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11556, 11568, 16261 of 2002 and T.C. No. 57 of 2006

C. K. Thakker, J.

Interimapplications have been filed by the
applicants who are aggrieved by the Report nade by a
Conmittee appointed by this Court while dealing with
and deciding transferred cases in Onkar Lal Bajaj &

O hers v. Union of India & Another, (2003) 2 SCC 673.

It may be stated that a news itemappeared in
I ndi an Express dated August 2, 2002 alleging politica
patronaze in allotnment of retail outlets of petrol eum
products, LPG distributorship and SKO LDO deal ership
Bet ween August 2 and August 5, 2002, certain nanes
were published by the said newspaper and it was stated
that without follow ng guidelines, dealers/distributors
wer e appoi nted on the basis of politica
patronaze/li nkage. A question was also raised in
Parliament. Consequent upon criticismby the Press and
Parliament, cases were reviewed on August 5, 2002 by
the then Prime Mnister. The Deputy Prine Mnister,

M ni ster of Petroleum & Natural Gas and M ni ster of
Parliamentary Affairs also participated in the review
process. In view of the controversy in allotnent, the
Prime Mnister directed the Mnistry of Petroleum &
Natural Gas to cancel all allotnents made with effect
from January, 2000 till date. Press rel ease was issued by
the Press Information Bureau and a formal order was

i ssued by the Governnent of India, Mnistry of Petrol eum
& Natural Gas on August 9, 2002 cancelling al

all otnments.

The said order was chal |l enged by aggrieved
allottees by instituting wit petitions in several Hi gh
Courts. Transfer petitions were filed in this Court and
this Court, in Onkar Lal Bajaj disposed of all the
petitions by setting aside the order dated August 9, 2002
passed by the Central Governnent and by appointing a
Conmittee conprising of Hon’ble M. Justice S.C
Agrawal, a retired Judge of this Court and Hon ble M.
Justice P.K. Bahri, a retired Judge of the Hi gh Court of
Del hi, to exam ne 413 cases of allotnent. This Court
requested the Comrmittee to subnmit its report within a
peri od of three nonths. The said decision dated
Decenmber 20, 2002 is reported in (2003) 2 SCC 673. The
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directions which were issued by this Court were as
under :

l. We appoint a Comittee conprising of

M. Justice S.C. Agrawal, a retired

Judge of this Court and M. Justice P.K

Bahri, a retired judge of Del hi High

Court, to exami ne the aforesaid 413

cases. W request the Conmittee to

submit the report to this Court within a

peri od of three nonths.

. The Conmittee would device its own
procedure for undertaking the

exam nation of these cases. |If

consi dered necessary, the Conmittee

may appoi nt any person to assist it.

[l We direct the Mnistry of Petrol eum and
Nat ural Gas, Government of India and

the four 'oil" conmpanies to render full

conpl et e and neani ngf ul assi stance and
cooperation to the Committee. The

rel evant records are directed to be

produced before the Commttee within

five days.

I V. We direct the Mnistry to appoint a
nodal officer not below the rank of a

Joint Secretary for effective working of
the Conmittee.

V. The Central CGovernnent, State
Covernment/ Union Territories and al
others are directed to render such
assistance to the Conmittee as may be
directed by it.

VI . The oil conpanies are directed to provide
as per Conmittee's directions, the

requisite infrastructure, staff, transport

and nmake necessary arrangenents,

whenever so directed, for travel, stay,

paynments and other facilities etc.

VI, In respect of any case if the Committee,
on prelimnary exam nation of the facts

and records, forms an opinion that the

all otmrent was nmade on nerits and not

as a result of political connections or

pat ronage or other extraneous

consi derations, it would be open to the
Committee not to proceed with probe in

detail.

