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Constitution of ‘India, Art. 192(1) and (2)--Wwo can
raise question as to disqualification of sitting menber-
Whet her question has to be raised on floor of the Assenbly
and referred to the Governor by Speaker--Enquiry to be held
by Governor or El ection Conmi ssion?

HEADNOTE:

The appellant was elected to the Oissa Legislative
Assenbly in 1961. In 1964 respondent No. 2 nmade a conplaint
to the Governor alleging that the appellant had incurred a
di squalificati on subsequent to his election as contenplated
in Art. 191(1)(e) of the Constitution read with s. 7 of the
Repr esent ati on of the People Act (Act 43 of 1951). The
Chief Secretary Oissa forwarded the said complaint to
respondent No. 1, the El ection Comm ssion of India, ~under
the instructions of the Governor, requesting it to make
enquiry into the conplaint and give its opinion. Accordingly
respondent No. 1 served notice on the appellant and called
upon himto submt his reply. The appellant challenged the
jurisdiction of respondent No. 1 to conduct the enquiry and
filed a wit petitioninthe Hgh Court. On its being
di smi ssed he appealed to this Court by special |eave.

It was contended on behal f of the appellant t hat no
guestion wunder Art. 192(1) had arisen in the case ‘as a
guestion relating to the disqualification of a nmenber under
Art. 191(1)(e) could not be raised by an ordinary citizen
It was urged that considering the context of Art. 192 and
the provisions of Art. 199 the question could only be raised
on the floor of the House and thereafter referred to the
CGovernor by the Speaker of the Assenmbly. It was further
contended that only the Governor who had to give the
deci sion could hold the enquiry, and the El ection Conm ssion
was only to give its opinion on the naterials forwarded to
it by the Governor.

HELD: (i) The argument t that no question had arisen
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under Art. 192(1) could not be accepted. What Art 192(1)
requires is that a question should arise; howit arises, by
whom it is raised, in what circunstances it is raised are
not relevant for the purpose of the application of this
clause. [59 H

The words in Art. 192(1) that "the question shall be
referred for the decision of the Governor" nmerely enphasise
that any question of the type contenplated in the said
cl ause shall be decided by the Governor and Governor al one;
no other authority, including the courts, can decide it. |
the intention was that the question nust b.e raised
first in the legislative Assenbly and after a prima facie
exam nation by the Speaker it should be referred by him to
the Governor, Art. 192(1) would have been worded in an
entirely different manner. [59 B-(

The object of Art 192 is that no nenmber who has incurred
a disqualification under Art. 191(1) should b.e allowed to
continue as a nenber.The Constitution itself in Art 190(3)
provi des for thevacation of the seat of such a nenber.
Further it is inthe interests of the menber’s constituency
that no longer being entitled to the status of a nmenber. he
shoul d be renoved. |In view
54
of these considerationS a citizen is certainly entitled to
nmake a conplaint to the Governor about the  disqualification
i ncurred by a nmenber under Art. 191(1). [59. E-(G

(ii) The enquiry for the purpose of the decision under
Art. 192 has to be held by the El ection Comrmission and not
by the Governor. \Wen the Governor pronounces his decision
under Art. 192(1) he is not required to consult his Counci
of Mnisters; he has nerely to forward 'the question to the
El ection Commission for its opinion, and as~ soon as the
opinion is received, "he shall act according 'to such
opinion". It is the opinion of the El ection Conm ssion which
is in substance decisive, and it is legitimate that the
Comm ssion should proceed to try the conplaint before it
gives its opinion. [60 D H

[Legislation to vest Election Comm ssion with powers of
a Conmission under the Conm ssions of Enquiry ~Act, 1952,
reconmended.] [62 B]

JUDGVMVENT:

CIVIL, APPELLATE JURI SDICTION. Civil Appeal No. 50 of
1965.

Appeal by special |eave fromthe order dated January 6,
1965 of the Circuit Bench of the Punjab H gh Court at Del hi
in Cvil Wit No. 8-D of 1965.

M C. Setal vad, Ravinder Narain, J.B. Dadachanji and O C
Mat hur, for the appellant.

C K Dapht ary, Att or ney- General , S. V. Gupt e,
Solicitor GCeneral, B.R L. lyengar and R H Dhebar, for the
respondent No. 1.

