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O~ No.2 4 OOO

—_ —

Sanjzev Ml*hra c/ﬁ bhrl V.P.Mishra, Sr. Gcodé.Guard,'r/o 16 Model
Town, ?JV]I Llngs, Kota Junction. -
.. Applicant
.Versus
1. Union of India thrzugh the General’ Manaqer, Western Railway,
Phur*hgwte, Mumba1. |
2. DnuwomlpmhﬁvawyrUﬂ,ls-rnﬁﬂi@jKae;

3. Sr. LUVJclnnal Opnratlng Mznsger (E), Kota Division, Western

Railway, Kcta.

A5 .
4, Shri Adjay Kumér Dizit, Gods Guard_uﬁder Statioh'Manager/
Western Railway, Kota. Jn. :
| . ées;cndents
oA No. 295,/2000 T - /i;' ,
. Praveen Kuﬁer 'Saraswét .8'n F.3.Cat swat,/ svard under Station
&énaq@r, Wécteln Pal]way, Ruta Jn. :/o 34.q;ﬁékpur;lﬁsar_5t. Faul's
. . ! : ’
h ol, Mala Ruad, Bota an.’ *a;_ | //"j’f, |
J .. Applicant

1. Union nf Inola thxough the Gzneral Manaaer, Weerern Rallway,

[

'Churchgate, Mumbal. f'_ 4 R RSP
2 DJVJqlﬁnal RallWBY Mdncgel (E), Western Railway Kota.

3. Sr. D1v141nnal Cmelatlng Manqvcr (E), Rota [uv1°10n, Western.

.Pallway, Iuta.,

4. Shri_Ajay'KuTaf Dixit( GionGs Guafd uﬁder_station Manager;

Western Rail@ay;'tha:Jh;A o |
| - i ..'ReSpondents
.on No. 21472000 |
“r. T

:SuShii Kumar Bhola /o Shri Bhagnal Bhela, Goods Guard under

Lo

Station Manager, Fota Jn. v 'c Pangpar Poad 10,5, Tadwera, Kota Jn.
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Per Hen'ble Mr.N.P.NawaniJ

bdministrative Member

T 3327 U . ;
LT £
1. Unlon uf Indla thxnugh ‘the General Manaqer, Western Railway, |
| Churchgate, Mumbalt . - , . . }
2. DlVl“JLnal P leay Mananet (E), Western Ra]lway Kota. 3
3. /5r. Divi Jnna] Cfflaflna Marisgar (E), Fﬁta Divieion, Western
) Railw?yw Koﬁg:i Ln,*/:J. T .
4. Shri Qjay ,féwef' Dixit, Goeds Guard.lgpder; Station Mangger:
’ A U '3 " —_ .
Western Pallway, Kota Jn. ﬁA
N . ‘ |
’ .. Respondents | '
\OA Nc;.3’15/2000 ] o _ .
Aftap Jabed Hhaﬁ s]o,Shri é P.J0han, .yndc Puqrd undar Static. o
Managet, fota Jn., v/ Sa ﬁay taoer, Gali Nn.“, EKota Jn. 3
.o Apblicaht
Versus f_/_
D Union of Indis thr ugh General Map%ger, Wester PRailway,
;-
Churchgate, Mumbai. ‘/'
2. Djvisiﬁnal.Railway'Managgr (E), ’estér1 Pa 1lway Kota. -
3. Sr. Divisi l F%eratlna Mansger (E){ @gstgrn RPailway, Enta. ;
4, Shri A;a;! Kun@r Dixit, Gocdsz Guard'Junder Station Mznager, 1;
Westerp'Railway, Yota Jn. !
| | .:.Resppndents ;
(ﬂr. V.F.Mishra, couﬁsel for ﬁge applicants .‘. | §
M;? T.F.Sharma, “'un=el fwr reﬂpnuﬂpnr Meg. 1 tn 3 !
‘ 5? Mr. P.& Zallis, cUunael ffr eﬂmndtnt Nw.4‘ ‘
, ; e
& coRAM:’.\, | |
(o ) "i : : il ciee
L ‘ ch 'ble- Mr.u.l Agarwal, Juﬂlc1al Memter
A\ v VI \
‘\\-ﬂdi , » Hun'ble ML. . P Uamanl, AJm1n1§rL?F1ve'Memhar
. : ‘
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these OAs, it i~ prnp ﬁﬂ‘pp disposed éf‘ali~the above mentioned

