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A search was conducted by the officials of CBl on
25.03.1994 at the residential house of Shri Ashok Kumar
Si nha\ 027an officer of the Tel ecom Departnent (hereinafter
referred to as ’'the conpl ainant’) at Ranchi. This was
foll owed by searches of the houses of his close relations and
contractors at Patna and Ranchi. |In between he was
admitted to hospital on two occasions: On-discharge from
CCl Hospital at Ranchi on 3.4.1994, the petitioner was
arrested "with a viewto interrogate himin custody" and
produced before the Court of Special Judge, CBI, Ranch
with a prayer to remand himto policy custody for 10 days.
The Special Judge remanded himto judicial custody for a
fortnight with a direction to the Jail Superintendent to get
hi m nedi cal |y exam ned and to submit the report. On
recei pt of the report of the Jail Superintendent, he was
remanded to police custody for seven days and there was a
further order to release himon provisional bail for one
nmonth from 13. 4.1994. The Court also directed that he
shoul d be adnitted in CCl Hospital and interrogated there.
The provisional bail was confirmed | ater on subject to certain
conditions. The CBI, after obtaining sanction, filed a charge
sheet on 18.8.1998 under Sections 13(2) read wi'th Section
13(1)(e) of the Prevention of Corruption Act for the
possessi on of assets disproportionate to the known sources
of incone.

A day thereafter, i.e. on 19.8.1998, the Nationa
Human Ri ghts Conmi ssion (for short "NHRC ) received a
conplaint fromM. A K Sinha alleging illegal detention from
25.3.1994 to 3.4.1994. He al so alleged harassnment and
torture by the CBI officials including M. N C. Dhoundial,
S.P., CBlI (Petitioner in W (C) 42/2001) . He alleged that a
fal se case was regi stered against himfor extraneous reasons
on account of the antagonistic attitude of the S. P.\027
M. Dhoundi al, towards him The conpl ai nant all eged that
the action of the CBI in causing his unlawful detention
during the period 25.3.1994 to 3.4.1994 and the harsh
treatnment nmeted out to himaggravated his di sease of
cancer (which was detected later) and a maj or surgery had
to be performed at Tata Menorial Cancer Hospital, Bonbay
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to save his life. Seven officers of CBI were naned in the
conpl ai nt who, according to the conplainant, were directly

or indirectly responsible for his illegal detention. NHRC took
cogni zance of the conplaint and called for a report fromthe
Director, CBI. On consideration of the report, the |earned

