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The applicant, Kehar Singh, seeks quashing of the
select list prepared in March, 1993 for induction of
officers of the Haryana Police Service into the Indian
Police Service (IPS), He also seeks a direction to
the respondents to promote him to the IPS on the basis

of the select list prepared for the ysar 1991=92,

2. The facts which are either admitted or undisputed

or which stand established are thesg =

The applicant joined the Haryanpa State Police as
Rssistant Sub Inspector. He got promotions from time
to time anajﬁitimately inducted into the Haryapa Police
Service Class-I and was posted as Dgputy Superintendent
of Police and subsequently as Superintendent of Police.
The next promotion he could look forward to was to the
IPS. Promotion to the IPS is made in accordance with
the procedure prescribed in the Indian Police Service
(Appointment by Promotion) Regulations, 1955, for
short Regulations, framed by the Central Government
in exercise of the power conferred by Rule 9 (1) of
the Indian Police Service (Recruitment) Rules, 1954,
for short Rules. In the year 1991-92, three vacancies
were anticipated in the Haryana cadre of IPS, Sglgct-
ion committee met on 6.3.1992 to prepare selsct list
in respect of these three anticipated vacancies.

A select list of five officers yas prepared and
approved by the Union Public Service Commission, for
short Commission, as follouws &=

(1) Shri Suraj Pal (Provisional),

(2) Shri Dharam Pal,

(3) Shri Zile Singh (Provisional),

(4) Shri Kehar Singh (applicant), and

(5) Shri Sohan Lal,



Suraj Pal and Zile Singh were facing disciplipary
proceedings and were, therefore, not rqcommanded

by the Stats Government to the Central Government

for promotion to the IPS. Dharam Pal uhose name
appeared in the select list at sl. No.2 had besn
included also in the select list of 1990-91. He had
filed an Original Application in the Chandigarh Bench
of the Tribunal and on the basis of the interim order
passed in the said application, he was appointed

with effect from 5.12.1991. This appointment was
made on provisional basis subjsct to the outcome of.
the O.A. Shri Rishi Prakash, another officer of the
State Police Service, who was senior to the applicant
had filed Civil Writ Petition No, 8082/1991 in the
Punjab and Haryana High Court claiming promotion to
the IPS. This writ petiﬁion was alloyed by judgment
and order dated 28.10.1991. A mandamus was issued
directing the administration to consider Rishi Prakash
for being brought on the select list for appointment
to the IPS in the promotion quota and against the
vacancies of the year 1988 by convening a meeting of
the selection committee within two months. This
order was modified by order dated 21.1.1992. Under
the modified order, Rishi Prakash yas to be considered
not only against the vacancies of the ysar 1988 but
also againsg the vacancies of the subsequent years,
In implementation of the directions issued in this
writ petition, Rishi Prakash was promoted to the IPS
WeBefe 224141991 through notification dated 29.9,1992.
'Un 304341993, the selection committee again met to
prepare select list for the vacancies anticipated

in the next 12 months. The anticipated vacancies
were four. The selection committee prepared a

select list which, according to the applicant,
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compr ised seven names,’audaccording to the
respondents, comprised six namaé.l The applicant's
claim is that his name was at sl. No.7. Out of
these seven officers three were appointed and rest

including the applicant were not appointed.

3e The applicant's submission is that the selection
committee which met on 6.3.1992 should not have
included in its select list the names of Suraj Pal
and Zile Singh who were facing enquiry into

allagétions of misconduct and instead the procedure

of sealed cover should have been adopted in respect

of them. It is also his case that the action of the
administration in not appointing him to any of the
vacancies was wholly arbitrary as the applicant could
be promoted in place of Suraj Pal and Zile Singh

who could not be promoted on account of the pendency
of proceedings against them. The applicant points
out that'recommsndation in this behalf was made by
the Director General of Police but despite this
recommendation he was not promoted. According to the
applicant, when tuwo officers of the select list uere
facing disciplinary proceedings, it was obligatory

on the part of the administration to promote other
officers in the select list who were not suffering
from any such disability; there was no occasion to

keep the post vacant.