CAs L t“"c comman crd@r. ' o \

2. It \111 LL in order to give briefly

‘thm taslkgronnd of these
cages, QA Nuq. ElP °7 and JLZ,S filed bé ore the J'ﬂhpur Eengh of
this Tr1hunal were chpo:mﬂ of by & common nrdet dated 4 16.91,
copy of. .whlcﬁ/ haq been‘_annexed by the “apdecants ”w1th the
sdditionsl affidavite filed on 9.1.2001. on’ going through the said
Grdef/juﬂgmént,'.it“~appéars that, there,fwere_.four_ applicants- -
including Shri k.C.Rajéwét in QA No.518r87. -3hri  Ajay Kumer,

ras p»ndLnL Fb.4 in all the pFESwﬁL OAs before us, was the ap@ﬂ1Cant

.

- —in ﬂA No.522,/87. hefnre the erhpmr Penuh It aleo appealc from the

said juﬁgnsnt,arder. rhat in O3 Nﬁ.gl /a7, appdlcants Shri

¢

Pavwwat mn1 twa «rhcrq ware aprointed ag, Trainﬂ ~lerk on ad~hoc
\1‘
basis in June, 1979 and appliceant, Sits Pam 'Sharma wag 0 appulnLed

on ad-hoc basis on 20.3.1938. Their names_were included in the
provisicnal penel for rhé Trains Clerk on thebbasis of suitability
test vi&e order dstad 22.1. 1932, Shri Ajﬂy Kumar, app]lcant in OA
Nn.522 787 (Lespondent NU.J in OBz before us) had wnrkbd ;u Trains
Clerk w.z.f. 1.1.1980 but no ordsrs were . icsgued for his ad-~hoc
promotion and he was”a;{;dnted on regular. bssis as Trains Clerk
w.el.f. 19.8,1984. Subsedﬁently, notificationv déted 20.7.86 was
“~issued inviting apmﬂicatian-from the ruployees, who were substantive
holders éf the cateﬁoﬁiea and had compleﬁed-Serars of service in
these categgriés o0 1.9.~6 for promcticn to the post of Guard
Frado~h.fpeerﬁed‘fdx TT 1ns-Clerk. Allvthe'four applicants had

ap@ﬂled for the poqt and names of four appl]vants in OA No. 518/87
.-
were Jthlally includad in the eligibility llet but suhsequently a

revised list forleligiblencandidatés was circulated which did not

include the names of these four applicanté .cn the ground that

~
IR e Y

e fﬁ§~at1nq service rendered frlur to the date of regularzeatlon is

’ - < Hw ] _
‘ net cnuntcd fOl qualifying service of years. The name of ‘Ajay
-

l At

st
MR

-

N e e e

Vs



,///Aﬁnn“ :

: 4
Fumsr, epplicant in OR Moo E22/87 wes nob included in any of the
Lo éljéjbility lists. All theze smployess approached the Jezdhpar
Beich oftthjs Tribunai for Jeclariag them eligible for appzaring in
the oUlt;blll by :eSt.for Guafd Gra&;»c; Théy were allowed Lo appfar
-in the test on provisionsl kaéjs vids interim crder of the Jodhpar
*Eench_dated‘10.11.87 énﬂ'it WIS further'difected that the result
will bé }§§£:in the4é§aleﬂ $over vide order dated 1.2.32 in 23
No.SlS/Sf. After considering the coptraversy at length, the Jodhpur
Pench of:this Tribunél.accepted the contentjoh o the respondent

1D?partﬁent that @d-hoc appointments 2s Traing Clerk has baen made

"witheut regerd ts the zenicvity  in the feeder post withow'

following the procedure in the rules; which regquired qualifying in

the snitskility test and gince the applicants had not completed 5

m'

years of sgervice as TTains'Clerk zfter their'regu]ar arp-ointment

(rnmh351H ”prllQﬁ) -n the rmes-r1n—3 datp, they were correctly
held to be ineligikle fcm ap@earlng in the quatab111ty test. ne of
the applicants in 0 1.519/27, T.C.Rajewat approached the Apex

1

Court in Civil Appsal Noo 428 of 1292, arising ent . of SLE (2) No.