Menber of NHRC found that there was no substance in the
conplaint and that no action was called for. The | earned
Menber observed that there was no truth in the allegation
of harassnent and denial of proper nedical attention. It was
al so observed that the conpl ai nant never conplained to the
Court that he was being ill-treated by the CBI officers. The
| ear ned Menber further observed that "there was
consi derable force in the stand taken by the CBl that this
conpl aint has been filed only to denoralize the CBl officers
who are zealously investigating." Proceedings to this effect
were drawn up on 6.11:1998.. The conplainant then filed a
petition on 21.9.1999 pointing out certain facts which
according to himmssed the attention of the NHRC while
taki ng the decisionrecorded on 6.11.1998. The petitioner
prayed for reopening the case and to take a fresh decision
after giving himadequate opportunity to present his case.
The | earned Chairman of NHRC, by his proceedi ng
dated 10.3.2000 treated the petition filed by Shri A K Sinha
as review petition and having found a prima facie case of
illegal detention of the conplainant by the CBI officials
during the period 25.3.1994 to 3.4.1994, thought it fit to
recall the findings recorded in the proceedi ng dated
6.11.1998 and to further proceed withthe enquiry in the
matter. Accordingly, show cause notices were issued to four
CBI officials namely, Shri N.C. Dhoundial, Shri Narayan Jha,
Shri P.K. Panigrahi and Shri B.N. Singh as to why
appropriate recommendati on should not be nade to the
Conpetent Authority for initiating disciplinary action and
such other action as may be found expedient. On receipt of
replies fromthe concerned officials of the CBI, the |earned
Chairman, by his proceedi ng dated 12. 6. 2000, rejected the
version of the CBlI officials, over-ruled the objections raised
by them on points of |aw and hel d that the conpl ai nant was
in de facto custody of the said officials wthout authority of
law during the period 25.3.1994 to 3.4.1994 resulting in the
violation of his human rights. The Conm ssion directed the
Director, CBI to initiate appropriate disciplinary action for
the m sconduct of the four officials arising out of the illega
detention of the conplainant Shri A K Sinha. It was nade
clear that the direction would not in any nanner affect the
prosecution of Shri Sinha for the offences under Prevention
of Corruption Act. It may be noted that before recording its
findings and giving directions as above, the Conm ssion did
not afford personal hearing or the opportunity to adduce
evidence to the wit petitioner and other officials.
Questioning the said order of NHRC, Shri P.K
Pani garhi, the then Inspector, CBI filed a Wit Petition\027
CWIC 2454/ 2000 under Article 226 in the Patna H gh Court
(Ranchi Bench). The | earned Judge dism ssed the wit
petition by an order dated 14.8.2000. The |earned Judge
observed that all the contentions raised by the wit
petitioner were considered by NHRC and he found no reason
to interfere with the i mpugned order. However, the |earned
Judge nade it clear that the order in question was in the
nature of recommendati on and di sciplinary proceedi ngs as
and when initiated have to be disposed of independently on
the basis of the evidence brought on record. Against this
order in the Wit Petition Shri Panigrahi filed an appeal\ 027LPA
No. 309/2000 (R). By a speaking order dated 22.1.2001,
the Division Bench adm tted the appeal as the appeal raised
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i nportant and debat abl e questions. Legal questions arising
in the appeal were broadly indicated by the D vision Bench
Wil e ordering notice to NHRC, status-quo with respect to
the appellant was directed to be maintained. Questioning
this interimorder passed pending the LPA, the conpl ai nant
Shri A.K Sinha filed SLP (C) No. 14392/2001. NHRC filed
SLP (C) 8220/ 2001 agai nst the sanme interimorder

Subsequent to the admission of LPA, two other CB

officials Shri Bishwanath Singh, the then SI, CBlI and Shri
N. Jha, the then Deputy SP, CBl also filed wit petitions
under Article 226 of the Constitution. The |earned Single
Judge, following the interimorder passed in LPA, granted an
order of status-quo in regard to those wit petitioners also.
It was further ordered that the Wit Applications shall be
heard after the disposal of LPA. Assailing this order, the
conpl ai nant A K. Sinha filed SLP (c) Nos. 11182/2001 and
11186/ 2001. Wile so, Shri N. C. Dhoundial, the then SP

CBI, Ranchi had directly filed Wit Petition (c) No. 42/2001
under Article 32 inthis Court questioning the NHRC s order
dated 12.6.2000. < This Court directed i ssuance of notice on
15. 1. 2001. Thereafter, a bunch of transfer petitions, three
by A K Sinha and three by NHRC cane to be filed in this
Court with a prayer to transfer the LPA and Wit Petitions to
the file of this Court and to hear the same along with WP (O
No. 42 of 2001 filed by N C. Dhoundial. The ground of
transfer is that sim/lar issues are involved for adjudication in
the LPA/Wit Petitions pending in the Hgh Court and the

Wit Petition pending in this Court-

The SLPs, TPs and the Wit Petition have been grouped

toget her and posted for final disposal. That is howthese 11
matters are before us.

Bef ore proceeding further, it is necessary to nmake a
brief reference to the stand taken by the officials of CBI on
the factual aspects relating to the all eged detention between
25.3.1994 to 3.4.1994 and the findings recorded by NHRC
on this disputed issue.

The factual account given by the CBlI officials is as
fol |l ows:

After the search on 25.3.1994 the conpl ainant was
asked to accompany the DSP, CBI to the SP's office at
Ranchi. During interrogation, the conpl ai nant di scl osed that
he kept certain papers, pass-books and keys of |ockers in a
bri ef case handed over to one Ranjan Pandey, a contractor
of his departnment at Patna. He volunteered to acconpany
the CBlI officials to Patha with a viewto assist themin the
investigation. Accordingly, Shri N Jha, Shri Panigrahi and
Shri B.N. Singh together with the conpl ainant started on the
journey to Patna in the evening. After reaching the outskirts
of Ranchi. Sri Sinha conpl ained of chest pain and wanted to
be examined at a private nursing hone naned by him
Accordi ngly, he was taken to that hospital but the<doctor
concerned was not avail able. Hence, on the request of the
conpl ai nant, he was taken to Central Coal field Hospital at
Ranchi and was admitted in the Hospital. The CBl officials
left the hospital after his famly nmenbers cane to the
hospital to attend on him On the norning of 26.3.1994, he
was di scharged fromthe hospital after certain tests including
ECG were conducted. The conpl ai nant then expressed his
preparedness to go to Patna by air. He bought his own
ti cket and acconpanied the CBI officers to Patna. On search
of the house of Shri Ranjan Pandey at Patna, the brief case
could not be found. However, certain papers were seized
fromhis residence. Then the houses of the two close
relatives of the conplainant were searched till late night that
day on the basis of the information furnished by him On
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conpl etion of the searches, the CBlI officers stayed in the
Coal India Guest House at Patna. The petitioner vol unteered
to stay with them that night on the ostensible ground that
he felt enbarrassed to stay with his relatives in the
aftermath of the raids. On 27.3.1994, the flight to Ranch
was cancell ed and there was some uncertainty in the time
schedul e of the trains brought for Ranchi on account of Hol
festival the next day. Hence, the officials along with the
conpl ai nant took a bus from Patna on the night of Mrch

27th and reached Ranchi in the early norning hours of
March 28th. The conpl ai nant was requested to attend the

CBlI office at Ranchi at 8.30 a.m Accordingly, he canme to
the CBI office and in the course of questioning he disclosed
that one nore brief case with inportant docunents was kept

wi th anot her contractor. On.a search of the said
contractor’s house, nothing incriminating was found. VWhile
returning to the CBI office, the petitioner again reported that
he was not feeling well and requested that his father-in-|aw
be infornmed. Accordingly, his father-in-law came to the CB
of fice and both of themleft for CCl Hospital. Hs father-in-
| aw got himadmitted in the hospital and al so deposited
noney for treatnent. On 1.4.1994, even while the
conpl ai nant was in hospital, he came to the CBlI office with
two brief cases said to have been kept with the two
contractors. Those brief cases were seized in the presence
of witnesses in the CBI office. The brief cases did not contain
any incrimnating material. The conplainant w thout
participating in further interrogation went back to the CC
Hospital. He was discharged fromthe CCl Hospital on
3.4.1994 at 12 noon and on the request of the 10 went to

the CBlI office. As he did not cooperate with the

i nvestigating agency and did not even cone forward to
produce the docunents relating to investnents etc.

admitted by him it was decided to arrest and interrogate
himin custody. That is why he was arrested on 3.4.1994

and produced before the Special Judge, CBlI, Ranchi with a
prayer to remand himto police custody.

The CBI officials denied having kept the police personne
in the hospital either on 25.3.1994 or on the second
occasion. They relied on the entries in the case diary in
support of their contention that he was not arrested til
3.4.1994. Regarding the steps taken by themfor providing
nedi cal attendance to the conplainant on the first day i.e.
25.3.1994, the stand of CBI officials has been that it was
done on hunanitarian considerations, but not because he
was in their custody.

The Conmi ssion was not prepared to accept the
version of the CBlI officials. The rel evant conment made by
the |l earned Chairman of NHRC to discredit their versionis
extracted hereunder
"The Conmi ssion has given its anxious
consideration but it is not inclined to accept the
above expl anation because it is unreal to expect
that a wong doer will make a record of his wong
actions. Absence of such record in the case
di aries prepared by a noticee cannot be relied on
to di sprove the otherw se established fact of the
illegal detention of Shri A K Sinha during the
af oresaid period. Had Shri Sinha not been in
actual custody of the CBlI officers, there was no
occasion for them to have provided himthe
nedi cal aid and attention and to keep hi m under
constant surveillance. Mre so, as per the officers’
own showi ng, they were acconpanying the
petitioner from Ranchi to Patna and back for the
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pur pose of mmking recoveries of certain
incrimnatory articles. The Conm ssion, therefore,
finds no substance in this objection of the noticee
officers and rejects the sane.”

