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Shri.O.K. Malhotra and 6 others, vha are i.^orking as

Tele Communications Inspector Grade—II have filed the present

application under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals

Act, 1935 assailing the impugned order d t .12.4.1990 'issued by

the Head Office, Baroda House (Annexure Al) for selection of

Tele Communications' Inspector Grade-1 in the pay scale of

t..2000-3200- and notifying the date of examination for the same

annexing a list of eligible 74 candidates; in which the names of
!

applicants appear at Serial Nos.50-52, 56; 60 and 61; The name

of bhri Iqbal AJimed, applicant No.6 does riot appear in the
i'

list. The grievance of the applicants is^that -^e selection
i,

procaedings initiated by respondent No .1 fe fill up nearly
29 posts of TCI Grade-I calling 74 candidates is nat basad on

the actual seniority for appearing in the written examination.

Further, the grievance of the applicants i.s that the ir po'siti.n
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in the seniority list has not been propetly- shown in TGI

Grade~II, ^^ile the seniority of a^candidate plays a very '

important role in forming the final panel because out of the

Candidates Wno secure more than 60';^;^ marks and less than 80?^

marks, the candidates are picked up in accordance with "the

seniority irrespective of the marks they obtain and the firnl

panel is prepared in accordance with the seniority. Thus a
/• . •

senior candidate securing 60% marks willjunior

candidate v.ho might ha^ye secured less than 80?^ giarks. The

grievance of the applicants is that since- they have been'

placed at Serial i%.50,and belov/, they will have lesser chances

of being selected because some of the .juniors have been placed

senior to thern as they were appointed much after the" appo intment j
/

of the applicants.

2. The applicants have prayed for the grant of the

following .reliefs

(a) That this Hon'ble Tribunal mayO^e pleased to mash
the impugned seniority list issued on 12.4.1990
I Anne xure A-l ) .

(b) That this Hon'ble Tribunal may be further pleased to
direct the respondents to hold, the post of TGI Gr.I
after revising the seniority list as per law as
declared by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in V,V.Rangia's
c a se »

(c ; That this Hon'ble- Tribunal may be furthe rple ased to
direct the respondents to give the benefit of
p.romotions to the applicants in the p© st o f TCI Gr. II
from the date from which their juniors have been
promoted with consequential behefits.

3. The facts of the case are that there' are three grades of

Tele Communications Inspectors (TCI), v^hich are as follows

(i) TCI Grade III (rs .425-700/14C0»2300)
(ii) TCI Grade II (Rs .550-750/1600^2660)

(iii) TCI Grade I (rs-.700-900/2000-3200) .
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Be sides there is another post of Chief TCI in the pay

scale ©f .340-1040/2375-3500. The authority of all these
/•

grades was controlled till 1984 by- the Quar'ters of the

Northern Railway. By the- order dt.1.5.1984 (Annexixe .^2), the

Railway 3Q ard has passed an order for restructuring ©f

Group 'C cadre including that of TGI, the benefit of

restructuring was t© be given w.e .f. 1.1.1984 against all

vacancies which arose from restructuring. It was als©

laid down ^hat a Hallway servant becomes due for

promotion only ®ne grade above the grade of the p@st held by

him at present, on a-regular basis, and if such higher grade

post is classified as a selection p©st, the existing selection

procedure will stand modified, in such a case to the extent

that selection will be based only on scrutiny @f service

records without hc^lding any written ard/'©r viva-v©ce' test.

The. avern^nt of the applicants is'that about first 40 posts 0f •

TCI Grade-III Rs .425-700 v^re upgraded to TCI Grade II fc.550-750. •

Ihe rbrthern Railway Head Quarters issued another circular

dt.1.9.1984 on the subject of decentralising of the tv^ lo'Aest '
" ' - • i

"cadres in Signal and Telefcem Department and it was laid dov^n that !

these posts will be controlled by the respective divisions of the

Railways with immediate effect for all purposes of promotion/

confirmation and transfer etc. The staff working on the respective!.

