" CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JAIPUR BENCH; JAIPUR

Orlgmai‘ Application No. 461/2007
& Mlsc. Apphcatlon no. 50/ 2008

4th Aprll 2008

| Hon’ble Mr. N D Raghavan, Vlce Chalrman.

N\

B Prithviraj Rawat , S/o Iate Shri Vijay Singh Rawat, aged about 45

years, R/o Geethanjali, Teja Chowk, Makhopura, AJmer‘( Raj.)

- _presently ‘working as Head Clerk in Establlshment Section -of '.
. DRM office A_]mer( Rajasthan)

Apphcant

) B Rep by Mr Sunil Samadana Counsel for the applicant

VERSUS -

1. Union of India through the General Manager, North West
. Railway, Opposite Ganpati Nagar, Jaipur ( Rajasthan)
2.  General Manager, North. West Railway, Opposite Ganpati
' Nagar; Jaipur ( Rajasthan)
3. Divisional Railway Manager DRM Ofﬂce (Estt) A]mer
~ (Rajasthan)

4. Ram Singh Meena, Head Clerk; Settlement Section DRM _'

Ofﬁce A_jmer (Rajasthan)

v Respontlents

"Rep. by Mr 'V.S. Guujar Counsel for respondent» Nos. 18&2

Mr. Ahupam Agarwal : Counsel for respondent No. 3
Mr. Nand Kishore : Cqunsel for respondent No. 4

e _ORDER -
Per Mr. N. D Raghavan, Vlce Chalrman

Th|s O.A s dlrected against the order dated 19 12 2007 ,

- (Annex;A/1) whereby the representatlon made by the apphr:ant, s

pursuant to the order of this Tribunal dated 28.09.2007 passed =

§

~ in O.A. No.'330/2007, has been rejected. Such rejection orderis

impUgned by- the»appl'icant herein _a's_;_cryptiig:,' unreasoned and




'A/1 would not have any effect on the pendency of this O.A. |

noh-speaking order passed by respondent No. 2 in utter
transgression of ‘the above order of this Tribunal. This O.A is

further directed against 'the order dated 07.06.2007 (Annex.A/2)

~ whereby the applicaht.was tfansferred from Ajmer to Zonal

Traiﬁing Centre, Udaipur, with an ulterior motive to

accommodate Respondent No. 4. 1t is pra'ye'd'by the applicant .

| that for various reasons assigned in his O.A, the afbresaid

orders impugned herein be quashed and set aside, thus restoring

status quo ante; and also for interim relie.i= prayed, in view of the

. applicant having a prima facie case, the balance of convenience

‘being in his favour and irreparable injur'y'would be caused to_him \ |

if the interim relief as prayed is not granted .i.e. staying the

operation of ﬁhe‘ impugned orders aforesaid.

‘2. ©On 02.01.2008, the Tribunal in its ordle»r' Has' observed that

in view of the facts and circumstances of this case, the manner

Cin which the General Manager has ‘passed the order and the .

department has behaved with .the applitaﬁt, this is a fit case

‘which reqt.ifres considératibn and‘ expe.d'itiAoﬁs disposél.
: Accordingly; the reSppndents»_were‘d'irected to.ﬁle repl_y» at the
'earliest,' besideé perr'nit_tin‘g the respondents to reéonéider' the
-case of the applicant t; accorhr_nodate him at his original plage

‘of posting on the post of Head Clerk. Besides, it made It clear

that the péndency of the O.A would not come in the way of the

' applicant and that joining of the applicant pursuant to Annex.-




5. In pursuance of - thIS

3. A perusal of the record reveals that pleadmgs have been

completed and on gomg through the contents of the O.A and the

) o_rder sheet endorsements,‘ I deem it fit and__ proper to admlt this =

-

- 0.A a'nd proceed,‘to‘ hea_r thejpartie's fo_r adjudicating the issue in

- question.