Santosh Chatterjee B. B. Ratho and M L. Chhibber, for
respondent No. 2.

The Judgnent of the Court was .delivered by

Gaj endragadkar, C.J. The principal question which this
appeal by special |eave raises for our decision relates to
the construction of Article 192 of the Constitution. The
said question arises in this way. The appellant Brundaban
Nayak was el ected to the Legislative Assenbly of Orissa from
the Hinjili 23 Constituency in Ganjamdistrict in 1961, and
was appointed one of the Mnisters of the Council of
Mnisters in the said State. On August 18, 1964, respondent
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No. 2, P. Biswal, applied to the Governor of Orissa alleging
t hat t he appel lant had incurred a di squalification
subsequent to his election under Art. 191(1)(e) of the
Constitution read with section 7 of the Representation of
the People Act, 1951 (No. 43 of 1951) (hereinafter called
the Act). In his application, respondent No. 2 made severa
al l egations in support of his contention that the appellant
had becone disqualified to be a menber of the Oissa
Legi slative Assenmbly. On Septenber 10, 1964, the Chief
Secretary to the Government of Orissa forwarded the ,said
conplaint to respondent No. 1, the Election Conm ssion of
India, wunder the instructions of the Governor. 1In this
conmuni cation, the Chief Secretary stated that a question
had ari sen under Article 191(1) of the Constitution whether
the menmber in

55

qguestion had been subject to the disqualification alleged by
respondent. No. 2 and so, he requested respondent No. 1 in
the name of the Governor to make such enquiries as it thinks
fit and give its opinion for conmunication tO the Governor
to enable himto give a decision on the question raised.

On  Novenber 17, 1964, respondent No. 1 served a notice
on the appellant forwarding to hima copy of the letter
received by it fromrespondent No. 2 dated the 4th Novenber,
1964. The notice intimated to the appellant that respondent
No. 1 proposed to enquire in the natter before giving its
opi nion on the Governor’s reference, and, therefore, called
upon himto submt on or before the 5th Decenber, 1964, his
reply with supporting affidavits and docunents, if any. The
appellant was also told that the parties would be heard in
person or through authorised counsel at 10-30 A M. on the
8th Decenber, 1964. in the office of respondent No. 1 in New
Del hi .

On Decenber 1, 1964, the appellant sent a telegram to
respondent No. 1 requesting it to adjourn the hearing of the
matter. On the same day, he also -addressed a registered
letter to respondent No. 1 mmking the sane request.
Respondent No. 2 objected to the request nmde by the
appel l ant for adjourning the hearing of the conplaint. On
Decenber 8, 1964. respondent No. 1 took up this matter for
consi derati on. Respondent No. 2 appeared by his counsel M.
Chatterjee, but the appellant was absent. Respondent No. 1
took the view that an enquiry of the nature contenpl ated by
Art. 192(2) mnust be conducted as expedtiously as
possi ble, and so, it was necessary that whatever his other
conmtrments may be, the appellant should arrange to submit
at least his statement in reply to the allegations made by
respondent No. 2, even if he required some nore tinme for
filing affidavits and/or docunents in support of his
statenent. Even so, respondent No. 1 gave the appellant tine
until the 2nd January, 1965, 10-30 A°M when it ordered that
the matter woul d be heard.

On January 2, 1965, the appellant appeared by his
counsel M. Patnai k and respondent No. 2 by his counsel M.
Chatterjee. On this occasion, M. Patnaik raised t he
guestion about the maintainability of the proceedi ngs before
respondent No. 1 and its conpetence to hold the enquiry. M.
Chatterjee repelled M. Patnaik’s contention. Respondent No.
1 over-ruled M. Patnaik’s contention and recorded its
conclusion that it was conmpetent to hold the enquiry under
Art. 192(2). M. Patnaik then asked for adjournnent and nade
it clear that he was nmaking the notion for adjournnent
wi thout subnmitting to the jurisdiction of respondent No. 1.
In view of the attitude adopted by M. Patnaik, respondent
No. 1 took the viewthat it would be pointless to adjourn
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the proceedings. and so, it heard M. Chatterjee in support
of the case of respondent No. 2. After hearing M.
Chatterjee. respondent No. 1 reserved its orders on the
enquiry and noted that its

opi nion would be conmunicated to the Governor as early as
possi bl e.