divisions will continue to work there and maintain their lien/

seniority on those divisions. In the case of TCI\^rking in the

construction organisations or who are on deputati9n |̂.wi5l^©ntinue
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to hold their lien on the division from y.,here they v.ere last

transferred to' the construction organis-3tio n or placed on

deputation el sevvh'.ere. It vi/as also provided that necessary action

v/ith regard to the filling-up the post of TCI in the above grades

against the vacancies, caused as a result of restructuring of the

cadre and existing vacancies as on 1.1.1984 in terms of the

instructions contained in the Board's le tte r d t .1.5 .1984

(Annexure A2) may be taken by Divisional Railway Managers by'

opening fresh roster registers. The applicants have filed a

combined seniority list of Telecom Inspectors Grade 425-700

as in June, 198 2 and the seniority list as on 5.7.1934 (Annexures A4

and A4A) . The case of the applicants is that tliey are senior to

some of the TCIs wtio are shown much above 31 .I%i .50 of the

eligibility list attached to the circular dt.12.4.1990

(Aniiexure Al) . It is also-stated by the applicants" that after

decentralisation, no seniority list was issued by he adquarter's

office. Thus it is averred that the staff nentioned at

SI .i%s.29 to 49 in the eligibility list (.Annexure Al) are much

junior to the . appl ic ants W-ien the seniority lis%of 1982 and 1984

. illustrative
are taken into account 'and ..an.; -/. - , chart has been furnished

in para-4.24 o-f the application. Thus it is .averred that-

' vis-a-vis
the l9v\er T seniority of the ^pl ic ants the ir juniors is on .

account of illegal and arbitrary act.ion on the part of

respondent Kb .1 to d ece ntral ise the post v^/ithout filling up the

posts which were- already existing prior to decentralisation. It

is further stated that the vacancies ought to be filled up in
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accorciance with the rules which ha^ye been .in force at the

time v^he n the vex-ancies had actually arisen. It is further

stated that by virtue of these unjust and illegal seniority lists,

the service career of the applicants will be jeopardised in

as .nuch as nearly 21 persons ha\/e been placed senior to them

in the eligibility list are actually much junior to them.

4. The applicants have also stated that the field of

eligibility vjas issued by respondent Kb .1 on 12.4.199G for

holding selection lor the post of ICI Grade 1 and they have only

been informed about this v^'ritten test oni .5.1990 while at least

three weeks notice prior tt^^ the said examination had to

b9 given to the canaiciates whenever a selection is to be held

ano, in any case two weeks' clear notice has to be given and as

sucn, holding of an examination without giving proper notice is

arb itr ary and il 1e g al .

5. The respondents contested this application and stated that

certain posts fell vacant because of the upgrad atio n of the p^sit'-;n

•the -cadre m ... the: . divisions of the 'Northern R;^ilw3y v/vh ich

v.e .re to be f il led up af be r de ce nt ral i sat io n of the cad ,re ' by

respective divisions of the R^^ilways. If the applicants

had any grievance against decentralisation of posts of TCI

•jrade lil and Grade II, they should ha\/e represented at that

time. after a period of ov«r 6 years they "c an-« t raisa such
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a.-grie'/ance '..hen already in 1934, 1985, a p^n-l of 77 TCI

Grade I and again in 1.988, a p^ane 1 of 19 TCI Grade I was

prepared, but the ;ppl,icants nQ'ver rep.re sen ted against the decision

of decentralisation. The applicants are, the .re .fore, estopped from

challenging the same. The eligibility list vhich has also been

refer.red to in the counter as combined seniority list of

TCI Grade Ii (Annexure Al) has been prepared on the basis of

seniority list of TCI Grade II leceived from the Divisional and

extra divisional offices for the purpose of holding selection

for the post of TCI Grade I v.hich is a headquarter

controlled category'. Ifhas no relevancy ivith the seniority list

of TCI Grade III issued in 193 2 and 1984. when it was a

he adquarter's controlled c ategopr p rio r to 1984. It is further-

stated "in the reply that eligibility 1ist/se nio rity list was

also received previously vhG.n se,lectipn to the post of TCI Grade I

was held in 1988 and at that tim? the applicants \A,e.re not

covered in the field of eligibility of the candidates v,ho were

called for selection.