During the pendency of the matters before the
Conmittee, this Court continued interimorder granted
earlier. Pursuant to the directions of this Court, the
Committee comrenced its proceedi ngs by exami ning the
rel evant records relating to allotnment. Notices were
i ssued, replies were sought in the formof affidavits,
letters or other applications/representations. The
Conmittee al so afforded an opportunity of nmaking ora
submi ssions to the allottees. Oral hearing was al so
af forded to other applicants on the panel whose
applications were rejected or who were not granted
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allotnment. In several cases, allottees or other applicants
were represented by their counsel to whom opportunity
of hearing was extended. Hearings were held at Delh
and at other places mentioned in the report. The
Conmittee, thereafter, considered the relevant materials
keeping in view the salient features of the guidelines laid
down by the Government of India and submtted its
detail ed report.
The Conmittee considered the background of the
case, eligibility criteria, educational qualifications,
i ncome of the applicants and ot her rel evant
considerations in the light of guidelines for allotnent.
Referring to the observations in Onkar Lal Bajaj by
this Court, the Cormmittee observed that it was required
to consider whether thealleged tainted allotnents were
made on nerits or as a matter of political connection or
patronaze or on any other ’'extraneous considerations’.
On behal f of the allottees, it had been urged that nere
fact that ‘a person was politically connected shoul d not
disentitl'e himher fromallotrment if he/she is otherw se
found meritorious by the DSB and the politica
connection of a person should not stand in the way of
hi s/ her application being considered on nerits.
The Comm ttee, in our opinion, rightly stated;
"The correctness of this proposition
cannot be disputed. Merely because a person
has a political connection should not operate
as a handi cap in his/her being considered for
allotment on his/her own nerits. But if from
ot her surrounding circunstances, it is
apparent that the political connection of an
appl i cant has weighed in the matter of
consi deration of the application by the DSB
and an allotment has been nade in his favour
then such an allotnment woul d be open to
chal l enge on the ground that it is not nmade on
nmerits but on extraneous considerations".

The Conmmittee again correctly observed that an
i nference that the political connections of an applicant
have influenced the selection and that such selection is
based on extraneous considerations could be drawn
under the follow ng circunstances;
(i) The applicant was sel ected even though he did
not fulfill the requisite conditions for eligibility
as prescribed in the Guidelines.

(ii) The requirenents of the Cuidelines were nhot
adhered to in the process of selection

(iii) In the matter of award of marks for the
pur pose of evaluation of the nerits of an
allottee vis-‘-vis other applicants, the

Chai rman or any nenber of the DSB has

di spl ayed an attitude of upgrading the allottee
and downgradi ng other nore or equally
neritorious applicants.

The Conmittee was also of the view that an allottee
who had given a wong informati on or had conceal ed a
material fact in his/her application or any docunent
filed therewith, could not be permitted to avail the
allotrment in his/her favour. The Conmittee then stated
that as regards evaluation of the nerits under the
gui delines by DSB, the marks were to be awarded by the
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Chai rman and Menbers of the DSB under the follow ng

nor ne:
(a) Personality, Business ability and Sal esnmanship
(b) Capability to arrange finances

(c) Educati onal qualifications and general |evel of

intelligence.

(d) Capability to provide infrastructure and facilities
(land, godown, show oom etc.)

(e) CGeneral assessment.

The Conmittee noticed that total nunber of marks
that had been earnarked for each Menber of the DSB
was 100. The total nunber of nmarks earmarked for
Chai rman was al so 100 initially but subsequently they
were increased to 200. Thus, the naxi num nmarks
ear mar ked for the Chairman of DSB were equal to the
maxi mum mar ks earmarked for the other two menbers
of the DSB. The Conmm ttee, hence, observed; "In the
matter of eval uation of nmerit, the marks awarded by the
Chai rman coul d, therefore, prove to be decisive in the
sel ection process". The Committee further stated that 'it
was al so found by the Conmittee, in many cases, even
t hough the other two nenbers of the DSB had awarded
nore narks to the applicant/applicants placed at Nos. 2
and/or 3 in the nerit panel, the applicant at No.1l was
sel ected for allotnment on the basis of very hi gher nunber
of marks awarded by the Chairman of DSB. The
situation becane further aggravated when the DSB was
conposed of the Chairman and one nenber only
because then, out of total number of 300 marks, the
Chai rman had 200 marks and the other nenber had
only 100 marks. Even though the menber had rated
applicant/applicants at Nos. 2 and/or 3 on the nmerit
panel better than the applicant at No.1, the applicant at
No.1 was sel ected on the basis of higher nunmber of
mar ks awarded by the Chairnman. Thi's shows that the
Chairman of the DSB, if so inclined, could play a crucia
role in the selection of the candidate for allotnent. The
eval uati on and award of marks by the Chairman of the
DSB, was, therefore, of considerable significance.

The Conmittee also regretfully noted that in a large
nunber of cases, allegations have been nade regarding
political |inkage and bias of the Chairnan and in sone
cases, allegations of even corrupti on had been nmade
agai nst the Chairnman. Since the Commttee did not have
any machinery to verify the veracity of those allegations,
it had rested the conclusions on the evaluation and
award of marks by the Chairman and Menbers of the
DSB.