4, The applicant's next submission is that the
selection committee has to meet every year mandatorily
as held by their lordships of the Supreme Court in
Syed Khalid Rizvi & Ors. vs. Union of India & Ors, :
1993 (1) SWR 89. From this, the applicant infers

that the vacancies of one year cannot be clubbed

L
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with vacancies of the subsequent year Oor yearss
Stretching the argument further, the applicant
submits that when selection committee meets to
prepare select list in respect of the vacancies for
more than one year, separate select list will have
to be prepared fnr each year. The applicant contends
that the selection committee which met on 30.3.1993
did not prepare separate select lists for the years
1994-62 and 1992-93 and, therefore, the list
prepared for the year 1992-93 is invalid and cannot
be acted upon. It is claimed that once the select
list of 1992-93 is eliminated, the only surviving
list will be the one prepared on 6.3.1992 and the
applicant's name being included in that list, he

will be entitled to promotdocn.

S5 The original application has been contested

on behalf of the Centrli Government, the State
Government and tuwo of the three officers who were
promoted from the list of 1992-93, Separate replies
have been filed on their behalf but the plea raised

in defence is common. The defence is as follows =

Promotion from the State Police Service to the
IPS is governed by the Regulations. In preparing
the select lists in March 1992 and March 1993, no
provision of the Regulations has been viclated.
In view of the fact that anticipated vacancies
in the year 1991-92 were three, the select list had
to contain five names in accordance with the
requirement of Regulation 5 (1), Five names were
actually included and the applicant's neme was at

sl, No.4. Since the officers at sl., Nos. 1 and 3

L
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had been empanelled on provisional basis, they could,
in view of the proviso to Regulation 9 1), get
promotion only after the Commission had made the
recommendation unconditicnal during the currency of
the select list. Ouring the currency of the select
list of 1991-92, the Commission did not make
unconditional recomﬁendation in respect of the said
two of ficers and they were accordingly not promoted.
Under the same proviso the administration was
required to keep tuwo posts Qécant for the said two
of ficers. In this manner, out of the three
anticipated vacancies, two became unavailable for
promotions. Against the third vacancy promotion had
to be given to Shri Rishi Prakash who was senior to
the applicant in compliance with the judgment
referred to hereineabove. In this manner, no vacancy
became available for promotion of the applicant. On
these facts, it is submitted that the action of the
administration has neither been arbitrary nor

violative of Article 14 of the Constitution.

6e The respondents next submit that under the first
proviso to Regulation 7 (4) the list of 1992 became
unavailable for making promotion after 30.3.1993 when
the selection committee met to prepare the fresh list.
On this basis, it is submitted that the applicant's
claim for appointment on the basis of his empanslment

in 1992 is misconcisved,

Te In respect of the year 1993, the respondents
admit the applicant's allegation that anticipated

vacancies in the next 12 months were four, In view
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of Regulation 5(1) the - pahel was to ‘comprise -
six names only. There was no occasion for the
applicant to be at sl. No.7 as claimed by hime. The
respondents deny that the applicant yas empanelled

in the year 1993,

8. The applicant has tried to find fault with the
1993 list on the basis that vacancies of 1991-92 uere
clubbed with the vacancies of 1992-93. The
respondents point out that it is not at all a case of
clubbing. According to them, the select list was
required to be prepared in respect of all the
anticipated vacanciss and the backlog vacancies,
According to the respondents, the list does not
suffer from any infirmity as it has been drauwn
strictly in accordance with the provisions contained

in the Regulations.

9, In support of the application, we have heard
S/3hri Jagjit Singh and Naresh Kaushikj; on behalf
of the Central Government, we have heard Shri M. M.
Sudan; on behalf of the Haryanpa State, Shri I. S.
Goyal; and on behalf of the promoted officers Shri
P. P. Khurana. In view of the pleadings of the
parties and the submissions made, the following

questions arise for determination -

(1) whether the provisional empanelment of Suraj Pal
and Zile Singh, against whom enquiriss were

pending, in 1992 list yas illegal?

(2) wuhether the number of officers empanelled in

1992 and 1993 was correct?

7




(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

10.

ol e 3

whether before 30.3.,1993, any vacangcy became
available against Which the applicant could
be appointed on the basis of his empanelment

in 1992%

whether the applicant's empanelment in 1992
creates a right in favour of the applicant to

claim promotion to IPS5?

whether failure of the administration to appoint
the applicant despite his empanelment in 1992
is arbitrary and hence violative of Articles.

