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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
' ‘ JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.

* Jaipur, the 17 day of April, 2012

CORAM :

HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE K.S.RATHORE, JUDICIAL MEMBER
HON'BLE MR.ANIL KUMAR, ADMINISITRATIVE MEMBER

| | 1. ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 431/2011
i | . With
b - . MISC. APPLICATIONS Nos 283/2011 - &
373/2011

0 : Shallendra Singh Dhaked son of Shri Shiv Charan Lal
: ' aged about 30 years, resident of 369 Kusum- Vihar,

‘ .Ramnagarla -Road, Jagatpura Road, Jaipur now
discontinued from service from the post of E-1 (Lab

e TecthIan), Central Sheep and Wool Research
’Instltute Avnkanagar Tonk ~
. : - B Applicaht
(By Advocate: Mr. Shrey Gaharana)- .
i Versus
H'."‘[\l 1 ! ) : . .
. 1. - The Indian Council of Agriculture Research ‘
| . through its ‘Secretary, Krishi -Bhawan, Dr.
! - Rajendra Prasad Road, New Delhi. .
2. The Director, -Central Sheep and Wool
_ Research Institute, Avikanagar, Tonk.
3. The Chief Administrative Officer, Central Sheep

and “Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar,
Tonk. N :

' - . Respondents
(By Advocate Mr. V.S. Gur]ar) "

2, ORIGINA'L APPLICATION NO. 448/2011

\Hll‘;y‘[, ) ot ’
fo .

g ' Manish Kadaiya daughter of Shri Kishan Lal aged
I - -~ about 21 years, resident of. Ward No. 8, Ambedkar

| ' ’ Nagar, Behrore, Alwar now discontinued from service -
from the post of T-1 (Lab Technician), Central Sheep
and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, Tonk.

o _ .. Applicant
(By Advocate: Mr. Anupam Agarwal)

Versus _ A«»&f"y"”“‘”,



1. The Indian Council of Ag'ricultur‘é “Research

through its Secretary, Krishi Bhawan, Dr. -

‘Rajendra Prasad Road, New Delhi.

2. The Director, ‘Central Sheep “and Wool

Research Institute,”  Avikanagar, . Tonk
(Rajasthan). '

3. The Chief Administrative Officer, Central Sheep‘.

and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, Tonk
(Rajasthan)

.. Respondents
(By Advocate: Mr. V.S. Gurjar) ~

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 449/2011

Ramkesh Meena son of Shri Ramkhiladi Meena aged
about 36 vyears, resident of Village Khohra, Post

Barabujurg, Tehsil-Mahua, District Dausa, Rajasthan

now discontinued from .service from the post of T-1

- (Field Man), Central Sheep and Wool Research

Institute, Avnkanagar Tonk

o ‘ .. Applicant

(By Advocate : Mr. Anupam Agarwal)
Versus

1. The Indian Council of Agriculture Research

through its Secretary, Krishi Bhawan, "Dr.’

Rajendra Prasad Road, New Delhi.

2. The . Director, Central Sheep and Wool

Research Institute, A\‘/ika"nagar, Tonk
. (Rajasthan). '
3.  The Chief Admmlstrative Officer, Central Sheep

and Wool Research Institute, Awkanagar Tonk E

(RaJasthan)

.. Respondents
(By Advocate : Mr. V.S. Gurjar)

ORDER (ORAL)

The facts & circumstances and the legal position in
OA No. 431/2011 (Shailendra Singh Dhaked vs. Union of
India & Others), OA ‘No: 448/2011 (Manisha Kadaiya vs.

Union of India & Others) and OA No. 449/2011 (Ramkesh

puitoinn
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-Me.eha vs. ‘Unibn. of I‘ndia'v'& Others) are’ similar and,

therefore, they are disposed of by a conﬁmon order.