In the matter of evaluation of the nmerits of the
candi dates, the Conmittee was of the view that an
i nference about the marking being arbitrary could be
drawn in the follow ng situations;

(i) There is a wide variation in the marks awarded by
the Chairman and the nmarks awarded by the other

menber/ menbers of the DSB to the three

appl i cants who have been placed on the nerit

panel .

(ii) Unusual |y hi gh marks have been awarded by the
Chai rman/ Menbers of the DSB to an applicant as
conpared to other applicants on the nerit panel

(iii) H gher nunber of marks have been awarded to a
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particul ar applicant under norms (a), (c), (c) or (d)
even though as per the objective factors relating
such norms, another applicant has shown better

merit and suitability.

The Conmittee scrutinized 409 cases of alleged

tainted allotnents in the States of Hi machal Pradesh,
Haryana, Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Jharkhand,

Oi ssa, Madhya Pradesh, Chattisgarh, Cujarat,

Mahar ashtra, Andhra Pradesh, Tami| Nadu and

Kar nat aka. Qut of 409 cases exam ned, the Conmittee

was of the viewthat in 297 allotnments, the selection
could not be said to have been nade on nerits. The
allottees either did not fulfill the eligibility requirenents
or had incurred disqualification on account of

suppr essi on/ conceal nent of nmaterial information

relating to their eligibility for consideration or other
extraneous considerations weighed with the Board in
granting such-allotments. In other words, al nost 73 per
cent of tainted allotnments exam ned by the Committee
were found to be inproper. The Comm ttee, therefore,

opi ned the need for evolving transparent and objective
criterialprocedure.

Bei ng aggrieved by the findings of the Commttee

hol ding certain allotnents being not made on nerits and
therefore were not sustainable, the applicants have
approached this Court by filing interimapplications.

W have heard the learned counsel for-the

applicants as al so M. Gopal Subramani am | earned

am cus curiae. On behalf of the applicants, it was
contended that the Conmittee went beyond the

directions issued by this Court and in observing that the
all otrent was not done in accordance w th the

gui del i nes and hence, could not be held to be |egal or
proper. It was subnitted that so far as the directions of
this Court are concerned, they related to allotnent due
to political patronaze/linkage/connection. The

Conmittee appointed by this Court, therefore, had

limted power to consider whether the allotnent was

made due to political |inkage or patronaze and was
tainted and nothing nore. It was al so submitted that the
mai n consi deration before this Court was press reports

in Indian Express which was the basis and foundati on of
inquiring into the matters and keeping in viewthe

all egations in those reports, the orders were passed by
this Court. It was also subnitted that the direction of
this Court to consider ’'other extraneous matters’ nust

be construed ejusdem generis i.e. political influence or of
the like nature. The Committee illegally and
unaut hori sedly exceeded its jurisdiction by considering
several other factors, such as, whether the applicants
were eligible, whether the guidelines were followed in the
grant of allotment and whet her extraneous

consi derati ons wei ghed with the Board in giving marks

to applicants. Since it was not within the power of the
Conmittee, the findings recorded, conclusions arrived at
and observations nmade by the Conmittee deserve
interference by this Court by setting aside the direction
to cancel allotments nade in favour of
applicants/allottees. It was al so submtted that no
adequat e opportunity had been afforded by the

Commi ttee inasmuch as in alnost all notices issued to
the allottees, the allegation was that the allotnment had
been nade due to political patronaze/linkage and it was
only at the time of hearing that certain other defects or
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matters cane up for consideration by the Commttee and

i mpugned orders were nade observing that either the
allottees were not eligible, or the marks given to them
were arbitrary, or there was suppression of fact on the
part of applicants. Virtually, thus, the Cormttee acted
as an 'appellate forum over the decision of the Board
whi ch was not within the power or jurisdiction of the
Conmittee, nor such authority was conferred or such

power was given by this Court while disposing Onkar La
Bajaj and on that ground al so, the orders are vul nerable.
The counsel also submitted that to say or to hold

that a decision was taken by the Board on extraneous
consideration is to cast aspersion on the nenbers of the
Comm ttee and the Chairnman of the Board who is a

retired Judge of a H gh Court. It would al so be agai nst
the principles of natural justice and fair play, since no
opportunity to those menbers and Chai rman had been

af forded and they were neither before the Commttee nor
before thi's Court. According to the applicants, there my
be an error-of judgnent on the part of the Board but

such error _is bona fide and woul-d not vitiate the action
nor it can be construed as violation of guidelines issued
for making sel ection.