179708 of 1291 challenging the said Jjudgwent ‘crder of the Jodhpur
i o of fhp Apex Courtk

Benchh o  this Tribunsl. 2 copy of the judgmcnl, ig pladed at
..

Arr P41, Bon'ble the Suprsn: Court, velying on the judgment in

b

7]

Balzzhwar Dsss. v.

{n

te of W.F., 1980 (4) 322 226 held "that the

\\~..

Speried spint by the sppellant ss tewporsiy duty, prior Eo his

EQ%U]&YI zation waz required to ke takan into consideraticn  for

‘o . N _ . . .
CUngjerluq iz eligikility for promcticn" and set-aside the
'a - -~ . .

1%puqnmﬂ ﬁudqmént end sllowed the applizztion of the appellant

‘J

All\u beziare the Trlhunal

2. . We have hesrd at. length ki V.P.Mishrs, oounsel for the
applicants, Shri T.F.Sherms, coonsel Ffor cff cial respordents end
Shri P.v.cdlla, ceounsel foi respondiEint ND.4~Jn all the ¢

ceases end

havz alac perused the meterial on recovd. 7

I

promme— e DT .
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that the issue o ke de:ijéd ﬁp&n in these OGAs is esgentially
vhether responéent lin.d can Le given the kenefit»of fhé judament
datéd'1.2.93 cf the ch'hle.the Supreme Courﬁ'(éupra) amd his name
can be interpolated in the senicrity list dated 4.5.2000 of the
Goodz Guard at 21 .D.d2n betﬁeenVShri M.K.Higamfénd Sanjeev-Mjshra
and thus méﬁingvhim seniof X hh11 Ssnjecv Mishra,.applicantiin ).
o, ’4,2000 a8 aisa"n ‘the arfﬂl'uni in the‘gtperlthree OAs

before us.

5. The learned couhselffor the app]icantslhas;assailed the crder
dated 4.5.2000:(Ann.A2) interpolating the name”of respondent ' Mo.4

abové Shri Lanjbev M1°hte and<19r]" crnt tﬁ the aprllﬂantﬂ v:de

order dated. 5.7.uﬂJJ:rejeﬂt1ng the11 ctqect;ons\to grant ~f such

Seniority'to_requndent‘ﬂo.4 essent:ally on_the groundsas discussed
hereinafter. First, the judgment of Hon'lile the_ﬁupreme Ccurt dated

r

PN 3

- 1.2.1293 " is not - a judgment~in‘rcm RO § 3 Jq 1n.p@r=nna and is

applicsble tc on]y Shri'l Rajawnt, the appellant befnre fhe Ape _

’

Court. It du e not hecome appl]ﬂable in respert of nther appllcantc_

in the anugn d judﬁment of th@ Jodhpane Eench ,dated 4.10,1%99]1,

X",

1nc1udlng rcsp«ndwnf Mo, 4, 53 tho" wsra  not appellanth kefcre the

hper Court anﬂ-as 3 eadlng uf Lhe Wuﬂqmﬁnt will reveal that the’

cage <of only Shri Rajawat wag ' discuzzed hy the Apex Court and

rezliet wos given spacjfjcally to only Shri Pajekwst. In any case,

“under Fule = :aﬂel 41 of the tFu, any tellef in an appeal is unly

in farouar Of rh' roxt" in ﬁ[faal 3nJ nzt others. E cond, in respect
of 'éS'Dnd-nL Du.4, the judgment of the chhpur Eench had bkeccme
final ard it dex &8 not"lie' in the province of the nfficial

"jmmﬂpntm (] undo the law laid down by the caid judgment  and

conzider - non-regular  service put  in by respondent No.4 for

. e
/,, "‘{A Mmini - . L . .
v“»?m,mMuLJ uLme—'. Thivd, the Bper Court in the said judoment dated

’ ~
*// - N
! ’5J' 12,920

oo eligibility to appear in the suitability test for promctional post

— oy

ad (specifically chserved that "the pericd spenf by

F‘

.qk

ot o — s v o bl Uy Bankarer = "
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4, After cerefully oconsidering the rival contentions, we feel
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: 6 ¢
spp=2llant  {Shri Rajawat) as temporary duty, prior to his
regu]arjsaﬁﬁon wze required to be takzn inte ccnsideration for

censidering his eliqikility for promotion and when so taken it is

‘

apparsnt that the appellant possesses tha requisite experience ac a

Trains Clerk £or his eligibility to promotion eg Guard Grade-C". In

the ssme judgment , ths Hon'b]e Supr s Court ha8‘a1éé,oEserved thst

“in the pmésent céée we are'concerned wjth.temporafy appointment

and not: a,stop”gaf:arréngemeht" and, thzrefore, the judgmént of the

Apex court in'the Direcfbf Recruit v.-State éf ﬁaharastfa,41990 (2)
. . . ) :