14 and 16 of the Constitution?

whether the vacancises of 1992 were clubbed with

the vacancies of 19937

if the answer to the above question is in the
affirmative, whether such clubbing is prohibited

under lay?

e
whether the list of 1993 suffers from any

o

infirmity?

whether the applicant's name was included in the

select list of 199372

Before we proceed to answer the above questions,

it will be desirable to have a look at the Regulations,

Regglation 3 deals with constitution of the

committee which will prepare the select list,

Regulation 5 deals ywith the Preparation of the list

itself. Clause (1) of this regulation requires the

committee to ordinarily meet at intervals not exceeding

One year and prepare a list of such members of the

State Police Service as are held by them to be

L
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suitable for promotion to the Service. Although
the clause uses the word 'ordiparily', it has been
held by their lordships of the Supreme Court in
Syed Khalid Rizvi (supra) that the requirement of
the committee meeting every year is mandatory,
The select list is required to be prepared in respect
of the vacancies anticipated in the course of the
period of 12 months commencing from the date of
preparation of the list. The number of officers
to be included in the list is prescribed as the
t. number of posts available during the said period of
12 months plus 20 per cent of such number or two,
_whichever is greater, Under Regqulaticn 5 (2), the
of ficers of the State cadre are to be considered in
the order of their seniority in that cadre. Clause
(4) requires the selection committee to classify the
eligible officers as 'Outstanding', 'Very Good',
'Good' and 'Unfit' on an overall relative assessment
of their service records. Clause (5) requires the
select list to contain the names of required number of
officers, first from amongst the officers finally
classified as 'Cutstanding', then from amongst those
classified as 'Very Good' and thereafter from amongst
those classified as 'Good'., Their names inter se
within each category are required to be mentioned in
the order of their seniority in the State Police
Service. The proviso to the clause reads as folloys -
"Provided that the name of any
officer so included in the list shall
be treated as provisional if the State
Government, withholds the integrity
certificate inr espect of such officer
or_a oceedings are conte ated or
di against him or anything adverse

against him has come to the notice of
the State Government." (Emphasised).

o b e by ST SEISP RS S o
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Clause (6) requires the list prepared under
Regulation 5 to be reviewed and revised svery year,
Under Regulation 6, the list prepared under Regulation
5 is required to be foruardeﬁ to the Commissicn by
the State Govermment along with the records of all
the members of the State Police Service included in
the list and the records of all members of the
State Police Service who are proposed to be superseded
by the recommendations made in the list. The State
Government while sending the list to the Commission
is reguired to make its observations on the
recommendations of the committee. Under Regulation
6 (A), the State Govermment is required to foruward
a copy of the list to the Central Government also
and the Central Government under the same Regulation
is enjoined to sentl their observations on the
recommendations of the committee to the Commission,
Regulation 7 (3) lays doun that the list as finally
approved by the Commissicn shall form the select
list of the members of the State Police Service.
Clause (4) of the same Regulation provides that the
select list shall ordinarily be in force until its
reviev and revisions The proviso to the clause reads
thus s=-

"Provided that no appointment to the

Service under regulation 9 shall be
made after the meeting of the fresh

Committee to draw up a fresh list
under regulation 5 is held,"

In vieu of this provision, the select list prepared
in an earlier year meets its automatic death as soon

as the select committee meets to draw up fresh list
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for the subsequent year, Thus, the list Prepared in
any year ordinarily lapses when a fresh list is
Prepared subsequently, Appointments from the select
list are made in accordance with the Provisions
contained in Regulations B and 9, Regulation 8 deals
with appointments to cadre posts from the select list,
Clause (1) provides that the appointments shall be made
in accordance with cadre rules and that in making
such appointments, the State Government shall follow
the order in which the names of the officers appear
in the select list, Clause (2) prescribes conditions
under which a member of the State Police Service whose
name is not included in the select list or who is not
next in order in that select list may be appointed,
Such an appointment can be made only when the State
Government is satisfied - (1) that the vacancy is
not likely to last for more than three months, or
(2) that there is no suitable officer available for
filling the vacancy., Where such an appointment is
made, the State Government under the first provise is
required forthwith to submit report to the Central
Government containing reasons for making appointment,
The second proviso lays down that where administrative
exigencies so require, the appointment may be continued
beyond a period of three months with the prier
concurrence of the Central Government, From these
Provisions it would appear that appointments teo cadre
posts can be made ordinarily from the seiect list only
and the officers will have to be appointed in the