It was al so urged that the doctrine of equitable/

prom ssory estoppel would get attracted in.all these
cases. After the applicants were selected, letters of intent
(Lol) were issued, agreenents were entered into and

huge amount had been spent by the allottees. If, at this
stage, allotment is cancelled, serious prejudice will be
caused to them and they woul d suffer w thout there

being any fault on their part. Since there is no grievance
so far as the Board is concerned and it was on the basis
of decision in Onkar Lal Bajaj that such an action is
taken, even if this Court accepts the report of the
Conmittee, it may not cancel the allotnents already

made by decl aring correct |egal position

It was further submtted that in sonme cases, the

| and has been given by the 'prospective’ allottees 'to the
G| Conpanies since the allotnment was to be made to
owner s/ occupi ers of such | and. Keeping-in viewthe fact
that allotment has been nade or likely to be nade to the
applicants, they have made avail able | and at a
concessional rental value. Such agreenment is for a
substantial period. Had the applicants/I|and
owner s/ occupi ers, been not selected and allotted the

di stributorship, they would not have entered into | ease
agreements and/ or clai ned substantial amunt of rent

or return. If at this stage allotnment is cancelled they
woul d be seriously affected for years to conme. This

equi tabl e aspect may al so be taken into account while
deci di ng these applications and before passing fina
orders.

The | earned am cus curiae, on the other hand,

submitted that a hercul ean task has been performed by

the Conmittee. Keeping in viewthe directions issued by
this Court in Onkar Lal Bajaj and considering individua
cases in their proper perspective, the Conmittee
submitted a report by dealing with each and every case.
The report runs into few t housand pages. The Committee
has al so observed, as seen in the earlier part of the

j udgrment that no allotnment has been cancelled nerely

on the ground of political |inkage/patronaze but while
considering the legality or otherwi se of the allotnent,
political |inkage/patronaze was kept in nmind as one of
the factors. It was submitted that even after recording a
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finding that there was a political |inkage/patronaze, the
Conmittee has considered as to whether such politica

I i nkage/ patronaze has weighed with the authorities at

the cost of nerits or undue favour in allotnment was

made ignoring public interest. Only in those cases

where nerits have suffered or allotment has been made

on extraneous considerations that the Commttee held

the allotnment as contrary to law. It is also clear fromthe
fact that out of 409 cases, the Conmittee had approved

on nerits nore than 100 cases and in respect of 297
allotments, it found that they were not in accordance
with the guidelines and therefore could not be approved.
The counsel also subnmitted that the directions in Onkar
Lal Bajaj were explicitly clear and the Conmittee was
asked to consider claims of all the applicants whether
the allotment in their favour was on nerits or on

account of any political or 'other consideration’ . It,
therefore, could not be said that the direction to the
Conmittee was to consider a political |inkage/patronaze

only. The Conmittee was bound to consider all the

cases as per the direction of the Court which has been
done and no fault can be found against the report of the
Conmittee and the applications deserve to be dism ssed.
So far as the prelimnary objection is concerned, we
find no substance therein. Reading Onkar Lal Bajaj inits
entirety and the directions issued by this Court, it
cannot be said that the Court was considering all otnent
only on the basis of political |inkage/patronaze. It is
clear that the proceedings had been initiated because of
news reports appeared.in_|Indian Express and this Court
was cal |l ed upon to consider the action taken by the
Central Governnent of cancellation of all allotnents. It
was, therefore, obligatory on the part of the aggrieved
parties to satisfy the Court that the action taken by the
Covernment was not in consonance with law This

Court, keeping in view the circunmstances in their
entirety, set aside the order as being violative of
principles of natural justice and fair play and directed
the Committee to consider certain cases as to whether

all otrent had been on the basis of politica
patronaze/ |l i nkage or other extraneous considerations

wei ghed with the Board in naking orders of allotment. In
fact, in Onkar Lal Bajaj, the Court noted the subm ssion
of the allottees that selection by DSBs in their favour
was on nerits and not on account of any political or

ot her extraneous consideration.

The Court then said;

"For the present, we are not expressing any

opi nion on the question whether the sel ection of

the allottees by DSBs in this category of alleged
tainted allotnents was a result of political or other
extraneous consideration or the selection was on

nmerits alone. As already nentioned, these aspects
requi re an i ndependent probe".

The phrase 'other consideration’, in our opinion

therefore, cannot be read ejusdem generis with politica

| i nkage/ connecti on/ patronaze. The expression ’other

consi deration’ would take within its sweep al

consi derations other than nerit of the case. Utinmately,
the direction of this Court was not a statute nor it can be
consi dered as an enactnent.