Thus the initiative taken by the CBI officers in joining
himin the hospital when he conpl ai ned of chest pain and
the factum of conpl ai nant acconpanying the CBl officials to
Pat na and com ng back with themwere relied upon by the
Commi ssion to come to the conclusion that the conpl ai nant
was in the actual custody of CBI officers. The Conm ssion
al so observed that the conpl ai nant was under constant
surveillance. Though it i's not el aborated, the Conm ssion
probably nmeant that he was being watched while he was in
hospi t al

It is to be noted that the Conmission did not afford
personal hearing to the officials who were put on notice nor
any opportunity of adduci ng evidence was afforded. The
conpl ai nt ‘'was deci ded on the basis of avernments in the
revi ew petition and the replies subnmitted by the officials
concerned.  The plea of the officials was tested broadly on
t he basis of probabilities and a conclusion was reached that
the officials concerned were guilty of human rights violation.
The three | egal objections raised by the CBlI officials
were over-ruled by /'the Commission. Firstly, it was held that
by virtue of Section 13 of the Protection of Human Rights
Act, 1993, the power of review conferred on the civil court
was avail able to the Conmission. As the earlier order was
not a decision on nerits but nerely an order abstaining
fromfurther enquiry the Commission felt that there was no
bar to reconsider the entire issue in the interest of justice.
The second objection based on Regul ation 8(1)(b) of NHRC
(Procedure Regul ations) which bars conplaints wth regard
to matters that are 'subjudice’ was rejected with the
observation that the question of violation of human rights as
a result of alleged unauthorized detention of the conplai nant
was not subjudice. The other inportant objection that the
Conmi ssion is debarred fromenquiring into the matter after
the expiry of one year fromthe date on which the all eged
illegal detention took place as per the nmandate of Section
36(2) was answered by the Conmm ssion in the follow ng
wor ds:
"The violation of hunan rights is a continuing
wrong unl ess due reparation is made. It gives rise
to recurring cause of action till redressal of the
gri evance. The Protection of Human Ri ghts Act,
1993 has been enacted with the object of
providing better protection of Human Rights and it
cannot be assunmed that the nmere | apse of a
certain period would be sufficient to render the
violation inmune fromthe renmedy of redressal of
the grievance."

We cannot endorse the view of the Comm ssion. The

Conmi ssion which is an ’'uni que expert body’ is, no doubt,
entrusted with a very inportant function of protecting the
human rights, but, it is needless to point out that the
Conmi ssion has no unlimted jurisdiction nor does it
exerci se plenary powers in derogation of the statutory
[imtations. The Comm ssion, which is the creature of

statute, is bound by its provisions. |Its duties and functions
are defined and circunscribed by the Act. O course, as any
other statutory functionary, it undoubtedly has incidental or

ancillary powers to effectively exercise its jurisdiction in
respect of the powers confided to it but the Conm ssion
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shoul d necessarily act within the paraneters prescribed by

the Act creating it and the confines of jurisdiction vested in it
by the Act. The Conmmission is one of the fora which can
redress the grievances arising out of the violations of human
rights. Even if it is not in a position to take up the enquiry
and to afford redressal on account of certain statutory

fetters or handi caps, the aggrieved persons are not w thout

ot her renedi es. The assunption underlying the observation

in the concludi ng passage extracted above proceeds on an

i ncorrect prenise that the person wonged by violation of

human rights would be left without remedy if the

Conmi ssi on does not take up the matter.

Now, | et us look at Section 36 of the Protection of

Human Ri ghts Act, which reads thus:

36. Matters not subject to jurisdiction of the

Conmi ssion \026 "(1) The Conmission shall not

inquire into any matter which is pending before a

State Commi ssion or any other Conmm ssion duly

constituted under any law for the time being in

force.

(2) The Conmission or the State Conmi ssion shal

not inquire into any matter after the expiry of one
year fromthe date on which the act constituting
violation of human/rights is alleged to have been
committed. "

Section 36(2) of the Act thus places an enbargo agai nst the

Conmi ssion enquiring into any matter after expiry of one

year fromthe date of the alleged act violative of human

rights. The caption or the nargi nal heading to the Section
indicates that it is a jurisdictional bar. Periods of lintation
t hough basically procedural in nature, can-al so operate as
fetters on jurisdiction in certain-situations. |If an authority is
needed for this proposition the observations of this Court in
S.S. Gadgil Vs. Ms Lal & Co. [AIR 1975 SC 171] nmy

be recall ed. Construing Section 34 of the Income Tax Act,

1922 the Court observed thus:

"Again the period prescribed by Section 34 for

assessment is not a period of limtation. The

section in terns inposes a fetter upon the power

of the Income-tax Oficer to bring to tax escaped

i ncone. "\ 005

The | anguage enpl oyed in the margi nal heading i s another

indicator that it is a jurisdictional limtation. 1t is a settled
rule of interpretation that the section heading or margina

note can be relied upon to clear any doubt or anbiguity in

the interpretation of the provision and to discern the

legislative intent (vide Uttam Das vs. S.GP.C [(1996)

5 SCC 71] and Bhinka Vs. Charan Singh [AIR 1959 SC

960] .

In fact, Section 36(2) does not nmince the words and
the | anguage used is clear and categorical. The margina
note to the Section is being referred to only to consi der
whet her the bar created by Section 36(2) has a bearing on
the power or jurisdiction of the Conmm ssion
The bar under Section 36(2) is sought to be got over by
the Conmi ssion by invoking the theory of continuing wong
and the recurring cause of action. According to the
Conmi ssion, every violation of human right is a continuing
wong until and unless due reparation is nade. W find it
difficult to accept this proposition propounded by the
Conmi ssion. The short answer to this view point is that
such a view, if accepted, makes Section 36(2) practically a
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dead letter. Moreover, going by the |Ianguage enployed in
Section 36(2), we do not think that the concept of

continuing wong could at all be pressed into service in
the instant case. The tine limt prescribed is referable to the
all eged "act’ constituting the violation of human rights. In a
case like illegal detention, the offensive act nmust be deened

to have been comitted when a person is placed under
detention and it continues so long as the affected person
remai ns under illegal detention. The conmi ssion of offensive
act is conplete at a particular point of tine and it does not
continue to be so even after the unauthorized detention

ends. It is not in dispute that the conpl ai nant was produced
bef ore the Special Judge on 3.4.1994 and remand was

obtained in accordance with the procedure prescribed by

law. The alleged act of unauthorized detention which gives
rise to violation of human rights ceased on 3.4.1994 and it

does not perpetuate thereafter.. It is not the effect of illega
detention which i's contenplated by Section 36(2) but it is
the illegal act itself. It would be a contradiction in terns to

say that the arrest or detention beyond 3.4.1994 was in
accordance with | aw and at the same tine the

arrest/detention continued tobe wongful. It cannot,
therefore, be brought ‘under the category of continuing

wrong which is analogous to the expression 'continuing
offence’ in the field of crimnal law. It cannot be said that
the alleged wongful act of detention repeats itself everyday
even after the conpl ai nant was produced before the

Magi strate and remand was obtai ned in-accordance with | aw.
Beyond 3.4.1994, there was no breach of obligation inposed

by | aw either by means of positive or passive conduct of the
al | eged wong-doers. To characterize it as a continuing

wong is, therefore, inappropriate. One year period for
taking up the enquiry into the conplaint, therefore, cones

to an end by 3.4.1995. Just as in the case of Section 473
Cr.P.C., there is no provision.in the Act to extend the period
of limtation of one year. However, in the procedura

Regul ations framed by the Conmission certain anpbunt of

di scretion is reserved to the Comission. Regulation 8(1)(a)
inter alia |lays down that ’'ordinarily’ a conplaint in'regard to
events whi ch happened nore than one year before the

maki ng of the complaint is not entertainable.

Irrespective of the validity of the prefacing expression
"ordinarily’, let us exam ne the issue fromthe point of view
of the regulation itself. The Regulation inplies that if
extraordi nary circunstances exist, the conplaint can be
enquired into even after the expiry of one year. Are there
any extraordinary circunstances made out in this case? W
find none in the inpugned order of the Conm ssion. As

al ready noticed, the petition filed by the conplai nant” was
recei ved by the Conmi ssion a day after the charge sheet

was filed though it bears an earlier date. For nearly 4=
years the conpl ai nant kept quiet. The explanation given in
the conplaint for this long silence was that he was under the
i mpression that by reporting the matter to NHRC he m ght

be antagonizing the CBl officials, but, after realizing that
they were not acting fairly and objectively and they
continued to harass him he thought of filing the petition

bef ore NHRC. The Conmission, on its part, did not advert

to this explanation which is really no explanation at all, nor
did it advert to any extraordinary circunstances justifying
interference after a long | apse of time prescribed by Section
36(2). The Conmission thus tried to clutch at the
jurisdiction by invoking the theory of continuing wong

whi ch, as we held earlier, cannot be invoked at all. In this
view of the matter, the direction given by the Comm ssion to




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 8 of 9

the Director of CBI, which has an undoubted effect on the
service career of the wit petitioner, is violative of Article 14
of the Constitution.