order in which their names appear in the list, Ffor

L




deviating from this normal rule’y, - administrative
exigencies should exist, The judge of administrative
exigency will in_deed be the State GCovernment,
Regulation 9 deals with appointments to the Service
from select list. Under clause (1), the appointment
is made by the Central Government on the recommendg~-
tion of the State Government, The appointment has to
be in the order in which names of the members of the
State Police Service appear in the select list, The

second proviso to the clause reads as follous g=-

\

"Provided further that the appointment
of an officer whose mame has been
included in the select list Provisionally,
under proviso to sub-regulation (5) of
regulation 5 shall be made after his
‘Name is made unconditional by the
Commission on the recommendations of the
State Government during the period the
Select List remains in force, UWhile
making appointment of an officer junior
to a select list officer whose name
has been included provisionally in the
select list, one post will have té be
kept vacant for such a‘'‘provisionally
included officer;"

In vieuw of the above Proviso, an officer whose Name
has been included in the select list provisionally

can be appointed only after his provisional
recommendation becomes an absolute ones It becomes
absolute.uhan the Commission makes the recommendat ion
unconditional on a reference made by the State
Govarnmeﬁt. This has to be done during the subsistence
of the select list., The moment the select 1list lapses,
the same cannot be utilized for making appointment
therefrom. The next requirement of the Proviso is
that if an officer who ranks junior in the select

list is appointed, g4 post shall be kept vacant for

the officer whose name has been provisionally included

|
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in the select list so that if the Commission makes
the recommendation unconditional, there may be no
difficulty in appointing such officer. Cbviously,
if no post is kept vacant, it would be difficult to
make appointment of the officer after he sheds the
disability of being in the list only on provisional
basis., The third Proviso deals with the eventuality
when an officer of the select list expresses
unwillingness to be Promoted to the IPS, 1In such an
esvent, the officer junior to him in the select 1list
may be appointed'uithout reservation of any pest,
In fact, the'officer who refuses promotien loses
cleim for appointment to the Service from that 1list
under clause (2), The Commission is not required to
be consulted at the stage of actual appointment,

The Commission is required to be consulted only if

after preparation of the select list there has been
deterioration in the work of theenlisted officer.
Under Regulaticn 9(a) it is competent to the Central
Government to refuse appointment from the select list
if it is of the opinion that it is necessary or
expedient to do se in public interest, However,

in view of the proviso, this can be done only after

consultation with the Commission,

1« In clegrificaticn of the Regulations, the Ministpy
of Home Affairs has issued instructions from time to
time. In the Ministry's letter No, 4/4/60=-A1S(111)
dated i5.10.1960, it has been menticned that Regulation
9 deals with substantive appointment cutside the

State cadre. The same Position has been reiterated

in the Ministry's letter No. 28/41/64=RIS(I1I) dated

)
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11¢2.1965 in Paragraph 2.2 of which it has been stated
that Regulaticn 9 is independent of Regulation 8 which
deals with temporary appointment of select list officers

against cadre posts,

12, The above Regulations constitute a complete code
for promotion from State Police Service to the IPs,

In respect of matters specifically provided for in

the Regulations, no aid can be taken from general
rules, general praﬁtices or the provisions contained

in other rules. The Regulaetions do not exclude from
consideration at the time of preparatien of the

select list officers of the State Police Service who
are facing enquiries, Accordingly, the administration
had an obligation to consider Suraj Pal and Zile Singh,
The Reéulations do not reguire any recommendation to
'be kept in sealed cover, The argument of the learned
counsel for the applicant, therefore, that sealed cover
Procedure should have been followed cannot be accepted,
In our opinion, no illegality was committed in the
Preparation of the select list of 1992 when the names
of Suraj Pal and Zile Singh were included provisionally.;
Our ansver; . therefore, to the first question

formulated above is in the negative,

13« About the number of anticipated vacancies in
the years 1992 and 1993, there is no dispute between
the parties. In paragraph 4.IV the applicant has
stated that th;re were three anticipated vacancies
in the year 1992 uwhen select 1ist of five officers
vas prepareds In view of Regulation 5 (1) the select

additionally
list was to_contaiqj20% of such number or 2 whichever

S %
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® was greater. 20% of 3 would be less than 1 and, therefore,
the list had to comprise names of 3 plus 2 officers,
The list of 1992 contains‘names of 5 officers. The said