JT 264 wme ndt app]j:ahlé arnd, cn the other hand, the case wss

directly ~overed by the ratio in Baleshwar Dess case (supra). A

reading of the entire judgment of the Apex Coort would, therefore,

ravesl that  th

1T

~age of respondent Wo.d, who was! not appointed even
on ad-hco or temporary basie to the post of Trains Clerk and was
found to bz only holding the pozt on non-regular stop—gap besis,

cannot be covarad by thz #aid judgmant of'thé Apex Ccurt. Fourth,

t]

j=-

and canncot be congidered to ke

o
\:—1

imilarly pleced as Shri FRejswat who
had filed SLF kefore the Apex Cowrt. Fifth, the applicente were a
necazsary fand aflfecbted perty befcrs the Jodhpor Bench and  the

applicents in those Ods having not implsaded them, the respondent

cannct  get any benefit which iz adverse to the asrvice
ste of the applicante. Zizth, raspondent Ne.d waz sllowed to

’

in the snitability tests for the promoticnal post of Guard

only  provigionally and thst ton vide an interim order
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5f the O3 by the
dhpor Bench, respondsnt Mo.4 camnot claim any advantage cut of

the pessing of the =aid ewitability tost and, therefore, placing

-bim-senior over applicante was totally illegal.

6. Shri T.P.Sharma aprearing for the official respondents and

shri P.V.Calla arpearing for respondent No.d4 argued that the action
° : ‘ h
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taken hy the“respcdent Depertment in interpolating the name of
respordent ‘No.4 at Sl.Ne. 423 above the applicant Shri Sanjeev
Mishra wos pevfectly legal and juétification for such action has
been giyen ib detail in Ann.Al itself. It was further argued that
respondsnt No.4 had worked on fhe‘pbétvof'Trains Clerk. for mcre
£han 5 years énd following the -udgment of the Apex Court in the

: e ke sheregh A1 Tler 47N
caze of F.l.Rsjswat  (supra) he  wee considere%/veligible and
thereaiter sinee he had éppeared and pagsed the suitability test he
was correctly .assigned the seniority as given in aorder Jztzd
4.5.2000 (Ann.A2). It wes also aroned that the Apex Court vide if-
Jjudgment dafed 1.2.93 hed set-aside the Jjudgment/crder Jdated
4.10.1991 of the Jcdhpur Bencﬁ of the Tribunal and, therefore, it
cannot be s2id thst respondent No.4 was ineligible for sppzaring in
the suitebility test. Further, in termé of\the judgment of Hon'ble
the Supremé Court in the case of Inderpal Yadav, simply hecause
resporndent No.d4d did not approach the Apex Court, he cannot be
denied” the benefit that wes extended to Shri Rajawat besing

similerly placed. Shri Calla also Jdrew our attenticn to the words

"temporary duty" used by Hon'ble the Supreme Court in para 5 of

IR ey

their judgment and contended that by virtue of thjs,~responﬁent;

No.4 should be considered eligible as work of Trains Clerk was
taken from him and he was .also paid salery for the post ¢f Trains

Clerk.

7. ‘We have carefully considered the riQa] éontentioﬁsf At the
request cf the learned counsel for the applicants, we were alego
given by the lsarned %ﬁunsel for the respadents a copy of the reply
£iled by the officiél respondents in OA ,No.523/87 befere  the
jodhpur Bench‘which was one of the twe OAs in which the combined
‘judq@quforder was rendered on 4.10.1291. On pérusal of the said
_yeblyr';;Sfind in éara 6.2 therein that the Depertmsnt has stated
o

. o '\‘\ ' . . ) . .
that "vegpondent No.d Shri AJK.Dixit wae appointed as Trains Clerk

-

8
>

o, :
NE po Uk
- 3‘::51:;:;59/ -
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for stop gap avrangement in leave and sick vacsney  or he was