6. As regards the short notice for vvrittsn test, the said

test was postponed to 26.5,1990 arid the £pplic3nts should not

ha^/s any grudge on that account. Thus it is stetsd that the

app 1 ic a nt s h a ve no ca se ,

7. Quring the pendency of the OA, Sukhdev Kaushim, H.C.Saxena,

Pre.q] Lai Bhasiri and 3unoe.r Lai also applied through A'l? 273/91

to be imp leaded as intervre -rs. Ml these ^.e tit if
t io ne rs • we pq

. . .7. . .



inple-aded as respondents ^Jos.3~6 in the OA. .The private

respondents also opposed the grant of relief to the

applicants. They have taken the plea that the application

is barred by time as the spplie ants are seeking the relief

of filling up of vacancies '/\hich have occur:ced in 1984 and

revision of the'' se nior ity list in the grade of TGI Gr.III and

promotion to TCI Gr.IX. In fact the private respondents also

iterated Lhe sanie facts as averred oy the official raspordents.

8 . 'By the inte rini orde r dt.21.5.1990, cppl ic ant

Shri Iqb al Ahraed vho was not in the eligibility list for appearing

in the written e xamination was allov^d'to .ppe ar provisionally

by an interim order granted on that date . It vvas also ordered

on -that day that the selection process may continue, but the

result shall not be announced. As a result of this interim

order, the result of the selection has not been announced.

During the course of the arguments, it has been revealed by '

the learned counsel for the respondents that out of the present

applicants, Shri K.K^Mahajan did not appear in the selection

ana on.y S/bhri \/. G. Nig a;n and :''i .C .Sachde va have cleared the

selection and the remaining; four applicants have failed in the

said selection.

9. ife-hove heard the learned counsel for the ' appl ic ants as veil

as the learned counsel for the o f f ic ial s spo nde :nits . .None
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el

appeared on behalf of the private* respondents at the time ©f

final hearing. The learned counsel for the applicants stated

thi^t the restructuring has taken place w.e ,f. ,l.i.l9d^ bv
•i

the circular of the Railway Board dt.1.5.1984 and relying on

the decision of Y,\/.Ra ngaiy a £- Ors. Vs. J.Srinivas Rao 3. Ors.,

reported in 1983^3; SCO 0^284, arguJ d that the vacancy in •

any cadre has to be filled up accordisia to the rules in force

viien the vacancies arise. The learned counsel for the

applicants referred to the relevant observation of tjx'Lordships

of -the Kon'ble Supreme Court in the aforesaid case

Ka« not tha slightest doubt th st the posts v.hich fell vacant

prior to the smnded cules could ts goverred by the old rules

:rd not by ae ne„ rules." The learned counsel argued that

on 1.5.1934, the Railway Board issued instructions (tanexuie A2)

on cadre review and .restructuring of Group 'C cadres as a result

of vhich the nujiber of posts in TCI Grade II has been increased.

According to -the circul ar, , the pienBtions in pursuance of

resturcutring .ere to be gi„en effect from 1.1.1984. At that

relevant tir.ie, tte posts in Grade II and III of TCI ;,ere

controlled by the he adquartsr's office of.;\brthern .aailKsy and
the promotions fro,a Grade III to Grade II made on the

b.^sis of inter-divisionaJ. seniority of Northern RaU„ay on -the
basis rf criteria prescribed for selection. Thus tL applicants
in -this case have the grievance that after decentralisation of
the cad« after th-a circular dt.1.9.1984. -the staff working in

the posts in the ^spective division

»• •9«.,
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v;ill be filled by the Divisional Railwdy Manager by opening

fresh roster registers. The grievance, therefore, is that the

posts in Grade II as existed'on i.1,1'984 ard also which were

created in the above grade as a result of re structuring, of

the cadre should ha'̂ /e been filled on the basis of inter-division,al

seniority rather on the basis of divisional seniority. This

CO rite at ion of the learned counsel suf fers f rom t'vO f 1 aws .

Firstly, th? circular of decentralisation was issued on 1.9.1934

(Anaexure" A3), The applicants have not challenged ijne above ,

circular of decentralisation even in the present OA. The concept

of senior and juniar has bee n-s tie ssed by the learned counsel

on the^point of entry in TGI Grade III arguing that they w'ere

appointed as apprentices TelecGrnmunication Inspectors

on the Northern R^ilvvay through Roil way Recruitnne nt Board in

the ye ar .1974 and 1975 and having successfully completed their

- sh ip .
apprentice/, for-tv.o years, they joined the ir ho rking po st in .