In the light of the above, a Conmittee was

appoi nted and directions were issued. The Committee




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

Page 8 of 10

consi dered the question on nerits. It, therefore, could
not be said that the Court was to consider only politica
I i nkage/ patronaze and the Conmittee had exceeded its
powers and/or jurisdiction in taking into account other
extraneous matters. In fact, the direction of this Court
was to consider extraneous considerations, if any, in
allotment and if so, to pass an appropriate order and to
report on those aspects. W are, therefore, not inclined
to uphold the prelimnary objection of the |earned
counsel for the petitioners.

We are also not inpressed by the argunent of the
petitioners that the doctrine of prom ssory or equitable
est oppel would apply. May be that the petitioners have
spent sonme anmpunt. But once the allotment itself was
found to be vitiated, obviously they cannot claim any
benefit as allotnment was contrary to | aw. Mreover, such
al l ot ment has been-made in renote past and even

t hough an order of cancellation had been passed by the
Central Governnent as early as in August, 2002, the

al | ottees have been protected by interimorder passed by
this Court. Even after the decision in Onkar Lal Bajaj,
interimorder was continued. In the circunstances, for
nore than four years interimorder is in favour of

all ottees even though the allotnent is found to be illega
or contrary to law/ In our opinion, therefore, it is not
open to the allottees whose allotnents have been found
to be vitiated to plead equity.

In our opinion, the learned am cus curiae is right

that the Conmittee had considered in detail individua
cases and submitted the report. This Court, therefore,
woul d consider a conplaint of an allottee who can
successfully put forward his conplaint and may satisfy
this Court that in the facts and circunstances of the
case, the finding of the Coomittee that the all otnent
was not on nerits was not correct. But-only in those

i ndi vi dual cases, the Court woul d consider and nay

grant relief to such applicants. (It, however, cannot be
said that the report of the Conmittee was without power,
authority or jurisdiction or was uncalled for and liable to
be i gnored.

Havi ng consi dered the basic issues, it-is nowtinme

to consider individual cases.

STATE OF H MACHAL PRADESH

So far as Hi nachal Pradesh is concerned, sixteen
cases were referred to the Cormittee and the Committee
considered all the cases and found that in respect of five
cases, the allotment was on nerits while in el even cases
it was not on nerits and was held to be vitiated. Four
applicants, nanely, Mahesh Kumar, Deshraj, Ms. Anita
Kumari Sandal and Snt. Lakshm Devi have approached
this Court. We have gone through the report of the
Conmittee and found that the Conmittee was right in
its conclusions. W, therefore, hold that the cancellation
of allotnment in eleven cases cannot be said to be illegal
or unlawful. Al interimapplications, therefore, deserve
to be dismssed and are, accordingly, disnssed.

STATE OF JHARKHAND

In State of Jharkhand, twelve cases were referred to
the Committee. Three were found to be on nerit and
remai ning nine were not on nerit. Five applicants have
approached this Court. In the case of Rohit Priyadarsh
Oraon and Smt. Poonam Singh, the Committee observed
that both were ineligible and hence could not be allotted
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retail outlet. As to Smt. Manta Kumari, the Comittee
observed that though she was only a housewi fe, a retai
outl et had been allotted to her who is a daughter of one
Nand Ki shore Yadav, BJP Bihar Unit President. It was

al so observed that another allotnment has been made to
her brother. According to the Committee, the all otnent
was not on nerits. It cannot be said that the above
findi ngs deserve interference. For Snt. Sushila
Hansdak, wi fe of Congress MP, no one appeared. The
Report of the Conmittee is accepted in regard to the said
four allottees.

The case of Janendra Kumar Rai appears to be a
border line case and in the facts and circunmstances, in
our opinion, allotnment could not have been cancell ed.
Application of Janendra Kumar Rai is, therefore, allowed
and recommendation for cancellation of allotnent in his
case i s not accepted.

STATE OF CHATTI SGARH

So far as Chattisgarh is concerned, we are having
two applications. Five cases were referred to the
Committee. Two were found to-be on merits. Allotnent
in favour of 3 allottees was found to be arbitrary by the
Conmittee. Having gone through the reasons of the
Commttee, it cannot be said that the order deserves
interference by this Court. One applicationis by a non-
allottee. It is not considered by us- since we are of the
view that it is not of the function of this Court to
consi der the cases of other applicants for the
grant/allotment of outlet. The Report of the Committee
i s accept ed.