2. The facts of OA No. 431/2011 (Shailendra Singh

Dhake.d) are being taken as a lead case. The applicant has

" filed this OA praying for the following reliefs:-

| It is, therefore, prayed that record relating to
the mater may kindly be:called and after considering -
the same the impugned order dated 16.09.2011
discontinuing the "services of the applicant be
.quashed and set aside. Clause 7 .of the office
‘Memorandum dated 25.03.2011 so far as it applied
- Rule 5 of the CCS (TS).Rules, 1965 to the employees
“during the period of probation may kindly be held
illegal. The respondents should be directed not to
apply clause 7 -of office memorandum . dated
25:03.2011 and Rule 5 of the CCS (TS) Rules 1965 .
- on the applicant. The applicant should be reinstated
in service with all consequential benefits including
pay and allowances as admissible to him as before
including arrears thereof. Any other relief which this
learned Tribunal deems fit may kindly be passed in
favour of the applicant. . :

3. The applicant is aggrieved by the order dated'

1-6.09.2011, i_ssued by respondent no. 3, whereby m
~pursuance of ICAR letter dated 16:09.2011 (Annexure A/i)

the responden’f no. 2 has décided to discontuinue his

servicels with imme_'diate effect ,under.Rule 5 _of CCS (T9)

'R-ules,‘jt19’65. He is also arggrievéd by Clause 7 of Office

Mem,ohandum déted 25.03.2011 whereby Rule-S‘ of the

ccs (I.:TS) 1965 has been made applicable on the

employees of the council and on applicant during the

period of probation. -

4.  Brief facts of the case, as'-stated by the applican,t,A

‘are that he was initially appointed as Senior FeIIva vide

M.Kwﬁ;
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-office-order dated 08.10.2005. He was again appoi‘nted as.
. Research Associate on contractual basis in the NAIP 'Project

vide office Memorandum dated 01.06.2009. That the -

respondents issu.ed an advertisement No. CSW.RI/7/O9_
calling a'pplica.tions for differen‘th bosts from" thé eli,gible
candidates. The épplicant being eligible 'hlaving qu.alifi.cation
applied for the post of T-1 (Lab Tecﬁnician), Ascale
Rs.5200-20200 and grade pay Rs.2000 (PB-1). After being

declared successful in the written examination as well as

interview, . he was offered appoinfmen't vide office
Memorandum dated 25.03.2011 (Ahnexufe A/3). That the

applicant immediately after receipt of thé Memorandum-

dated 25.03.2011 repqrtéd for duties on 04.04.201'11'. He
Wais'p.osted in‘the A’nirﬁal Nutritio'n Division vide office
order dated O4.04.2011'(Annexure" A/4). Consequent upon
his .joining and thus pésfing, the respondents issued the
order dAated ‘0_,5.07.20‘[11‘ (Annex'ure A/5) appointing hirh
w.e.f. 04.04.2011 on the terms & conditions mentioned in

office m_emorandunﬁ dated 25.03,2011.

5. That the applicant since then continued to discharge

his duties to the satisfaction of the respondents. However,

to the uttér surprise of the applicant, he.had been served

“with the order dated 16.09.2011 vide which his services

‘were discontinued with' immediate. effect under Rule 5 of

i

the CCS (TS) Rules, 1965. Feeling aggrieved by the action

of the-respohdents in di“spensing his services, this OA has

been filed, - AWJW/»

//)
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6.  According to the applicant, the impugned order
dated 16.09.2011, 'distontinuing “his services, as. per
Clause 7 of the office Memorandum dated 25.03.2011 and

Rule 5 of the CCS (TS) Rules 1965 is totally illegal and

.unl}awful._ The. applicant was not a .temporary employee
Arather_he was éppOinted in pursuance to the advertisement

'afte‘r‘due selection on probation. As svuch, Rules of 1965

cannot be said to be mutatis mutandis apply on him and,
therefore, the impnghéd order deserves to be quashed and
se't_ési_de:. The bare perusal of the Rules, 1965 would clarify |

that it did not apply to the substantive emplo"yeés during

' th’g period of p'robation'._The resbondents by incorporating

Clause 7 tried to apply the same on the applicant. It bjeing

illegal, any consent, thereof by a_ccepting it cannot operate R

- upon him. An illegal condition cannot operate as estbppels

contrary to the rules. Moreover, the applicént qualified the

written examination as well interview held in pursuance

thereof.l Oon be_ing selected he,,.wa's-offere‘dr appointment

vide office Memorandum dated 25.03.2011.