4, Th‘e brie'f,faCts of the case are these:‘ By order '_dat'ed '

-07.06.2b07, the _appllca_nt, who is pres'ently-'\jivorking fas_'..Head‘ -

5

Clerk in DRM’s Office, Ajmer, was transferred to Zonal Training

B Centre, Udaipur, as Head Clerk which is questidned\by him. His

" submissions are as below: In order to. accomr‘noda‘te' R.4 at

Ajmer, the applicant.h'ad } been'transferred thodgh ‘there were
already excess Head Clerks \working in Ajm'er Divlsion Hence :

there was no neceSSIty to post R. 4 at AJmer on hlS promotlon /'

| He challenged it before thls Trlbunal by ﬁlmg O A. No. 213/2007

By order dated 22.06.2007,' the operatlon of the said transfer' : ’
order was stayed. - Further; when the O.A was pending, one Shri

Pradeep R'a:mchan"dani, Head Clerk, died in harness and therefore_ :

the said OA was dlsposed of ~on 02. 08 2007 dlrectlng the .

appllcant to make representatron to the respondents and the "

N respondents were dlrected not to dlsturb the appllcant tl|| thez_'

dlsposal of his representatlon

the appllcant submltted -é

/

. representatlon on 13 08. 2007 An order dated 08. 09. 2007 was




issued rejecting the applieant’s,rep'resen_tation.' In the order

dated 13.0'8.2007, it was stated that some complaints were

pending against the ap_plitant. However, the rejection is made

without referring to"an-y‘ of the -complaints by the DRM '(E),

.Ajmer The appllcant agam approached this Trlbunal challengmg
: v"“the order dated 08.09.2007 by Fllng OA No. 330/2007 An
mtenm order was |ssued on 14.09.2007 staymg the operatlon of
- _'the:' impugned order The sald O.A was. ﬂnally dlsposed of on |

_' 28 09 2007 and the operatrve portlon of the order reads as

under

13. Without expressing any view on the merit of the case, the fact that

the representation of the applicant was considered by authority which

admittedly. subordihate to the authority who has passed original order of
transfer- and thus cannot be said to. be a fair consideration of
. representation as observed above and also the fact that this Tribunal in
the earlier OA has specifically directed the respondents to consider the
case of the-applicant against the vacancy caused due to death of shri
Pradeep Ramchandani, Head Clerk,. We are of the view that ends of
 justice will be met if the matter is remitted back to the General Manager,
"North West Railway, Jaipur to reconsider the representation  of the
applicant afresh after giving due consideration to the contentions to be
raised by the applicant in his fresh representation, if. the same is filed
within ten days from today. In that eventuality, the General Manager,
_North West Railway, Jaipur (Respondent No. 1):will decide the same by
passing a reasoned. and speaking order.  Till such time, the
representation of the applicant is not decided, the applicant shall be
_ allowed to work in Settlement Section, DRM Office, Ajmer. - However,
order dated 8.09.2007 (Annex. A/2) whereby the earlier representation
was reJected shall stand quashed and set aside. .

~

14, with these observatlons the O Ais dlsposed of wrth no order as to ‘
costs.
Y.

6. Thereafter ~ -the applicant smeitte'd- a detalled
.' representatton to the General Manager North Western Rallway,'
J_alpur on 05.10.2007; The General Manager, .by an order da_ted'

_‘>19.1.'2,2007, rejected the'representation of the applicant in a

cryptic manner, without touching .the version of the applicant

/Z«%



about the death of Shri‘ 'Pradeep Ramchandam besrdes statmg

that the apphcant has ‘mis- represented before the Trlbunal and

‘ at the same. tnme findmg fault with - the DlVlswnaI Personnel of

B | the respondents themselves statmg that they faued to hlghllght :

the true plcture before the Hon'ble CAT apart from mentlomng

~ therein that the applicant’s _presence in Ajmer would hampe_r' o

4

" proper inquiry'in?the c'ases pe‘nding againSthim and the details

of the cases would become known to the appllcant in due course

of tlme

. o
. r-

7. AThe Ie'arned counsel for the applicant submitted as below:

The transfer order suffers from mallce in law and such an order

b has been passed only to accommodate respondent No. 4 (Annex -

A/3). Page 26 of the paper book, whlch showing the number of

posts sanctioned in the grade of Head Clerk and the number of

persons actually in strength, pag'e-31 which is the order of‘th'is

Tribunal dated 02.08.2007 pas_sed in _"O.A. No. 213/2b07 o
‘_ partfcularly at paragraphs 3 -to 5 thereof, - page 43 which is the

- _'order dated = 08. 09.2007 of the DRM (E) passed over the,

representatlon dated 13.08.2007 of the appllcant which was the",

subject matter of O A. No. 330/2007 pages 48 to 57 Annex.