Wien matters had reached this stage before respondent
No. 1, the appellant noved the Punjab Hi gh Court under Art.
226 of the Constitution praying that the enquiry which
respondent No. 1 was holding, should be quashed on the
ground that it was inconpetent and w thout jurisdiction
This wit petition was sunmarily dism ssed by the said High
Court on January 6, 1965. Thereafter, the appellant applied
to this Court for special leave on January 8, 1965, and
special |eave was granted to himon January 14, 1965. The
appellant then noved this Court for stay of further
proceedi ngs before respondent No. 1, and the said prayer was
granted. ‘When special |eave was granted to the appellant,
this Court- had nade an order that the preparation of the
record and the filing of statenents of the case should be
di spensed with and the appeal should be heard on the paper-
book filed along with the special |eave petition and nmust be
placed for hearing wthin three weeks. That is how the
matter has cone before us for final disposal

Since the Punjab Hi gh Court had dismssed the wit
petition filed by the appellant in limne, neither of the
two respondents had an opportunity to file their replies to
the allegation nade by the appellant in his wit petition.
That is why both respondent No. 1 and respondent No. 2
have filed counter-affidavits in the present appeal setting
out all the relevant facts on which they wish to rely. The

appellant has filed an affidavit-in-reply. Al'l t hese
documents have been taken on the record at the tine of the
hearing of this appeal. It appears fromthe affidavit filed

by M. Prakash Narain. Secretary to respondent No. 1, that
when notice issued by respondent No. 1 on the 17th Novenber,
1964, was served on the appellant, through oversight the
original complaint flied by respondent No. 2 -before the
CGovernor of Orissa and the reference nmade by the Governor to
respondent No. 1 were not forwarded to the appellant. At the
hearing before us, it is not disputed by the appellant -that
a conplaint was in fact nmade by respondent No. 2 before the
Governor of Orissa and that the Governor had then referred
the matter to respondent No. 1 for its opinion

Let us then refer to Article 192 which fails to be construed
in the present appeal. Before reading this articl, it is
relevant to refer to Art. 191. Article 191(1) provides . that
a person shall be disqualified for being chosen as, and for
being, a nenber of the Legislative Assenbly or Legislative
Council of a State if,

57

to the Governor. As we have already indicated, respondent
No. 2's case is that the appellant has incurred the
di squalification wunder Art. 191(1)(e) read with s. 7(d)  of
the Act, and this disqualification has been incurred by him
subsequent to his election. It is well-settled that the
di squalification to which Art. 191(1) refers, nust be
incurred subsequent to the election of the nenber. This
conclusion follows fromthe provisions of Art. 190(3)(a).
This Article refers to the vacation of seats by nenbers duly
el ected. Sub-Article (3)(a) provides that if a nenber of a
House of the Legislature of a State becones subject to any
of the disqualifications nentioned in clause (1) of Art.
191, his seat shall thereupon become vacant. Incidentally,
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we nmay add that corresponding provisions with regard to the
di squalification of nenbers of both Houses of Parlianent are
prescribed by Articles 101,102 and 103 of the Constitution.
It has been held by this Court in Election Conm ssion, India
V. Saka Venkat a Subba Rao and Uni on of
I ndia--Intervener/that Articles 190(3) and 192(1) are
applicable only to disqualifications to which a nenber
becomes subject after being elected as such. There is no
doubt that the allegations nade by respondent No. 2 in his
conplaint before the Governor, prima facie, indicate that
the disqualification on which respondent No. 2 relies has
ari sen subsequent to the election of the appellant in 1961

Reverting then to Art. 192, the question which we have to

decide in the present appeal is whether respondent No. 1
is entitled to hold anenquiry before giving its opinion
to the CGovernor as required by Art. 192(2). Let us read
Art. 192:--

"(1) If any question arises as to
whet her a nmenber of a House of the Legislature
of ~a State has becone subject to any of the
di squal i fications mentioned in clause (1) of
Article 191, the question shall be referred
for the decision of the Governor and his
deci si'on shall be final

(2) Before giving any decision on any
such question. the Governor shall obtain the
opi nion of the Election Comssion and shal
act according to such opinion".