‘6. - Prior to passing of the impugned order dated

16.09.2011,' th‘e applicant had worked for about four and a

half months. The respondents had fixed -the-perio.d.of

'pr'c')batio_n.' for two years from the date’ of joining. As such,

as assessment of the performance could have been made

o-nly' af;cer expiry ofvthé period or sometimes in close

'proximity of -it. Yet the réspondents without considering

'k . -
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this a'spect of the métter and without assigning any reason
diséontinued the serviceé of the a-pplicant vide order dated
16.09.2011 l‘with “ immediate effect. The_ order dated
16.09.2011 being illegal and violative of the rights of the
abplicant deserves tg bé qUashed and set aside. This order
did not disclose any reason to discontinue the services of
the applicant. .The. applfcant during his service was. never
warned nor issued any memorandum. The i-mpugned order

is @ non speaking and non reasoned order. It has been

.pa‘ssed in gross violation of the principles ~of natural

justice. On this ground also, it deserves to be guashed and

sét aside.

7. | The respondenté have filed their reply. In the reply,

‘they have admitted the . issuance of the - office

memorandum dated 16.09.2011 (Annexure A/1). They

have further stated that a complaint was received against

Dr. S.A. Kareem, Director, Central Sheep and Wool

Research Institute (CSWRI) Av_ikanagar,' agajnét the
illegalities and irre'g_ula"rities 'comnﬁitted‘ in- recruitment tb
the post of T-1 (Léb Technician) at CSWRI, Avikanagar.
The matter was inyestigatéd by a committee constituted in
the_ Indian .Council for Agric'ultural Research (ICAR') and the
Committee did 'bbservg irregularities in the recruitment
process.-»Tﬁe .matter ’wa's -considered by the ‘co'.mpet-ent'
authority and it was decided to cancel the'recrAuit'me.nt
process cohducted by CSWRI on fhe post of T-1 ‘(Lab

Technician) and take action against responsible officers of
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iCSW-RI' for'.the .alleged irregularities. Accordingly the

- services o‘f.'the applicants, Shailendra Singh Dhaked,

Manisha .Kadaiya and Ramesh Meena have been

terminated by the Director, CSWRI, Avikanagar. '

8. They have further stated that in the lnstant case at

" hand, there has been gross irregularity in the selection for

the three :pos‘ts of. T-1 (Lab Technician) at CSWRI,
Avikanagar during the year- 2011 in so'much so ‘that the
selectlon of the candldates to the post of T-1 (Lab
Techn|c1an) was done purély on the basis of interV|eyv,
completely ignoring ‘the marks obtained by the candidates
in the written examination.. No criteria for awarding marks

for interview was fixed. The candidates who got less marks

in the written’ examination were . selected ignoring the

candidates who got high‘ma'rks in the written»examination.
The D_irector, jCSWRI, : AVikanagar, considered only the
interview marks for selecting theJcandidates. Thie process _
is against the established law.ln the country The Hon'ble
Apex Court of the land in a catena of Judgments has held
in dneq'uivocal terms that the interview marks cannot

exceed 1_.5%_. Thusl'-the‘re is gross‘irreg_ularity and illegality ’

apparent on the face of. record and, therefore, there is no

element of any |llegal|ty |n the action of the respondents -

and hence, .the claim of the applicant a'nd the OA merits B

rejection in limini. ol o |
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9. ° The averments made by the applicants .~ with.
reference to-their performance are irrelevant in the present -

case because they have not been terminated from service.

on account- of their unsatiéfactory performance but they
have been terminated from service invoking the provisions

of Rule 5. of CCS (TS) Rules, 1965. Thus the action of the

respondents is perfectly legal and valid. Since the selection

of the applicants_haé been made contrary to the

established recruitment rules and the law declared by the

- Hon'ble Apex Court of-the land, therefore, the action of the.

respondents cannot be faulted.

10. The mere fact that the applicants reported for duty |

andnlwere appoint_ed to the temporary post of T-1 (Lab
Technicién) does not confer any indefensible right in favour
of the applicants. A bare perusal of the office order
16.09.2011 (A"nnequre A/1) would reveal that offer of

appointment issued vide office order dated 25.03.2011 has

been withdrawn by the co‘mpeteh‘g éuthority in exercise of

power under Rule 5 of the CCS (TS) Rules, 1965 as well as

in view of Clause 7 of the: offer of appointment dated

25.03.2011 and there is no element of any illegality in the

- action of the respondents.