- A/12-order dated 28 09. 2007 passed by thls Trlbunal in O A No

330/2007 particularly at paras 5to 13 pages 144 and 149 WhICh

| are Annex A/16 and A/17 respectlvely memorandum of charges

i

~ dated 06.08. 2007, Annex A/11— mterim order passed by this

Tribunal on 14.09.2007, may all be Carefully perused. ,Indeed, it



is. a clear cut vendetta agalnst the applicant and therefore‘

" Annex. A/1 _and Annex A/2 are not val|d in the eye of Iaw'

Hence, they are Ilable to .be quashed and set aside. The

_ respondents “have not denied t'hei averment made_ by the

applicant that there were persons who were staying longer than -

the applicant and who have also never .gone out of Ajm’er from B

-their respec'tive' places of postin_g,thds remaining un-disturbed.

In support'thereof 'reliance-is placed on the decision‘s folloWing"

(ai).; Jagat Prakash Yadav vs. State of Ra asthan [R L.R.-

- 1990(1) 171], B

~(b) S. Rama Gangl Reddy vs. Govt. of A.P. and others',

[1992 LAB 1. C. 1113], )

(¢) G. Babu vs. C E (PS & Gl.l and others [1989 LABIC -

22641];

8. .- On the other hand Iearned counsel for the respondents 1

&2 submltted as below The respondents counsel has referred

to. Annex A/3 conten-dmg that the contentlons of the

apphcant’s counsel is not sustamable in Iaw The addltlonal reply‘ -

~ filed may beseen._Semorlty has no relevan;e in the mat_ter of

transfer If transfer has‘to be made as per Seniority',fth'en the

present OA is not mamtamable ‘Annex.: A/8- order of this |

Trlbunal dated '02.08. 2007 passed in OA. No 213/2007 and
| _‘-Annex. A/10 - -page 43 .of~the Q.A, Wthh is the order_ _dated |
| ‘os.og..zo"o7 pas_sed'_ by the DRM (E) Ajmer, _a:o_ve’r the

repres_entation' of "the applicant da_ted 13.08.‘2007; may be seen.




The apphcant is attnbutmg mahce agamst the DRM and GM
W|thout |mplead|ng them by name as. party respondents It is,
therefore ‘not sustamable in Iaw In an adrnlnustratlve order, -
asmgnment rof‘ detalled -reason is not necessary' Iike a judicial_

order. 'The_administ“rative fa‘uthoriti,e.s are not experts like judges

. to ‘write administrative orders -as judicial orders. -The Tribunal
-should not and cannot interfere ordinarily in transfer matters as

" an _appellate authority\'under Art. 227'of the Constitution of

India. Charge sheets dated 06 08. 2007 in Annex A-16 and'

!'Annex A-17at pages 144 and 149 respectlvely, may be seen S
- Even though the appllcant was relaeved on 19.12.2007, he has -

‘not yet Jom_ed the hew pIa}ce-of posting, in splte of th_e fact that -

the reli_eving 'order- was served on hin'i on 20.12.2007: itself.

._ . Thodgh his non-joining is on-rnedical 'grounds, action could be

taken against the applicant and therefore, if at all malice could :

be attributed, it c‘ou[d"only be-“against_ the applicant and not-

‘a‘gainSt the respondents ) -Transfer orders can be questionedi, E

only |f |t wolates any of the proviswns of the concerned Act or "

‘ ;Rule or the mcompetency of the authorlty passmg the transfer

1 order but not othemnse.- There is nothmg on record to establish _ |

any malaﬁ’de against the respondents. Retiance is placed on the-'-

- _deqs:ons followmg

. (@) State of up vs. Gobardhan Lal [(2004) 11 SCC 402
- ataor. .