M. Setalvad for the appellant contends that in the present
case. no question can be said to have arisen as to whether
the appel | ant has becone  subject to any of the
di squalifications nmentioned in clause (1) “of Art. 191
because his case is that such a question can be raised only
on the floor of the Legislative Assenbly and can be raised
by menbers of the Assenbly and not by an ordinary citizen or
voter in the formof a conplaint-to the Governor. M.
Setalvad did not dispute the fact that this contention has
not been taken by the appellant either in his wit petition
before the Hi gh Court or even in his applicationfor specia
| eave before this Court. In fact, the case sought to be made
out by the appellant in the present proceedi ngs appears to
be that though a question nmay have ari sen about

(1)[1953] S.C. R 1144.

8

his disqualification, it is the Governor alone who can~ hold
the enquiry and not respondent No. 1. Even so, we have
allowed M. Setalvad to raise this point, because it 1is
purely a question of |aw depending upon the construction of
Art. 192(1).

In support of his argument, M. Setalvad refers to the
fact that Art. 192 occurs in Chapter IIl of Part <Vl | which
deals with the State Legislature, and he invited our
attention to the fact that under Art. 199(3) which ‘deals

with a question as to whether a Bill introduced in the
Legi slature of a State which has a Legislative Council is a
Money Bill or not, the decision of the Speaker of
the Legislative Assenmbly of such State thereon shall be
final. He urges that just as the question contenplated by

Art. 199(3) can be raised only on the floor of the House, so
can the question about a subsequent disqualification of a
menber of a Legislative Assenbly be raised on the floor of
the House and nowhere el se. He concedes that whereas the
guestion contenplated by Art. 199(3) has to be decided by
the Speaker and his decisionis final, the authority to
decide the question under Art. 192(1) is not vested in the
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Speaker. but is vested in the Governor. In other words, the
context in which Art. 192(1) occurs is pressed into service
by M. Setalvad in support of his argunent.

M. Setalvad also relies on the fact that Art. 192(1)
provides that if any question arises, it shall be referred
for the, decision of the Governor and this clause, says M.
Set al vad, suggests that there should be sone referring
authority which nmakes a reference of the question to the
Governor for his decision. According to him this referring
authority, by necessary inplication, is the Speaker of the
Legi sl ative Assenbly. There is another argunment which he has
advanced before us in support of this construction. Article
192(2) requires that whenever a question is referred to the
Covernor, he shall obtain the opinion of the Election
Conmi ssion and M. Setalvad suggests that it could not have
been the intention of the Constitution to require the
Governor to refer to the El ecticon Commi ssion every question
which is raised about an alleged disqualification of a
menber of ‘a Legi sl ative Assenbly even though such a question
may be patently frivol ous or -unsust ai nabl e.

We are not inmpressed by these argunents. It is
significant that the first clause of Art. 192(1) does not
permit of any limtations such as M. Setalvad suggests.
VWhat the said clause requires is that ~a question should
arise; how it arises, by whom it is raised, in what
circunstances it is raised, are not rel evant for the purpose
of the application of this clause. Al that is relevant 1is
that a question of the type nentioned by the clause should
arise; and so, the limtation which M. Setalvad seeks to
introduce in the construction of the first part of Art.
192(1) is plainly inconsistent with the words used in the
sai d cl ause.

59

Then as to the argunent based on the words "the question
shall be referred for the decision of the Governor", 'these
words do not inport the assunption that any other authority
has to receive the conplaint and after a prima facie and
initial investigation about the conplaint, send it on or
refer it to the Governor for his decision. These words
nerely enphasi se that any question of the type contenpl ated
by clause (1) of Art. 192 shall be decided by the Governor
and CGovernor alone; no other authority can decide it, nor

can the decision of the said question as such fall ~wthin
the jurisdiction of the Courts. That is the significance  of
the words "shall be referred for the decision of the
CGovernor". If the intention was that the question nust be

raised first in the Legislative Assenbly and after a prima
facie examnation by the Speaker it should be referred by
him to the Governor, Art. 192(1) woul d have been worded in
an entirely different manner. W do not think there is any
justification for reading such serious limtations-in Art.
192(1) nerely by inplication