STATE OF GUJARAT

In regard to Gujarat, eighteen cases were referred
to the Comrittee. Seven were found to be on nerit.
Ni ne were not found to be on nerit. ~ Two were not
considered. There are six applications. |In the cases of
Rat hod Bhanu Mayabhai, Manek Jayadeep Kar anbhai
Madhubhai Thakore and Bharti ben Nardevbahi Patel ,” we
find that the Conmittee has rightly held that all ot ment
coul d not have been nade for the reasons recorded in
the report. W have gone through the reasons which
wei ghed with the Committee and find noillegality
t her ei n.

So far as Siddharaj Bharatsi ngh Rana and Mani sh
Kanti bhai Sol ani are concerned, no political connection
was found and they are border line cases. In viewof the
said fact, in our opinion, it would be appropriate if
allotment in their favour is not disturbed. W, therefore,
al l ow these applications and set aside the cancell ation

Regarding Hrasinh R Baria, it was not case of
cancel |l ation as he was not an allottee. It was also stated
that a petition is pending and the matter is sub-judice in
the H gh Court of CGujarat. We, therefore, reject the
application reserving liberty to pursue the matter before
the Hi gh Court.
STATE OF TAM LNADU

In the State of Tami| Nadu, eleven cases were
referred to the Cormittee. Two were found to be on
merit. Nine were found to be not on nerit. Qut of them
six have filed applications before us. The Conmittee
dealt with cases of G Raviraj, S. Guna Sekaran, K
Sanmugham Arul R, A P. Mahesh and Tami | kumar an
and after considering the relevant guidelines held that
allotment was vitiated as they were not in consonance
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with the guidelines. Having exam ned the Report, we
accept the sanme in respect of all allottees. Consequently,
all six applications are rejected.

STATE OF RAJASTHAN

In respect of State of Rajasthan, the Conmittee
consi dered forty-seven cases and found that ten were in
order and remaining thirty-seven allotnents were not in
consonance with law. Qut of them thirty-three have filed
applications. W have been taken to the reasoning
recorded by the Conmittee. So far as Smt. Krishna
Kanwar, Kundan Sharma, Prem Ratan and Raneshwar
Khandel war are concerned, it appears that they are in
the nature of border 1ine cases and we, therefore, hold
that in respect of those four applicants, allotment nmay
continue. The applications by those four are all owed and
the cancel'l ation i s set aside. Regarding other cases,
accepting the reasons recorded in the report by the
Conmittee, we find that noillegality had been conmitted
in cancellation. All those applications are, therefore,
rej ected.
PUNJAB

In respect 'of State of Punjab, the Conmittee
considered thirty-seven cases referred to it. It found that
seven allotnments were on nerit and twenty-nine
allotnments were not in consonance with the guidelines.
Qut of them twenty-six have filed applications.. W have
been taken through the reasoning recorded by the
Conmittee. So far as cases of Shri Surinder Singh
Chander Kant Bhatia, Gurpreet Singh, Snt. Kanta Ran
Sm. Sunan Lata, Ms. Ruby Sekhri, M. Mannohan
Si ngh, M. Rajesh Madan and M. Tejinder Singh are
concerned, they appear to be border |ine cases. In our
view, it may not be appropriate to cancel the allotnment in
favour of these nine persons. Their applications are
all oned. Rest of the cases do not call for interference
and the applications are rejected.  There are six
applications by non-allottees. They are also rejected as
we are not concerned with non-allottees.
State of Haryana

In regard to State of Haryana, the Conmittee
consi dered twenty-one cases referred. It found no
irregularity in allotment in seven cases. [t disapproved
allotments in fourteen cases. Qut of them twelve have
filed applications. We find no infirmty in the concl usions
arrived at or reasons recorded by the Commttee and no
interference is called for. The other applications are
rej ected.

Al interimapplications with regard to above-
nmentioned States are disposed of, including applications
for inpleadnent. Interimorders in favour of those

appl i cants whose all otnents have been cancell ed woul d
continue for three nonths and stand vacated thereafter.
So far as renmi ning cases are concerned, they
stand adjourned. Registry is directed to place the
matters before Hon' ble the Chief Justice of India for
listing of these matters before appropriate bench
Before parting with the matter, we would like to
pl ace on record our appreciation for M. Gopa
Subramani am ami cus curiae for onerous work
undertaken by himand in placing before the Court
necessary facts and circunmstances so as to enable us to
deci de indivi dual cases.