(b) -UOIand ors vs.S.L. Abbas _[(JT) 1993 (3) SCC 678




(c) National Hydro Electric Power Corporation Ltd. Vs.
Mm [ (2001) 8 SCC 574 at_578 ] |
" (d)  Prabir Baneg_"ee.vs_.. UOI and ors. [ (2007) & SCC
“ 7931' o | o _ _
'v (e)' Mohd Masdod Ahmad vs. Statel'of UP and other;s [
( '20'0_7) 8 SCC 150 - particularly para 5 to 8 ]. |
- Bésedon the ratio décidéndi in the aforesaid cases fhe l_-lon'ble
Su_prer_r;e Court has léid down the brépositions pvai'ticularly that
unless the trénsfer order is Qitiated or passed in violation of vany
statutory rule or provisiéns it cannot be interfered with by the
'Court/Tr‘ibuna'l. Aé propounded by the case law, no Qovernrﬁent
éervant- '§r employee of a public undertaking has any legal right
to be posted for ever at any oné pérticular place.‘, That apart and
'further more; tr{is is the third round of Iitigaﬁon_by the applicant
- on the' same issue. ﬁ‘he applicant has not joined the new place
of posting because of the stay grénted in his fav0qr by this
Bench of thé Tribunal. Thus looking af the case from any angle,
'the' applicant has no merit in his .fav-our and hence t_he-'O.A

deserves to _be_ dismissed’.

9.  Learned counsel for réspondent No. 3 in his turn submitted
v_ythat'he is adopting the same argumenis as advanced by the

learned counsel for respondent Nos. 1&2.

10.  Learned counsel for respondent No. 4 submitted,as below:-

- Page 31 and 32 of the O.A, which is the or_d'er dated 02.08.2007,-



passed in OA No 213/2007 particularly paras 3 to 5 of the_

. izorder and ‘also to pages 40 and 41 of the O0.A may be seen.

Persons at Sl. No 17 40 & 41 (4™ respondent herein ) are only

_ST candldates and thus there is no excess of ST candldates -

Page 166 of the O A( Annex R4/1) in this regard may also be

. seen, beS|des page 168 (Annex R4/2) Reliance is placed on
\ | the dec15|ons followmg o
'...(a)Suresh Chandra Dixit and others VS. General Manage
 IT1 Ltd Naini, Alishabad and ors, [.2007 (4) SCT 107] o
: (b)- B.S. Va’dera.and nrs vs.}U'nipn of india others [1969 :

: Lab IC 100]

(c) Prablr Banegee vs. UOTI and ors.. [ 2007 (4) SCT 564]-

' (d) Mohd Masood Ahmad vs. State of UP and ors. [200.2 '

'(4) SCT 3971].

In effect’ according to the ratio decidendi of the aforesaid cases

even if-a transfer order is issued to accommodate another public; :

' servant it cannot and should not be mterfered merely because
- the 'transfer orders were passe’d on the request of the concerned
‘ employees No public servant has any vested rlght ‘to remain /

' posted at a particular place through out hlS serVIce career. -

A

Further, Court/Tribunal should not interfere wlth,the orders of -
transfer as it has no 'su"ch jurisdiction unless~ itis' passed in’

v:olation of any instruction or statutory rule While transfer is an

‘ mcudence of servuce under the Central Serwce Rules, ohe has no

cause to complain in respect of the transfer order by which he

| was transferred from one place to another when such order has

e



4

10

e

._been passed by the competent a,uthor.ity_ under the powers _

vested in h'im,_ Further, tr_ansfers’ are. n1ade in administrative

'exigencies or in 'pUinc interest: or fOr smooth functioning of the~

system and do not warrant any mterference under Art. 226 and.

»227 of the Constltutlon of Indla Transfer |s an exugency of
-_ service and is an’ admmistrative deC|5|on and interference by the
- Courts with transfer orders shouid oniy be in very rare cases

‘ _ unl,ess, the Court ﬁnds either th_e order is mala fide or that the.

service rules proh_ibit _,sueh transfer or that the authorities _who'

issued the orders were not competent to pass the ord:ers; Hence

it is prayed that this O.A should be dismissed.

11, In reply, the learned _counsel for the apbiicant refer_red‘to

para 5 of th'e!Trib_unal'-s ,order dated 28.09.2007 passed in O.A.

‘No. 330/2007. He emphasized that in spite of the Tribunal’s

specific order, the Gen_eral Manager, North West Railway, has .

-not pass;ed_any reasoned and 'speaking order besides the fact

-' ~ that there is nothing‘» in the repiy filed by the respondents in -

reslpect‘ of the allegations against the applicant which are merely
stated orally. _Reli'anceis also placed on one of the Constitution
B'ench’s decision rendered by the Apex Court in the case of S.N.

Mukherjee vs. UOT and ors. [IT1990 (3) SC 630].