It is true that Art. 192(2) requires that whenever a
guestion ari ses as to the subsequent
di squalification of a nenmber of the Legislative Assenbly, it
has to be forwarded by the Governor to the Election
Conmission for its opinion. It is conceivable that in sone
cases, conplaints made to the Governor may be frivolous or
fantastic; but if they are of such a character, the El ection
Conmmission will find no difficulty in expressing its opinion
that they should be rejected straightaway. The object of
Art. 192 is plain. No person who has incurred any of the
di squalifications specified by Art. 191(1), is entitled to
continue to be a nenber of the Legislative Assenbly of a
State, and since the obligation to vacate his seat as a
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result of his subsequent disqualification has been inposed
by the Constitution itself by Art. 190(3)(a), there should
be no difficulty in holding that any citizen is entitled to
make a complaint to the Governor alleging that any menber of
t he Legi sl ative Assenmbly has incurred one of t he
di squalifications nmentioned in Art. | 91 (1) and should

therefore, vacate his seat. The whol e object of denpcratic
elections is to constitute |egislative chanbers conmposed of
nmenbers who are entitled to that status, and if any nenber
forfeits t hat st at us by reason of a subsequent
di squalification, it is in the interests of the constituency
which such a nmenber represents that the matter should be
brought to the notice of the Governor and decided by him in
accordance with the provisions of Art. 192(2). Ther ef or e,
we nust reject M. Setalvad's argunent that a question has
not arisen in the present proceedings as required by Art.
192(1).

The  next point which M. Setalvad has raised is that
even if a 'question is held to have arisen under Art. 192(1),
it is for the Governor to hold the enquiry and not for the
El ection —Commi'ssion. He contends that Art. 192(1) requires
the question to be referred to the Governor for his decision
and provides that his decision shall be final. It is a
normal requirenment of the rule of |aw that a person
60
who decides should be enpowered to hold the enquiry which

woul d enable himto reach his decision, -and since the
Gover nor deci des the question, he nust hold the enquiry and
not the Election Conm ssion. That, in substance, is M.

Setal vad’ s case. He concedes that Art. 192(2) requires that
the Governor has to pronounce his decision in accordance
with the .opinion given by the Election Commssion; that is
a Constitutional obligation inposed on the Governor. He,
however, argues that the El ection Commission which has to
give an opinion, is not conpetent to hold the enquiry, but
it is the Governor who shoul d hold the enquiry and then
forward to the Election Conmission all the materi a
collected in such an enquiry to.enable it to form its
opi ni on and comuni cate the sane to the Governor

We are satisfied that this contention alsois not well-
founded. The schene of Article 192(1) and (2) is -absolutely
clear. The decision on the question raised under Art. 192(1)
has no doubt to be pronounced by the Governor, but that
decision has to be in accordance with the opinion of the
El ecti on Commi ssion. The object of this provision clearly is
to leave it to the El ection Commission to decide the matter,
t hough the decision as such would formally be pronounced in
the nanme of the Governor. Wen the Governor pronounces. his
decision wunder Art. 192(1), he is not required to consult
his Council of Mnisters; heis not even required to
consider and decide the matter hinmself; he has nerely to
forward the question to the Election Commission for its
opi nion, and as soon as the opinion is received, "he ‘shal
act according to such opinion". In regard to conpl ai nts rmade
agai nst the el ection of nmenbers to the Legislative Assenbly.
the jurisdiction to decide such conplaints is left with the
El ection Tribunal under the relevant provisions of the Act.
That neans that all allegations made challenging the
validity of the election of any nenber, have to be tried by
the El ecti on Tribunals constituted by the El ecti on
Conmi ssi on. Simlarly, all conplaints in respect of
di squal i ficati ons subsequently incurred by nenbers who have
been validly el ected, have, in substance, to be tried by the
El ection Commission, though the decision in formhas to be
pronounced by the CGovernor. If this schene of Art. 192(1)
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and (2) is borne in mnd, there would be no difficulty in
rejecting M. Setalvad s contention that the enquiry nust be
held by the Governor. It is the opinion of the Election
Commi ssion which is in substance decisive and it is
legitimate to assune that when the complaint is received by
the CGovernor, and he forwards it to the El ection Comm ssion
the El ection Comm ssion should proceed to try the conplaint
before it gives its opinion. Therefore, we are satisfied
that respondent No. 1 acted within its jurisdiction when it
served a notice on the appellant calling upon him to file
his statement and produce his evidence in support thereof.
M. Setalvad faintly attenpted to argue that the failure
of respondent No. 1 to furnish the appellant with a copy of
the conplaint made by respondent No. 2 before the Governor
and of the
61
order of reference passed by the Governor ,forwarding the
said complaint to respondent No. 1, rendered the proceedings
bef ore respondent No. 1 illegal. This contentionis plainly
m sconceived. As soon as respondent No. 1 received the
conpl ai nt-and the order of reference which was comuni cated
to it by the Chief Secretary to the Governnent of Orissa, it
was seized of the matter and it was plainly acting wthin
its jurisdiction under Art. 192(2) when it served the notice
on the appellant; As we have already /indicated, it was
t hrough oversight that the two docunments were not forwarded
to the appellant along with the notice, but that cannot in
any sense affect the jurisdiction of respondent No. 1 to
hold the enquiry. I'n fact, as respondent No. 2 has pointed
out in his affidavit, the fact that a reference. had been
made by the Governor to respondent No. 1 was known all over
the State, and it is futile for the appellant to ' suggest
that when he received the notice fromrespondent No. 1, he
did not know that a conpl aint had been made against him to
the Governor alleging that subsequent-to his election, he
had incurred a disqualification as contenplated by Art.
191(1)(e) of the Constitution read with s. 7(d) of the Act.
It would have been better if the appellant had not raised
such a plea in the present proceedings.