11. The- respondents have further 'state_d that the -

, applicants are trying to twist the fact that they were not

temporary employees. The applicants were informed_ih

unequivocal terms vide CSWRI Memorandum dated
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25.03.2011 that the post of T-1 (Lab Tec'hn.ician) being

. offered to them is a tem’porary post. Thus the applicants

were appointed to “the temporary poet of T-1 (Lab
Technician) _aod were on probation. As per CCSl(TS) Rules, -
1965 .ano as per terms & conditions ofthe-Memorandum'
dated 25.0‘3.2011, the services of the applicants were
Iiaole to terminated at any point o'f‘ time during the period:
of probation without giving any reason. Thus, there is no_
e‘Iemen‘t of' a_ny illegality in the action of the reepondents i'n
issutng‘the‘ impugned oroer dated 16.0‘97201‘1.. There hes-
b’e-en- grOss'_'illegality in the selection process adopted by r
the appointing authority while making appointments of the
ap‘pliica_nts- to the post of T-1 (Lab Technician). Therefore, it '
an eppointment is made illegally/irreg»ularly, then'the same' '

cannot be basis for continuation -of that appointment and

thus the action of the respondents in ‘terminating the

services of the applicants vide office order dated
16.09.2011 is absol'utely legal: Thus the OAs have no merit

anid need to be dismissed.

12, ' The respondents have also filed an additional

afﬁdavit'in compliance of the directions issued by this

Tribunal dated 06.01.2012.

13.- Heard the learned counsel .for the parties and’
perused the relevant documents on record. Learned
counsel for the apphcant argued that the applicants applled

for ~the post of T-1 (Lab Techmcn_an) agamst the
| | Ani St
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advertisement issued by the respondents. They appeared .

in the written 'ekamination as well as interview ‘a'md‘ on
being duly selected, t-lL1ey Were givgn appointment. He
further argued that there is no specific rule of recruitment
in CSWRI and in absence of any specific rule, the,re was no
violation. - of any recruitment rgles. The Appointihg
Authority 'h'as'_ not Committed any illegality in selecting the

applicants. They have not got the appointment on the

basis of any wrong information or malafide on their part. If’

any irregularity' has been committed; then -persons

‘responsible for that'irregularity should be held responsible

and not the applicants. Learned counsel for the applicant

relied upon the following judgments:-

(i)-  Anuragh Ku‘r‘nar Johri vs. Union of India &

Others decided by the CAT, Allahabad Bench
(OA No. 1250/2006 dated 13.04.20007),

(ii) ~ Shri Arun Kumar Singhal vs. Indian Council of
Agricultural Research & Others decided by CAT,

PB, New Delhi (OA No. 2937/2009 dated.

26.11.2010),

(iii) = Punish vs. Government of NCT of Delhi decided
by CAT, PB, New Delhi (OA No. 3433/2010
dated 16.11.2011). :

(iv) ,Pu‘rshotam' Lal Dhingra vs. Union of India
AIR 1958 SC 36 (1) '

(v)  R.S. Slal vs. The State of U.P. & Others
AIR 1974 SC 1317

(vi) Man Singh vs. State of Haryana & Others-
2008 INDLAW SC 750

(vii) - Sanjay Singh & Another vs'. Public Service
Commission, Allahabad & Another
AIR 2007 SC. 950

(viii) ‘Rakhi Ray & Others vs. High Court of Delhi &

Others with Navin Kumar Jha vs. Lt. Governor
& Others, AIR 2010 SC 932
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(ix) Ramesh Kumar .vs. High Court of Delhi- &
Another, AIR 2010 SC 3714 ) :

14.- Learned counsel for applicant in OA No. 448/2011

~ (Manisha Kadaiya) further argued that as per Clause 6 & 7

of the office Memorandum dated 25.03.2011 shows that
the applicarits have been placed on probation for two years

from the date of his/her joining the post which may be

" extended at _the discretion of the competent authority.

Failure to ’complete tne period of trial to the satisfaction of
the competent authority will render him/her liable to be
discharged from ser\rice. He argued that there is no. charge'
against'\th‘e applicants. The applicants did discharge their
functions .to the - satlsfact|on of the respondents. There
cannot be termination durlng the|period of probation. He

further-argued that Clause 7 of the Memorandum states

-that .his/her - appointment . can pbe terminated without

assigning any reason by one month’s notice on either side

. under Rule 5 of the.CCS (TS) Rules, ‘1965, as applicable,
Mutati's-,Mutandi_s to the e'm'ployeee of the Council during

the period of probation, however, the appointing authority

may terminate the service of appointee without notice and
without the payment of salary in lieu thereof. He argued

that this clause No. 7 is in contradiction of Clause No. 6.

