTJ““ﬂéébe'lﬁét#ugéions'”to the appllcantsras to how they should

“submit their applicatlons. Note III further stated clearly

Foyeh s dar solzioh
that a candidate should submit oge application only and
ultiple applicatlons‘ will be rejected summarily. -In the

M reJection letter. Respondent 2 has stated that it was found

Y2
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_that the applicants _have submitted more  than  one

application for the same examination.' It 1s also important

_to note that{ while submitting .the. applications to the

[ - RN B ..&
. R .

Commission, the applicants had given a deolaration in
_writing that no other application for the same selection

'“has been sent by him. In the notice to the applicants, it

- -1 I P S T

,has also been“ mentioned that in the event - of false

’ '.._ LTt

1nformat10n being detected before or after the ‘examination,

B ' . -t

their application: is liable to be reJected summarily and

et Wk Lo

their candidature cancelled In the declaration, they had

~( x__,-

to submit that ' they have not submitted any other

,_“._l.. oy

application and 1if they contravene this rule, their

application will be rejected by the Commission summarily.

.“

The applicants were, therefore, duty bound to make full and

el cart

correct disclosure about the fact that they have applied in

L Lot _< _r,

other zones also which they have suppressed In the

circumstances of the case, we find no substance at all 1in

the challenge made by the applicants that their candidature

~

SETRSE P 3

should not be cancelled even though their application may
R R SR :7-:7:'::'7:";(_3:._:-_'{ Re P : ) l‘f AT Ry~ “

be found 1rregular. The contention of the learned counsel

IRV S PR ‘ . R
\" i Ay - x..‘,.il..' xr ‘“"’JQV".‘.*

that since the applicants were young and therefore, they
ER g «\{.

) were 1mmature can, hardly be accepted when 1t is seen that

_,l‘ [N - oS R
£ i [ R R T a«)(’ -

right at the threshold of their career they have given

i ) IR :‘:;:.'1,‘," W ‘l.} ! S

false declarations. ‘ In all these cases 1t is not disputed

" 4.,: . i : ( oo .
1 ! SEREN G A R S i | PR BN Y

that the applicants have submitted more than one

R wopd AR PRl S

application form and gave a false declaration. In some of

@it THT O dommas iy s 20 A aivaaniaggs

the cases, it was contended by. the learned counsel that

| : : Pt I tad h et 5 3 "
s DoF st ,....”'*-T" DRI S EEE S I TR SN “‘1 Vs IR C;fs.l..""

. they had 1nt1mated to the Commiss1on about cancelling one

R IS - W L S -

AR : slioutdzal sveg

“ of the applications but that does not absolve them of

R oY Lowvilogs wlandd Fiwmdns

_ giVing a falseh declaration. The decision taken by the

.\;W.-_ 2 " N 4 e ) .
e ERER N E It et BN

_ respondents that the applicants were guilty of submitting

NGNS [
L 4.,. e - N “\

] multiple applications cannot therefore, be faulted It is

1
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| e
also to be viewed with serious concern that in some of the
cases the applicahts have now tried to plead that the? may
“ber excused because'they_ere young or that such condition ‘is
i r;f-?ug,:;wulLtna vires :-and so on. -We find no illegality 1in the
S . instructions/notice . given infthe impugnedAjudéehent and it
{ ' <  js settled law that after "having aepeafed in the
‘examlnatlon, they cannot take such pleas. At several
&places an “the edvertlsement, namely;:ﬁ§%§|}§;aqe Note-III
of Para 28 of the Instructions to candidates oelntained 6]
the application form itseif, it has been-clearly indicated
:‘? | that the candidate should submit only one application form
 7¥ together with other relevant instrhotions; The eontention
ef the iearned counsel tor the applicants that the
respondents ought to have checked the ‘application forms
before they sat 1in the examlnatloh‘ls also without eny
» basis as sufficient notice had also been given to the
o appliean‘ts about this.  The suppression of matefial fac%

| by the epplicants and making false declarations cannot be

excused merely because they are young. There is also no

question of invoking the brinoiple of promissory estoppel
against the respondents in ‘ these cases because the
applieants cannot be treated as equals with other .

candidates.

7. From the above, it is seen that the applicants .
are guilty of suppression qfumaterial facts, they have made
false declaretions in the applications and they -
cannet,therefore, claih any reliefeion the ground that they
are young and immature. In the facts of the cese,» the

other cases cited by them do not also assist them. See also .

‘the decis1on of the Tribunal in O A. 448/97 de01ded on 7. 7.97

~dismissing another~s1m11ar applicatlon.

-
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B

we find no merit

8. For the Feasohs given:above,.

"at all in these applications. - The same’ areﬁﬁaccordingly

dismissed. No order as to-costs. . iliiunios
P T - .
e T

kshmi waminathan)

L

'( mt. La

S, R :
. .
i niht g . . >
e \ . et . o= oo R PR < L .
Member (A) SoenTEos S e g T Member (3 ) i
N A - L ' -\l 3 v 1
- t T -
’ (. { N E vy
“SRD"
N - of -
: vi f i 1 R .
i \ L
Wyt
s 't 1 * y 3
B i VYL M \ .."‘_'_“ L + V.:i" P
~ e dds e . Y
‘ PR R R o
\j;.'-‘x
§ "y
roa
> wond b - :
SR
3 . i
A "{ ¥ ¢
R
: !
Bl }
Y B .
. AN s h ‘. 1 X
B! Lo
. d :
.
ke ¢ 'J 5
Wb
R
i o a
- t Turdy N - 3 Lo Pt .
RN R vt Ly gt ¢ / SR
e Pe B
;o
-~ f
} ', N s N . / !
P R K . : Lo .
i o . Gt i
P I- A
- g ! = AT o
- Y ¥ =] D “ -~
-
B \ . .
. - . H "y ’ ¢ 5 e
- “ “ ] . ; o - i =, z
7 ERAE ‘ . .
i B ST i A i
v : ot £ [
NPPUER S 2 L oy .
Y - s J BT L Coa 4 L E Yo
: i 4
A e N
3. 3
- - . v ».oz‘l,/ ‘. ¢ ":
: T R N P
- P IR R fui VI
P4 L Sty
i
-l - .
o W f‘ s 3y
i s b RN P 5
B S e eIt o
|\‘. H
[ ; ¥ . .
i5
\ .. .
! % . s
T 1 ) & H . .
MR “ T AR ISR -
f - , - A i
. yon