1976 and 1977. In the memo ol^arties attached to the application,

the applicants Nos.!, 2, 3 and 7 joired in 1977, applicant No .5

joined in 1978, applicant No .4 joined in 1980 and ^>plicant No .6

joined in August, 1976 under Senior DSTE, i'/bradabad Divisien ,

•The- seniority lists have been issued ini982 and 1984. The

staff mentioned in the seniority list from SI .No ,29 to 49

(An^sxure A) are those v.ho entered in TCI Grade III in J977, 1978,

1980, and 1982 and their ; ranking in the seniority list of

1984 commences from SI .No .132 and goes up to 247 \'vhile the

names of the applicants in the seniority list appear much earlier

I .
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to them at SI .158, 172, 174, 175, 180, 184 and '209. On

•the face ©f it^ appears that in the <pniority list v\hich vas

maintained by. the headquarte r's off ice by virtue of having •

entered in TCI Grade III, -some of the applicants are shown

. senixxto these #io are shoivn from SI .No. 29 48 in' the

e 1 igibility -1 ist. But the applicants ha\'3 not assailed i^.ither

that seniority list v\hich was issued in 1 987 by the lespondents

nor they have challenged the cfecentralisation scheme. - The

learned counsel for the .respondents has placed reliance on the

authority of Director, Lift Irrigation Vs. R.K. Mohanty, ^ .

reported in. 1991 (2) SCC 295 mere it has been held by the

Hon'ble Supreme Court that policy decision taken for the re-
1 • ..

organisation of the cadre cannot be chdlenged except : vhen

it is mala,fide. There is no challenge in the-present case by

the applicants and as such, the contention of the learned counsel

that the policy of decentralisation having not been-challenged

n©v/ cannot be revievved- judicially for granting the relief,

• cl aimed'by • the applicants.-

10, The main contention of the learned counsel is based on

the seniority lists vhich have been issued earlier by the Hi'ead

Quarter's office in 1982 and 1934 uhich materially differed from

the eligibility list circulated with the circular for selection

vjhichves, to be held in May, 1990. One of the aoplicants,

•. .11 •«>
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Shri O.K. Maihotra filed an additiDnal affidavit in vhich the

seniority list issued cn-8.6.1990 has also been filed as

Aniiexure III. The names of six of .the- applicants are shown,at

31 .No .15-17, 21-23. .^1 these applicants have been placed in

accordance with their original proper seniority according to the

date of appointment.- The contention of the learned counsel is

that only tv.o applicants, 3/Shri Ram Kumar and Rajiv Burman hava

been sho Vv'n se nio r to the applicants at SI .Mo .13 and 14 because

these two pe-rsons \,\ere directly appointed by the Railv>;ay

• A

Recruitment Board in the intermediate grade II.on .sjcount of

their being graduate engineers otherwise all the staff working

in the micro wave division have been shovnin the seniority

list in accordance with their date of appointment. In this

connection it has to be takan drv-to acceunt th at ce ntral isati® n

Vv-as done before the upgraded posts v\ere sanctioned and the

applicants have never represented ag ains t dece ntral isatia n. During

the course of the arguments, the learned counsel for the

respon-dents has pointed out that in the year 1934-8 5, a

selection was held for TGI Grade I and 74 persons v.ere empanelled

and again in 1938, a selection vas held and a panel of 19.

TCI Grade I was prepared. If the applicants had any grfevance

on.the basis of the seniority list of 1982 and 1984, theini they

should have represented at that time. But they have not done so.

It is a fact that the posts of TGI Grade III and II i^ere

I 1 ^
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pre\/iffiasly centrally controlled by h« adquarter's office, but

after decentralisetion v.ere ©rdered to be controlled by

respective i-'RfV'I w.e.f. 1.9.1984' (.-vnne.xure A3) and only the

posts afTClGrode I continued t© be centrally controlled. The

learned counsel for the •re spo nde nts has referred to the

Constitution Bench judgement of the Hon'ble Suprerre Court

in the case of Malocn Lav/rence Cecil D'Souza Vs. U.O.I..S, Ors.

reported in 1975 Supplernent SCR 409 vhere it has been held that

raking up old matter like seniority after a long tine is

likely to result in administrative complications and difficulties

It 'Aould, there-fare, appear to be in the interest of smoothness

and efficiency ..of service that such matters should be given

d quietus after lapse of some time. The same view has been

taken by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Rana Randhir.