list is, therefore, in conformity with Regqulation 5(1).
14. In paragraph 4.,VI of the O«.Ae, the applicant has

mentioned that for the year 1992-93 there was one more
anticipated Vacancy in addition to the three of the
Previous year. Thus, according to the applicant himself,

the select list of 1993 was to be prepared for four vacancies, |

20 % of 4 would be less than one and, therefore, acain,

the select list for 1993 was to contain names of 4 plus
‘r 2 officers. This is exactly vhat has been done by the

administration. ye are, therefore, of the opinion that

correct number of officers vere empanelled in the select

lists of 1992 and 1993,

1S. The select list of 1992 uvas prepared admittedly
for three anticipated vacancies. The applicant being
at sl.No.dAcould, if at all, claim appointment only

’ | if an additional vacancy became available before the
expiry of the list or one of the officers enlisted at
Serials 1 to 3'became unavailable for promotion at the

time the state Government decided to make appointment

x from the list, Out of the three vacancies of the said
year, two had to be filled in view of court orders. Thus,
only one vacancy remained against which appointment could

ordinarily be made, While making appointment against
this vacancy, the officer entitled to appointment, subject
to suffering from no disability, vas Suraj Pal. The

recommendation inkfavour of Suraj Pal was provisional

and not unconditiondl. afcordihgly, he

.
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could not be appointed in vieu of the second
proviso to Regulation 9(1). After Suraj Pal, the
next officer in the list, excluding Shri Dharam Pal
at sl. No.2 who had been appointed under court orders,
was Zile Singh. The recommendation in his favour
was also provisional and not unconditional. Therefore,
he also could not be appointed as he also suffered
from the same disability with which Suraj Pal suffered.
In view of the second proviso bo Regulation 9(1) it
was obligatory for the administration to keep two
posts vacant, one for Suraj Pal ahd the other for
Zile Singh. Against these tuwo posts, only one wes
available after giving appointment to Dharam Pal and
Rishi Prakash. There was thus no post available
against the anticipated vacancies of 1992 which could
be diverted to the abplicant. This position continued
up to 30.3.1993 when the next selection committee met
to revise and review the list as directed under
Regulation 7 (4). In view of this situation, failure
of the administration to appoint the applicant despite
his empanelment in 1992 cannot be said to be arbitrary
or violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution.

16, It has been held by their lordships of the
Supreme Court in Syed Khalid Rizvi (supra) that
revision and review of the select list on yearly
basis is mandatory reguirement of Regulations.
Accordingly, the convening of the selection committee
on 30.3.1993‘cannqt be faulted. Once this meeting
cannot be faulted, the select list receives automatic
burjal and no appointment from that list can be made

in vieuw of the proviso to Regulation 7(4). The only




flaw pointed out inrespect of 1993 list by the
learned counsel for the applicant is that anticipated
vacancies of 1992 were clubbed with the vacancies of
1993, According to the learned counsel, this clubbiﬁg
is not permissible under‘the Regulations. Ue are
unable to accept the submission of the learned counsel.
If the intention of the framers of the rules was to
prohibit clubbing éf vacancies they would have made a
specific provision in that behalf. The rules do not
require the selection co;mittee to.preparo separate
lists for each recruitment year. The rules only
require the select list to be revieuad'and revised,
The review and r evision will automatically include
consideration of the vacancies already existing and
the vacancies anticipated within the next 12 months,
In our opinion, the Regulations far from prehibiting
clubbing, sanction the same. The question raised by
the learned counsel specifically came up for conside-
ration before the Chandigarh Bench of the Tribumal in
OD.A. No. 306/PB of 1993 - S. S, Grewal & Ors. vs.
State of Punjab & Ors., connected with D.A. No.449/CH
of 1993 = Harjit Singh & Ors. vs. Unicn of India,
decided on 12.1.1994, This was a case df promotion
from the State Civil Service to the Indian Administre
ative Service (IAS) in accordance with the provisions
of the Indian Administrative Service (Appointment by
Promotion) Regulationes, 1955, The procedure for
promotion from the State Civil Service to the IAS
prescribed in the Regulations is identical to that
prescribed in the Indian Police Service (Appointment
by Promotion) Regulations, 1955, Therefore, the

observations made in this judgment have bearing on

-
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the facts of the present case. 1IN this case,
selection committee met on 24,3,1992 and prepared a
select list which was forwarded to the Commission

and the Central Government. The Commission accorded
its approval to the list on 26+3.1993. The approval
of the Commission was conveyed by the Central
Government on 29,3,1993. 0On 29,3,1993 itself,
selection committee met again to prepare fresh list.
The officers were empanelled in the list of 29,3.,1993
taking into consideration the backlog vacancies of
the earlier year and the anticipated vacancies of