Bef ore concl udi ng our discussion on this aspect, we

would like to clarify in reiteration of what was said by this
Court in Paranmit Kaur Vs. State of Punjab [(1999) 2

SCC 131] that in a case where the NHRC proceeds to

i nvestigate and inquire into the violation of human rights
pursuant to the directions of this Court under Article 32 of
the Constitution, the bar contained in Section 36(2) will not
apply because in such an event, NHRC does not function

under the provisions of the Act but as an ’expert body’
aiding the Suprene Court in the discharge of its
constitutional power under Article 32.

The question whether Section 13 of the Act enpowers
the Conmission to exerci sethe power of review conferred
on the Civil Court and if so, whether the conditions for the
exerci se of such power are satisfied, has been debated
before us. In any case, whether the Conmi ssion has the
power to reopen the closed conplaint and enquire into the
sane in the absence of new material comng to |ight has
al so been debated. These questions need be gone into in
vi ew of our conclusion that the Conm ssion exceeded its
jurisdiction in taking up the enquiry in the face of the bar
created by Section 36(2).

In the result, the order of NHRC dated 12.6.2000 is
guashed and the wit petition (civil) No. 42 of 2001 stands
al l owed. The S.L.P. Nos. 8220 of 2001, 11182 of 2001,

11186 and 14392 of 2001 filed against the interimorders
granted by the H gh Court are dism ssed. Al the Transfer
Petitions are al so dismssed with an observation that the

H gh Court of Jharkhand may di spose of the related Wit
Petitions/LPA pending on its file with expedition in the Iight
of this judgment. No costs.

\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005. J.

(S. RAJENDRA BABU)

\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005. . J.

(P. VENKATARANVA REDDI )

New Del hi , \ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005

\ 005\ 005\ 005\ 005. J.

December 11, 2003 (H. K. SEMR)
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

ClVIL ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI ON

Wit Petition (Cvil) No. 42 of 2001

N. C. Dhoundi al \'\005 Petitioner
Ver sus

Union of India & Os. \ 005 Respondent s
Wt h

Transfer Petition (Gvil) Nos. 180, 261, 283, 293, 850
& 877 of 2001, Special Leave Petition (Cvil) Nos.
8220, 11182, 11186 & 14392 of 2001 and Givil Appea

No. 3976 of 2002

Dear Brot her,
I am sending herewith the draft judgment in the above

cases for your kind perusal and consideration
Wth warm regards,
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Hon' ble M. Justice S. Rajendra Babu
Hon' ble M. Justice H K Sema

Under Regul ation 8(1) ’'ordinarily’ conplaints of the nature
enunerated in Clauses (a) to (e) are not entertainable by
the Conmi ssioner. Cause (a) reads as foll ows:

"in regard to events which happened

nore than one year before the making

of the conplaints;"

The pre-fixure of the word 'ordinarily’ may

RESDENTI AL OFFI CE OF ‘HON BLE MR JUSTI CE P. VENKATARAMA REDDI

| have been directed by the Hon' ble Judge to informthat
Cvil Appeal No. 3976/2002 (Bal agopal an K. K. (dead)

through his L.Rs. & Anr. Vs. N.H' R C:, New Del hi and ot hers)
[isted on 29th Cctober, 2002 before Court No.4, as item
No.9, may be treated to have been delinked fromthe group
and directed to be listed for hearing before the Court after
seeking directions/fromHon ble M. Justice S. Rajendra
Babu.

G Sudhakara Rao
P. A
10-12- 2003
Ld. Registrar (Judicial)

Assi stant Registrar (Listing) : Heis requested to delete the
matter fromthe Cause List of 11-12-2003.