In this connection, we ought to point out that so far the
practice followed in respect of such conplaints has
consistently recognised that the enquiry is to be held by
the Election Conmi ssion both under Art. 192(2) and Art-.
103(2). In fact, the | earned Attorney Ceneral for respondent
No. 1 stated before us that though on several occasions, the
El ecti on Conm ssion has held enquiries before communicating
its opinion either to the President under Art. 103(2) or to
the Governor under Art. 192(2), no one ever | thought of
rai sing the contention that the enquiry nust be held by the
Presi dent or the Governor respectively under Art. 103(1) and
Art. 192(1). He suggested that the main object  of the
appellant in taking such a plea was to prolong the
proceedi ngs before respondent No. 1. In the first instance,
the appellant asked for a |ong adjournnent and when  that
request was refused by respondent No. 1, he adopted the
present proceedings solely with the object of avoiding an
early decision by the Governor on the conpl aint made agai nst
the appel l ant by respondent No. 2. W cannot say that there
is no substance in this suggestion.

There is one nmore point to which we may refer before we
part wth this appeal. Qur attention was drawn by the
| earned Attorney-General to the observations nade by the
Chi ef El ection Comm ssioner when he rendered his opinion to
the Governor on May 30, 1964, on a simlar question under
Art. 192(2) in respect of the alleged disqualification of
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M. Biren Mtra, a nenber of the Oissa Legi sl ative
Assenbly, "Were, as in the present case", observed the
Chief Election Conmssioner, "the relevant facts are in
di spute and can only be ascertained after a proper enquiry,
the Comm ssion finds itself in the unsatisfactory position
of having to give a decisive
L/ B(D)2SCl - 6

62

opi nion an the basis of such affidavits and documents as may
be produced before it by interested parties. It is desirable
that the Election Commission should be vested wth the
powers of a comm ssion under the Comm ssions of Enquiry Act,
1952, such as the power to summon w tnesses and exam ne them
on oath, the power to conpel the production of docunents,
and the power to issue conmissions for the exam nation of

witnesses". W would like to invite the attention of
Parliament to these observations, because we think that the
difficulty experienced by the Election Comm ssion in
rendering its opinion wunder Art. 103(2) or Art. 192(2)
appears. to be genuine, and so Parlianment may well consider

whet her the suggesti on” made by the Chi ef El ection
Conmi ssi oner should not be accepted and appropriate
| egi sl ati on adopted in that behalf.

The result is, the appeal fails and is dismssed wth
costs. In view of the fact that the present proceedi ngs have
unnecessarily protracted the enquiry before respondent No.
1, we suggest that respondent No. 1 should proceed to
consider the matter and forward its opinion to the Governor
as early as possible. It is hardly necessary to point out
t hat in case t he al | egations made agai nst the
appellant are found to be valid, and the opinion of
respondent No.1 is in favour of the case set out by
respondent No. 2, conplications may arise by reason of the
Constitutional provision prescribed by Art. 190(3). In view
of the said provision, it is of utnost inportance that
conplaints nade wunder Art. 192(1) nust be disposed of as
expedi tiously as possible.

Appeal dism ssed
63