AN employee cannot be on probation as ‘well as he cannot

" be srmultaneously covered under Rule 5 of the CCS (TS)

Rules, 1965 Therefore, Clause No. 7 of the Memorandum
is |llegal and contrary to the law and termlnatlon of

services of the applicants under this Clause is also rll.egal

I SCuns~
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'and_"shoUld be set aside. In support of his arguments, he
referred to the judgment of -the Hon'ble Supreme Couirt in |

the case of K.H. Siraj vs. High Court of Kerala &

Others, 2006 SCC (L&S) 1345.

15. On the contrary, learned counsel for the respondents |

-~ argued that selection process to the post of T-1 (Lab

Technician) at CSWRI, Avikanagar was against the rules

-and i'IIegaliti‘es were committed. by'the Director of CSWRI.

During the selection process, the competent authority did -

not consider the marks obtained by the candidates in the

‘written examination ‘and only the marks of the interview’

were ‘considered fbr selec'ting-the candidates, which is
against the established.law in the country._ Even the
Selection Committee did not prescribe the basis on which
the marks for interview were given. He produced Athe

original record of the selection. From perusal of the original

~ record, it is.evident that candidate securing 87 marks has

been ignored while four candidates have secured 74 marks

and it not clear as to how one of them was picked up for . -

appointment. To support his arguments, he referred to the

following jUdgments of the Hon'ble Supreme Court:-

(i) Union of India & Others vs. Arun Kumar Roy
1986 (1) SCC 675

(ii)  State of _BiHar vs Upendra Narayan Singh &
. - Others, 2009 (5) SCC 65. '

(iii) Director General, - Indian Council for
Agricultural- Research and Others vs. D.
Sundara Raju . '
2011 (6) SCC 605.

WJ/M/

N
-
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16. - He further argued that there may be cases when
fhere is no written examination and the selecti_bn are made
purely on the basis of jnterview but in these particular’

Cases;‘- written examination was held and thereafter .

' interview"was held. In such a situation, Hon’ble Supreme

Court has held that not more thah 15% marks ’should be |
ea.r marked for the ihtervi'ew. He further argued that in the.
casé of Director _Generai, Indian Cou.nci_l for Agricultural
Research_'and Others vs. D. Suhdara Raju (supra), tHe
Hon’ble Suprerﬁe Court has held that\SO% marks allocated
for “interview were 'h'i_ghl'y excessive for the post of a

Principal Scientist and contrary to the settled legal'positio-n

| crystallized from a series of the judgments of this Court.

He further argued that appointment must be made on the

basis of overall merit. In these,,caées in h-and, an inquiry
was conducted on a compl'.aint received against' Dr. S.A.
Kareem,  Director, CSWRI, Avikanagar. The committee
p'o‘,i_nted out irregularities in the selection Process, thué the
seléction pro'cess,is Aitsel'f vitiated, The app.licants cann'o.t_

claim the right of their appointmeht based on irregular

selection.

17. .- With regard to clause 6 & 7 -of the Memorandumi

. dated 25.03.2011; he argued :that the applicants were

~ given appointment under Rule 5 of the CCS (TS) 1965.

According to clause 7 of Memorandum dated 25.03.2011,
their termination is according to the rules. Even if for

arguments sake, it is ag'reed ‘that applicants were_

i s
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appointed on- probation even then their sefvices can be

terminated .if the selectioh process itself is based on

irregular procedure. Therefore, termination order dated

16.09.2011 is according to the rules and the present OAs

-_have no merit.

'18.  Having heard the rival submissions of the parties and

- after careful perusal of the documents on record, we are of

the opinion that the applicants h_aVe failed to make out any
case for the interference by this Tribunal. It is not disputed

that an advertisement-Was'issued for recruitment to the

_post of _TS—l (Lab Technician) and the applicants'applied'

for that post. They appeared in the written examination .

and they were alsb called for interview. They were given
offer of appointment vide Memorandum dated 25.03.2011
and they joined their duties. However, a complaint was

made against the Director, CSWRI, Avikanagar against the

-irregular’ities committed in the selection process for the

post of T-1 (Léb Technician). The matter was investigated

be a committee . constituted in the "Indian Council for

Agricultural Research and the Committee did observe

irregularities and illegali‘ties_in the recruitment process.