Singn &rlnr. Vs. State of U.P reported in 1989 SC 218. In

viavv of the above facts as the seniority has not been clain^d

by the applicants at the opportune time as v./ell as the

decentralisation of the cadre of Gra-de II and III'of the TGI

has not been challenged even in the present OA, the contention

of the learned counsel for the applicants cannot be accepted

with regard to the fact that some of the persons v^ho joined as

Tul brade I.^i have been gi^yan earl ie r-promo tion to the post of

ICI urade II than the cpplicants.

11. Now coming to the effect of upgradation by the circular

of the Railv;ay Board dt .1 .la'.1984, it is stated that only 4 posts

4
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v\,ere added to the grade of TCI Gr.Ii and this fact is admitted in

the additional sffida'/it filed by Shri D.K iMalhotra in

May, 1991 .{p~i25 of the paper book). In para-i of the affidavit,

it is stated that only 4 additional posts cf Tele Communication

Inspector (TGI) Grade II vjere -sanctioned as a result of restructuring

vv.e.f. 1.1.1984. Out of 4 additional posts, 2 v.^ re allo\Aed in

the micro division in vhich 6 of the applicants v.ere working.

The remaining 2 \Aere allov.ed in other divisions of the Northern

Railway. The benefit of these 2 posts in the micro wave division

V-J3S given to the 2 senior most employees as is evident from

the memo dc.30.7.198 5 annexed to the affidavit (Annexure II). The

official seniority list of 3.6.1990 also goes to show that

Shri Anil Sharma, Shri K. K.Mahajan, Shri n .K,^nalhct^a and

Shri have been given officiating promotion w.e . f , 3G.7.l9d5

S/3hri M.G.Sachdeva and V.G .Migam h ave been giventhe be re fit

w .e.f. 7.2.1936. l\bne of these applicants has challenged at

the proper time the grievance of their promotion of their alleged

gunior on the basis of restructuring or on the vacancy then

existing from 1.1.1984. The laarned counsel for the applicants h aS

placed reliance on the judgement in the case cf S.K.Sharma

(CA 2063/88), but in that case the respondents did notput their

appearance. That case related to Signal Inspectors Grade III*,

The circular of the Railway Board dt. 1.5,1934 as well s

a . •14 • • fl
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i .9.1984 equally apply to the Signal Inspectors. The Principal

Bench in that case has taken the viev\^ that the promDtion to

the post of Signal Inspector Grade II in the pay sale of Rs-550-750

w.e ,f . 1.1.1984 shall bs considered by the respondents on the

basis of inter-divisional sniority for the entire Northern

Rsilwray for the post of Signal Inspector Gr.III in the pay scale

of Rs.450-700 and if he is found fit on the basis of the criteria

of selection as per the Railway Board's letter dt.1.5.1934, the

i

applicant shall bs given promotion to the post of Signd

In&pector Grade II in the then prevailing scale of Rs.550-750'

with effect from that date. On the basis of this observation,

thelearned counsel for tte applicants argued that the ^plicants
/

are in p©ri-materia with the Signal Inspectors v\ho were the

applicants in that 0,V2063/88 and so they also be granted the

same relief, Howe^r, the re. is a mate rial d if fe re nee betv.een

the tvo.. Firstly,^ tte present OA has been filed in April, 1990

and /secondly, there is no mention in the aforesaid judgement

of S .K.Sharma, that there has been earlier selection- also ts

Grade I. .Thus the facts ofthis case cannot be applied to the

.present case. The learned counsel for the applicants has also,

referred to another decision in the case of K.P.Seth &. Anr. Vs.

Union of India c. Ors. (OA 939/89i decided by the Principal Bench

on 27.11.1991 of the Permanent Way Inspector in various di^Asions.

That case related to for filling up the PWI posts in the

pay scale of Rs .700-900/2C0Cu.3200. In that case also, the.

L -
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respondents did not file tha counter and the matter was

decided without any assistance from the respondents. In both

the obo^j^ decisions of the Principal Bench, i.e., in the case of

S.K. Sharina as vvSil ' as K.?. Seth 6. Anr., the Principal Bench has

re I ied on the rat io o f the j udge me nt in '•/. V.Rangaiy a & Anr . (sup r a)

that V3C ancle s .in ;_any cadre.have to be filled up in accordance

with the rules in force vhen the vacancies arose. By this, it

is evident that the vacancies v.hich re created by virtue of-

restructuring as v^ll as "Sie vacancies existing on 1.1.1984 had to

be filled up in accordarice with the various circulars at that .time.