S 12, Rival submlsswns heard and reievant records read be5ides L

- the Judgments c1ted by the parties very carefully The iist of.

| Head Clerks furnished by the applicant clearly indlcates that the



~ seniors or none of the juniors was disturbed bY transfer and that

11

therefore the applicant has-submitted that he has been harassed

'lssuance of the charge sheets is apprehended by the applicant as

applicant has also stated that the respondents are harpmg only

" on the pomt that-the applicant is staymg in- Ajmer for the last 22

- years However his contention that there are other persons

who are also staying in A]mer longer than hlm had not been

\¥) ,

‘ applicant is neither seniormost nor juniormost - and none of the

.. by transferrlng him to Udalpur from Ajmer . The datesA _of

_ malice on the part of the respondents agamst the applicant The

refuted by the respondents. It also appears thatv both ‘the

representatlons of the - applicant “dated 13. 08 2007 ’ and-

05.10. 2007 ‘seem to have been re]ected statmg that complamts

were pendlng agalnst the appllcant and his contlnuance at Ajmer

thereof. In my considered opinion these things have created in

the mind of the appllcant apprehenswn that there is malice on

' |mpugned order dated 19 12 2007 states that the case has been

mlsrepresented by the applicant before the Tribunal and at the |

3

o same time fmds fault W|th its own DlVlSlona| Personnel that there

"has been . fallure to high llght true picture before the CAT “The

details of cases which are apprehended to be hampered by the

course of time accordmg to the G. M but no detall of the cases

- have been mentloned These are the only reasons whlch have

o would hamper the |nvest|gat|on but without furnishing any detail

- the part of the respondents agamst the appllcant Further, the |

-presence of the appllcant would become kn.own to hlm in due /
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" been stated in the tmpugne’d order for not acceding to the prayer.

of the applicant to cancel the transfer order dated 07.06.2007.
Further, the appIiCant’s contention that in spite of the clear cut
direction given by this'TribunaI vide"i'ts order dated 28.09.2007,

to dispose of the representatlon of the appllcant by a reasoned _
,;

. and speakmg order the respondents partlcularly the General _

: Manager, had not implemented the sal_d order in letter and sp|nt,'

seems to have-substantial force and valid substance. That apart,
the three charge memos have been lssued to the appllcant i.e.

the first two charge sheets are dated 06.08. 2007 i.e. after the

disposal of O.A. No. 213/2007 on 02.08.2007, and the thlrd.

| charge sheet seems to have been issued on 26.09 2'007 after

the appllcant filed O A No. 330/2007 and obtamed interim stay
on 1,4 09 2007, staymg the operatlon of the |mpugned transfer
order dated 07.06.2007. | Further none of’th_e charge sheet

)
mentions about. any financial irregularities committed by the

: applioant. Learned counsel for the official respondents are

unable to support the impugned order dated 19.12.2007. that the
same has been passed in consonance with the order pa'ss_ed by

this Tribunal dated 28.09.2007 in O.A No. 330/2007. Further,

‘the Constitution Bench’s decision in S.N. Mukheljee's (supra)

‘case has held that administrative au'thority exercising quasi

judicial functions must record reasons for its decisions except -

_ where-the requirement has been dispensed with expresst or by

necessary Implications. - This ratio Ade_c'idendi"has not been

: 'complied, with in Ietter‘and spirit in spite of specific directions__by :



this Tribunal. Even assu‘ming that the presence of the apbli_cant g
1 in Ajmer wduld hamper the inquiry, he could very well be posted
inv.an appropriate div:ision in _Ajmer itself where he could have no -

access to the evidences.

[

13. While adjudicating the’ issue involved in this case, the

)“ proposition laid down hy' theApex Court in the matter of transfer
»and mterference by the Courts or Tnbunals that transfer orders
should not be interfered with unless the same is passed by an
"incompetent authonty or the same is lssued in vuolatuon of any
statutory rules or the same is |ssued with malaﬁde intentlons is
borne in mind. Even though it is stated that the instant transfer‘
ordergisA issued'in_administretive interest, no such adnﬁinistrétive
exigency has been 'brotlg_ht to my notice except harping on the

’/ point that the applicant is staying in Ajmer for the last 22-_ years.
14. Under the .aforesaid c1rcumstances, considering the pros
_and cons and weighing the decisions c1ted by all the parties, I