‘The matter was .duly-‘ considered by the competent

authority and it was decided to cancel the recruitmeﬁt

process conducted by the CSWRI on the post of T-1 (Lab-

Technician) and to take 'actio/n against the responsible

officers of CSWRI for the alleged irregularities and

illegalities. We -have also perused the original record

Wf—m»e:
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_'pro}duced by the learned counsel for the respondents
~during the. ‘argument which point out towards the:

- irregularities committed during the course of selection as

the Candidate securing 87% marks in the written.

examination has been ignored while the persons sécuring

less marks have been given appointment.-We are inclined

-to agree with.the arguments of the learned counsel for the

respondénts that when there‘is' written examination as well

as inte_rView then the selection cannot be held merely on

the basis of marks obtained in the interview. The Hon'ble

Supfeme Court has held in catena of judgments that
interview marks should ;not gén'erally e’xceéd 15%. The-
ratio decided in the ca.ées referred to by the .learned -
counsel .for the applicant .is not applicable ln the faéts, &
circaumstanc'es of the presant‘ cases. On the‘ contrary the
ratio decided by the Hon’blé Supreme Court'in t_he caées,
referred to by Ehe"lea.rned counsel for the respondents, is

squarely appiicable' in the facts & circumstances of the

- present c_asés...Thu's we are of the view that no irregul_ari'ty

haé been conﬁmitted(' by.the respondents while issuing the.
office '-arde'r dated 16.09.2011 (Annexure- A/1) ‘to
discontin.u'e the services of ’the applicants‘vxilith -immediate
e’ff’ect.. Since the aérvices of the applicants have bean'
discontinued on the basis of. irregular ap'po:intment, in ou‘jr.
opinion it will not make any _differer;ce ‘whether the
applfcants weAre-oln probation or were recruit_ed under CCS
(TS) 'R-ulea, 1965. Moreover a bare perusal of

Advertisement No. CSWRI/7/2009' (Annexure A/2) makes
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it clear that the posts of T-1 (Lab Technician)_we’re‘

- temporary posts. Therefore, the applicants were recruited

“against the temporary ’post; Therefore, their services were

/

rig.h'tly terminated under CCS (TS) Rules, 1965. Rule 5 of .

CCs (Ts) Rules read as follows:-
"5. Termina'tion'of Temporary Service

(1)(a)The services of temporary Government shall be
liable to termination at any time by a notice in
writing given either by the Government
servant to the appointing authority or by
appointing authority to -the Government

~servant. ' ‘

| (b) .the period of such notice shall be one month

Provided that the service of any such
Government servant may be terminated forthwith
and. on such termination the Government servant
shall be entitled to claim a sum equivalent to the
amount of his pay plus allowances for the period of
the notice at the same rates at which he was
~drawing them immediately before the termination of
is services or, as the case may be, for the period by
which such notice falls short of one month.”

Office order dated 16.09.2011 (Annexure A/6)‘

~complies wifh the requirement of Rule 5 of CCS (TS) Rules,

1965. Thus, there is no infirmity‘ in office order dated

' 16.09.2011. Moreover, under this Rule, there is no

condition that service of aAtemporary employee can be

terminated only when his services are unsatisfactory. We

|

- find no force in the argumenfs of the learned counsel for

the applicant that the services of the applicants could not
have been terminated under Rule 5 of CCS (TS) Rules,
1965. Therefore in our opinion, there is no merit in the

present OAs. A o s

P
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19." Consequently, the OAs being devoid of merit are -

dismissed with no order as to costs.

20. -In view of the order passed in the OA,-MA nos.

”!.‘u.".l'l , : ay

283/2011 & 373/2011 filed alongwith OA No. 431/2011

are disposed o‘f:a_ccordin‘gly.

.......... [ A — w_ﬁw_*,__/_(:,;,c—ﬁ-u:‘*”’“”‘
(Anil Kumar) (Justice K.S.Rathore)
Member.-(A) - Member (1)
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