But the applicants are themselves to be blaried ho j: to, assail

the decentralisation affected in the cadre of Grade II and III by

the circular of 1.9.1984 (Annexure /G) . The matters vhich ha^/e

since been settled cannot be unsettled after a long time and

in this connection, reliance can be placed on the authority of

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Direct Recruit Class II

S nginee ring Off ice rs' Association Vs. State of Maharashtra,

reported in 1990 iz) SCC 175 v.herein tte last para, the Hon'ble

Supreme Court v.hile concluding the judgement observed that the

matters vhich have been settled once should not be allov-,ed to be

unsettled after a long period . The same view h as bee n exp re ssed

earlier in the case of Maloon Lawrence Cecil L'.'sjuza Cs'jpraj.

I 9 ihe learned counsel for the 3:«spondents also argued

that then there is promotion by selection^ seniority does, not

'±U
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pi ay_/Tiate rial role because the promotion is affected on the basis

of merit and not by virtue of seniority alone and reliance has

been placed on the authority of State Bank,of India Vs. /vbhammed

Vasiyuddin £. Crs., re;ported in AIR 1987 SC p-1339. The learned

counsel -ror the respondents has alsbj during the course of the

arguments, referred to the fact that the names of the applicants

in the memo of parties ha^^ not also been correctly shown and

even- the date of appo intme nt of the applicant, Shri K-V.^am is

of 1930 and that of applicant, Shri Migam is of October, 1978.

The learned counsel for the respondents has also disputed the

correctness of para 4.24 of the application and stated that tl^

persons vho have been referred to at 31.Nos.30-33 ar« senior to

•No.l
the applicant^/ v\hG is at SI,No.56. Thus the sta-teoEntof fact

also has not been correctly drawn by the applicants.

13 In view of the above discussion, the only conclusion that

G-an be drawn is that though the Railway Board issued, the orders

regarding re sturcturing of Group 'C cadres vide its letter

dt.1.5.1934 (Annexure A2), but the po sis o f TGI Grade III ard II

v/nich v'̂ re previously centrally controlled by headquarter's office

\/>.ere decentralised and v-ere ordered to be contrclled by the
c Ircul ar dt.

respect.ive D.R[vl yide ' V 1 •9 .1934 (-Anne xure A3), and decentralisation

was done before the upgraded posts Vvere sanctioned and the

applicants did not represent against decentralisation at any time

nor in the present OA. It has also come on record that a panel was

A
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dravvn for the selection post of TCI Grade I in 1984 a^rd 1935

33 v.ell as in 1988 and the applicants at any of these

occasions did not represent and so they are estopped from

raising such an objection nov;. Lastly, th? applicants had already

undergone the process of selection and only 2 of the applican-gs^

3/Shri Sachdeva snd •'•jigarn have passed the test. On this

account also, they should nothha^/e any grudge.

14 . In view of the above facts and circumstances, the

present application is devoid of merit and is d ismissed-le aving

the parties to begr their own costs.

(j.P.SHAaMA)
f.Ef,43ER (J) • H

Ci

.vEABtiR (a)
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Office Report

Page No,

Orders

OA-84 8/90 ' .

4.2.1993

After the arguments of both sides in the

matter were heard and the hearir^ was concluded,

learned counsel for the respondents filed some

additional affidavit on behalf of the

respondents v.h ich was received in the Registry

on 25.1»1993 but vJhich was sent to the Court

Officer by the Registry on 1.2.1993 to which

the learned counsel for the applicant also filed

a rejoinder affidavit v;hich was received in the

R.egistry on 27.1.1993. ^
Since both the affidavits were received in

the Court after the conclusion of the hearing

of the Case and no permission had been sought

by the parties to file the same after conclusion

of oral hearing, and as the judgraeot had been

prepared before filing of these affidavits

were brought to our notice, no cognizarce can be

taken of the documents referred to above®

The judgment in this case pronounqed today?

4.2.1993, is on the basis of the material

available on record and vnthout perusing the

two documents referred to above.

( J. P. Sharma )
Member (J)

{ P. C/ Jain )
Member (a)