: 8 :
: ) —v—‘ . . ..’ -
on requ]ar lagiz only wee.f. 19,868,341, Prict to thie he was never

promoted a2 Trains Clerk, scale Rs. 260-400 (R) an ad-hoc basiz. He

wvas a Platform Perter (for short FP) in initially (gic jnitial)

sta@e and wag app: nted on $.11.29 on compassicnate grounds. He

worked =8 TR acale Ra. 280-400 (P)iw,e.f. 1.1.80 fcr short gap

artangement in leave and zick vatancy ag per ghation senicrty. No

. . »
crders were isaued by the Depactment for ad-hce sppointment. In the
reply kbefors us zlan, the cificja] respondents have stated that

resp-:/nd«-:»xit No.d wag "initislly sppointed in Group-D cervice s & PP

on Ath Nr"rmbei, 73 kut he was allawed to work ae Trains Clerk ard

he had hzen given the «~fficisting allowances to the post of Trains

Lealll

Clerl: from the pericd from 1,10.80 fe 31.5.84 vide order dated

ET/61/5 Asted 10.9.83 and sukee ;ucntl" hn wag quU]ur.~¢J on the

€

game post of Traing Clerk pey zcale Pa. 240=400 w.el f. 1.8.34".T1t

=, thevefire, ahsclubely clesr that respondent Ho.d was appointed

on réqular kazie on the post of Traing’ Qlerk only w.e.f. 1.8.84. It

:

s

is a]so ~lzar that he wss never promsted a8 Trains Clerk even on

ad-hoo Luv ig. Prior to that,vhether work wes being taken from him

i

)

m o~

allowed to work as Trains Clerk and glven officiating allowance (s
per extracts askove) cannok be conside‘ed as an ap@ointment)whether

or. tzmpiray or ad-hos bazis on Lhis post of Trains Clerk. When there

'uae no arrnjnrm~ut st =ll, the question whether it wes de-hors the

u3 or on ad-hos kasis ae psr the rules, dies not arise. If he
ﬂﬂ}Twen dpﬁndntgd on ad-hoo kssiz de-hors the rules, even then he
rmald not have heen q1ven the bznzfit of such ad-hoc service prior
to 1.6.84. In this cass, as par respondent Department itself, he
was never aprointed as Trains Clark, not even on ad~hoc basis. This

keing the casze, by no stretch of imaginaticn, respondent ilc.d can

ha at the came redzstal

.
i

Shri I.C.Rajawat ,on whose case the
respondents are depending Lo justify interpolation of the name of

respond@nt'wo.4 at Sl.Uc.d22 akove the applicants. As is clearly

N/

—
) T e T T
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: 10 :
ai:{:e_llant, Y t'emt-:nrary dnuty, prior to hiz reqularisaticn was
required ko Le taken into considsvation for considering his
eligikility for promotion snd when 20 taken, it is aprarent
that the ap}_f.ellant possessed Lhe ’_HJLue]h: experience as 9
Trailns clerk for ie eligibiljty Lo promsticon as Goods Guard

'C""

A complzte reading of the Jjudgwent of ‘the Apex Court in

[}
“‘E .

c.C.Pa

ajswet caze (supra) will cleerly bring cut that Zhri Fajawet,

the appsllank there-in) ves sppointed ss Trains Clerl on temporary

bzsis (r—mi.v 1o2is ~111,11 igd) in June, 72 and was vemlarised in

Januvary, 32. The Apsx Coart slss specifically menticned in the

Judgimznt that they sre concernsd with reporary agpﬂntmnnt and not
i
8 _stop gop srrangement and theveafter held that pericd spent by tha

_eppellant as  tenporary  Aduty (on the  basi

'l'l

of o tempovary
/

erporintment ) price ko his regulsrisstion wss remired to be taken

inte considevation for congidering his eligikility for poomction

(emphzziz &d3=d). Fzepondent lloud in the pragent case was allowed

to worlt as Traine Clerl wonder stop gap arrangsment in leave

5
s 1)

zich va-r_an-:ic-s Aan‘] given officisting all‘:m-}an'.:e to the ypoet of
Trains Clevk an«J was thus never appointed even on ad-hoo l:-aéis,
o o temporsty kesis. Tn our considersd view,
RL Mo.d ig thersfore, not =z similarly :‘_-.l.ar:ss«" persons 58

wat and -:'ange_t neither the Lenefit of the judgmsnt of

Suprem: Court in Inderpol vVadsv o in the csse of

S. It iz well azettled law kthat the pericd spent on ad-hoc
appointment mede after following th: piescriked prosedurs  and
gatisfying the eligiklity conditicons can -':ounl" for qualifying

crvice

n

i)