12 months from 29.3.1993, The Tribunal did not find
any flaw with the procedure adopted in the preparation
of the select list of 293.1993. It appears from the
Tribunal's judgment that on behalf of the applicants
reliance had been placed on office memorandum dated
24,12.1980 issued by the Ministry of Home Affairs
requiring the selection committee to prepare yearuise
1ist considering the officers who fell within the
zone of consideration for the vacancies arising in
relevant years. In the present case also, reliance
has been placed on the instructions contained in this
office memorandum. Relying upon the decision rendered
by the Ahmedabad Bench of the Tribunal, it was held
by the Chandigarh Bench, "the memofandum dated 24th
December, 1980 which pertains to the guidelines in
regard to appointment to selection posts are not
applicable to appointment by promotion teo the Indian
Administrative Service since the principles laid doun
in the above said memo have not been incorporated in

the Regulations by the legislative enactment "

I
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Regarding the feasibility of preparing yearwise select
1ist it has been observed in paragraph 12 of the
judgment, "Therefore, vhen the committee meets, it is
obligatory that the officers whose names are included
in the select list in force, should also be considered,
So, if the committee is to prepare a yearwise select
1ist simultaneously by operation of sub=requlation 4
of Regulation 7, the first list would lapse and what
would be operative would be the list for the subsequent
year. If in the list the number of persons to be
included according to the Regulation is the number of
anticipated vacancies plus 2, so if a yearwise list is
prepared simultaneously, there is no way how it could
be made operative. In this vieuw of the matter and also
in accordance with the scheme of the Regulations, it is
not practical for the committee to prepare a yearuise
1ist on one sitting." Ue are in respectful agreement
with the view taken by the Chandigarh Bench. The
R;gulations are statutory in nature and will have
effect over office memoranda and instructions., General
instructions issued by the Home Ministry cannot
supersede the specific provisions contained in the
Regulations. Reliance placed on the instructions is,

therefore, misconcieved.

17, Learned counsel for the Central Government

submitted that factually there was no clubbing of
vacancies in the present case. Alternatively, he
submitte& that clubbing is not prohibited. In our

opinion, gniy thg'ggg%ission of the learned counsel

ie sound. Accordingly, the list of 1993 does not

suffer from any infirmity. The applicant claims that
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in the list of 1993 also his name figured at sl. NOoe7e
This position is not accepted by the respondents.

The respondents rightly pointed out that in view of
the admitted position that the number of anticipated
vacancies was four, there was no occasion for the
selection committee to prepare a select list of seven
officers., The maximum number of officers who could
be brought on the select list of 1993 was six.
Accordingly, we do not accept the applicant'!s claim
that he was at sle. No.7 in the select list of 1993,
We are also of the opinion that even if his name was
mentioned at sle. N0.7, it was illegal and his name has
to be ignored for the purpose of making promotion to

the IPS,

18, The only question that nou survives for
consideration is whether empanelment of an officer
creates a right in his favour to claim promotion.
Under Regulation 9(1) appointment to IPS is made by
the Central Government on the recommendation of the
State Government, The State Government will seek
appointment obviousiy when there is vacancy in the
State cadre of IPS and the State Governmept considers
it~necé;sary to fill the said vacancy. The
Regulations do not make it obligatory on the part of
the State Government to seek appointment of the
empanelled officer. Under the scheme of the
Regulations, the panel either fully or wholly becomes
inoperative after the fresh panel has been framed.

In vieu of these provisions, it is not possible to
hold that by mere empanelment a right is acquired by the
empanelled officer for promoticn to the IPS.
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19, In view of the abovd. the application lacks

‘merit and is hareb9 dismissed but vithout any order

as to costs. Interim order, if any operating, shall

-

stand dlschargud.'

[’JM He e-bﬁg‘
( Ps T. Thiruvengadam ) _( 8. €. Mathur )
Member (A? hairman