. deem it Just fit and proper to hold that the apprehension of the
‘applicant th'ét there is malice on the paft of the respondents
against the apphcant for the various. reasons detailed and |

_ dlscussed herem above has vahd substance and. substantlall

. force. To cite an instance, when the. earlier order_s.,’ interim or

, Vfinal,‘the ﬁ'ribunal ha‘s indieated its observations |n faveur of the -

- applicant and recently tbo, the‘Trib‘unaI has set aside the matter |

- to the file of General -Manager himself, namely, the second

—

s
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—

Vresp_ondent vide order -dated 28.09.2007 to pass a reasoned |
'speaking order over the representations made by the applicant,

the second respondent has not cared to pass a reasoned andA

speakmg order except g*assmg a cryptlc and bald order and in

spite of the.dec:swn of the Supreme Court in the case of S.N.

| 'Mukhel_-i_ee ('supr,a\), _holding that administrative authorities

exercising quasi judicial functions must record reasons for its

decisions. Further’more, the representation of the applicant has

"been made to be decided earlier by a subordinate authority to

N

the one. who has passed the transfer order, namely, the DRM,’- '

which is "‘qui.te opposite to and agai'nst the principle’s of natural |

'justi;'.e. That 'apart,’ none of the charge sheets mentions about -
the  financial irregularities committed by the applicant. The .
rejection order has also been passed stating that complaints.

. were pen,‘fding against the applicant and his continuance at Ajmer _

would hamper the investigation ‘without :furnishing any. details

"thereof Even the present order of the General Manager merely | .

Astates that such detalls would be given in due course,’ but :

_no_thmg seems to have been given untll this date. In spite of
Tribunal’s directions, the vacancy caused due to the death inA
harness ”of Shri Pradeep Rarnchandani has also 'been not

cons;dered by the 2™ respondent In VleW of aII these reasons

_assugned in this para apart from the dlscussmns held in the paras

precedmg hereinabove, I consider that if the apprehensnon of the

applicant that there is malice on the part of the respondents
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against the applicant could not be held ds malice, it is not known .

what else tould' be described as malice than this!

- 15. Even though at one stage, I contempleted as to why not

one more opportunity be given to the respondents for passing'

“afresh” a_ speaking and- _reasoned order, as directed by this

Tribunal in its order dated 28.09.2007, as the learned counsel

~ for the respondents 1 & 2 also volunteered and acceded to

besides adding that within three weeks a fresh order would be .

passed, the learned counsel for the applicant was not w'illi.ng to

-go back to the respondents emphasizing that when the earlier

order-s of this Tribunal itself has not been obeyed bY them,

where is the assurance that the applicant would get justice from

the hands of the respondents. Thus and therefore I left the

contemplation of remission since I am convinced that the :

applicant’s counsel has’ demonstrated malice on the'part of the

reSp_'ondents against the applicant.

16. In view of the foregomg reasons, I do not hesitate to set |

. a5|de the lmpugned orders dated 19 12 2007 (Annex A/1) and

partlcularly,, the transfer order dated 07. 06 2007 ( Annex A/2)
passed by the gnd and 3™ respondents respectlvely I direct the'
respondents to- allow the app_hcant to join at Ajme_r forthwith
beSides also tmmediately treati‘ng interregnum 'oeriod frorn the

date of servrce of relief order [ i.e. 20.12. 2007] till joining

fort_hvvl_m as per admlssibmty under the Rules éjﬁ\/

//



17. In view of the above verdict, M.A. No. 50/2008, praying
that representation dated 03.01.2008, made by the applicant to
the respondeni:s in sequel to the order dated 02.01.2008 and the

letter dated 18.12;.\2067, be allowed to taken on record )having

now. become infructuous, there is no necessity to pass a

separate order.

s

18. ' Before parting with the'ca‘sé, I will be failing in my duty if I - :

" do not record my appreciations of the efforts taken by the

o
P
Y«'

i

" 19. Inthe result, the O.A is allowed. No costs.

- Jsv. |

~ respective counsel, particularly of counsel for respondents 1 & 2,

as their 'respéctive contenfiohs‘simpl’y carried me éway with the .

~ stand argued by each of the counsel before me. Such kind of

3 .
assistance from the Bar is quite welcome to. assist the Bench as

ffhose argued ‘befor'e me’, being effective to render justice

precisely, quickly and easily too.

D. RAGHAVAN]
Vice Chairman.