¢ if ik is followed by regular appointment. Conversely, any

sppointment  de-hors Lhn rul ea is not regular appointment and the

A

Lo
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korns sot frem the Sudgment of Hon'ble the Supreme Court, Shri
Pajawab wag at a different padast:zl as oompared ko respondent o4
who, as we have discuszed ezvlier, was ail;wéd to work in a
capasity which can ke kest describsd st stop gap arrange‘men.t. In
this,‘c\:.-nnec'tic'n, it will be worthwhile to extract scaﬁ’e ' :‘:-L'Qj-:..ns of
the judgwent ~f Hon'ble the Supveme ‘Cr.i-urt. , in' the case of
E.C.Rajawat (supra):- |

"2, The appellant is a Trains Clerk and & candidate for

proaotion a8 G«;«:ds Susrd crads c. One of the conditions for

eligibility far pr-:»motjc:n iz rive years service as Trains
Clr-:r}:. The s:p;pli-;érnt was sppointed  as '.I’rains,AC] erk on
tempsrary kagis in June, 1979 and was fegﬁlerised i_n'January,
1982.. .. ... : \
XXX | b3'4

4.,  The lszrnzd counsel Tor che 1‘es;i--:>n;:1ents has defended
the pirzseni spp2al on the ground that fhp rericd of temporary
service of the appellant cannck ke ,allowed'to ke taken in
acoount for < cu]atihg the five yoars!' eligibi'lity pericd.

Relidnte has hzen placsd on th: chservaticns in paragraph

!‘I\

47(3) in Direst Pecruit v.Stsce of Maharsstra: 1920 (2) JT

5. We have examined thz above cited Jjudgment ‘with the
. asgiztance of the learnsed counszl ar;i] ave of the opinion that
the -.)bcmvatic'ns referved to above ds not help him. In that
case, the obeervaticne relied upon were with reference to

f an smployzs for a short pericd and in

stop=-3ap arranqement C
the present case we are concerngd with temporsry appointment
and not a atop-gap arrangsment . We are further of the view

et “thatnthe case before us is directly sovered by the ratio in
) - ! P
3 L. o “ ‘.._‘\\\ . ‘
f/.f/“d Pales shwsy, Dess v, Zkate of U.F.: 1920 (4) SOC 2260 Thus, the
. y '
' A\-A\ R . s :
‘ goreason ,i‘u“ dismiseal «f the appzllant's application by the

‘o 5 ’, . )‘ 1 .
\ ')c ’IhrlhnnaL.}J.s not  suestainable. The pericd spent by the

Y/,

T iy ——
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rericd spent on such appointment de-hors the rules cannot count for
inclusion in the «ualifying service. In view of the settled
position of law in this regard, we have no hesitafion in holding
that arﬁer dated 4.5.2000 (Ann.AX), interpolating the néme of
respandeht‘tku4lat Sl;Na.dga akeve the applicant in OA NQ.ZQ-XZQOO,

;':s'."'_QH*'\“’ahnlicants, is not su,zstaihable in law. A;
discussed in dstail, the i8asens given in the reply dated J.7 2000

(Ann. Al) o the applicants are also not sustainsble in law.

9. In view of shove discussicns and the findings as recorded in
the precsding peragraph, we do not £find zny necessity to discuss in
C.0 Aetail variowns grounds raised by the learned counsel for the
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applicant 3nd the ~ase law cited by him,2s we have already found
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) - . |
Ann.Al and 2nn.A2 az not sustainsble in law.

10. The OAz are} thevefore, allowad and T‘Z_'l:de.l dated 4.5.2000
(Ann.A2) interp:l%-ing the name of respondeﬁt Mo.d &t S1.No.423
above Shri"' Sanjcev Mishra applicent in 0OA 12,294/2000 and
applicents in' the cther three OAs hers is qashed and set-aside.

Consequently, letter Jdated 5.7.2000 (Ann.Al) iz aleo guashed and

set-aside.

Tho—-fp mll bo no ur:'ier as to costs.
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(N.P.NAWANT) ' (S.K.AGARWAL)

Adm. Member Judl .Member
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