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I
nformation  Technology  has
lowered  barriers  for  trading
without physical presence in a
region.  Historically,  countries

have sought to tax businesses con
ducted within their territories. This
has been shaken up by the blister
ing pace of the internet. 

Global  ecommerce  retail  sales
rose 265 per cent between 2014 ($1.3
trillion) and 2021 ($4.9 trillion). Na
tions  with  substantial  markets
have felt the need to recognise and
address  the  tax  imbalance  (which
the pandemic has exacerbated). 

For, after all, it is their population
that  contributes  to  the  coff�ers  of
the technology companies, most of
which are located in the developed
nations, where they pay their taxes. 

‘Digital tax challenges’
The Organisation for Economic Co
operation  and  Development
(OECD)’s  concerted  eff�orts  gave
birth  to  BEPS  Action1  in  2015,  ad
dressing  the  “Tax  Challenges
Arising  from  Digitalisation”,  sug
gesting taxation of crossborder di
gital  transactions  from  three
points: Nexus based on Signifi�cant
Economic  Presence  (‘SEP’);  with
holding tax on digital transactions;
and equalisation levy. 

Initially, India went for the equal
isation levy as a separate chapter in
the Finance Act, 2016 at the rate of 6

per cent of gross consideration on
services which broadly covered the
digital advertising space.

Eff�ective  April  1,  2020,  ecom
merce companies came within the
ambit of the equalisation levy with
a fl�at 2 per cent charge on gross rev
enues (both goods and services) of
nonresident  ecommerce  operat
ors  (including  providers  of  online
trading  platforms,  advertisements
targeting  Indian  customers  and
dealing in data of Indian origin). 

Significant Economic Presence 
In May 2021 (eff�ective April 1, 2021),
India  operationalised  the  SEP  for
nonresident ecommerce compan
ies by including ‘download of data
or  software’  worth  revenues  ex
ceeding ₹�2 crore from Indians or a
threshold  of  3  lakh  Indian  users
with whom such companies ‘solicit
systematic  and  continuous  busi
ness activities or engage in interac
tion’. 

Until  recently,  Indian  tax  courts
have  almost  consistently  held  the
view that payments to nonresident
companies  for  online  advertise
ment  campaigns  (Income  Tax  Ap
pellate  Tribunal,  Kolkata  in  the
Right  Florists  case)  or  banner  ads
on  portals  (Mumbai  Tribunal  in
Pinstorm  Technologies)  to  expand
business prospects were not liable
for  taxation  in  India,  especially  in
the  absence  of  an  Indian  Perman
ent  Establishment,  eff�ectively  tak

ing them out of the ambit of Indian
tax.

The question of violating the tax
treaties in case of equalisation levy
may  not  arise  since  it  has  been
brought  in  via  Finance  Act,  2016
and not by amending the  Income
tax Act, 1961 (‘the Act’). 

Though  the  introduction  of  SEP
came by way of amendment to the
Act,  the  defi�nition  of  ‘permanent
establishment’  used  in  the  tax
treaties has not yet been amended
and  therefore,  until  that  is  done,
the  Indian  taxman  cannot  yet  tax
such global technology giants. SEP
terms such as ‘systematic and con
tinuous  soliciting  of  business’  or
‘engaging in interactions’ have not
been  defi�ned,  which  is  a  sureshot
invitation to increased litigation. 

We also have to consider how tax
authorities will gather the data re
quired to implement SEP, let alone
verifying it. Like other countries, In
dia is attempting to get a fair share
of  the  tax  pie  of  profi�ts  earned  by
tech  giants  like  Google,  Facebook,
Amazon, and Microsoft.

However, the fear is of retaliatory,
punitive tariff�s, as has happened to
France. In the absence of a multilat
eral  tax  body  transcending  na
tional  selfinterests,  global  digital
and ecommerce business is poised
for turbulent headwinds.

(The author is a Partner, 

Bhuta Shah Co. LLP)

The taxing issue of making
the tech giants pay their due
Amending ‘permanent establishment’ in treaties is key to taxing the tech majors

Massive numbers Global e-commerce retail sales rose 265 per cent between 2014 ($1.3 trillion) and 2021 ($4.9 trillion)
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Re-opening disallowed 
The Income Tax Appellate Tribunal has

dismissed an appeal filed by the Deputy

Commissioner of Income Tax, Mumbai, who

wanted to re-open the tax assessment of a

corporate assessee, because the assessing officer

changed his opinion about the depreciation claim. In

doing so, the Tribunal has established the principle that

in the absence of any new material, a case cannot be

re-opened, merely on the basis of a change of opinion.

Morries Energy of Mumbai, which owns a 1.25 MW wind

turbine, claimed 100 per cent depreciation. The claim

was examined by the assessing officer and allowed. But

he later said that the fact that the wind turbine had not

been put to use for 180 days, as required for claiming 100

per cent depreciation, had escaped his attention. 

He said that the company was entitled to only 50 per cent

depreciation. The company petitioned the Central

Income Tax Tribunal, which declared the reassessment

invalid, following which the department approached the

Appellate Tribunal. The Tribunal said: “It is quite evident

that the original return of income stood scrutinised u/s

143(3) wherein assessee’ claim of depreciation was duly

examined by Ld. AO. The claim was allowed after due

application of mind. The requisite documents and details

were already furnished by the assessee during original

assessment proceedings. However, subsequently, on the

basis of existing material as available on record, Ld. AO

formed an opinion of escapement of income which was

nothing but mere change of opinion. There was no new

tangible material which would demonstrate any

escapement of income in the hands of the assessee.

CIT(A) was quite justified in declaring the reassessment

proceedings as invalid. Finding no infirmity in the same,

we dismiss the appeal.” 

Limitation
In the case of Silpi Industries

and Ors Vs Kerala State

Road Transport

Corporation, the Supreme

Court has held that the

Limitation Act, 1963 is applicable to the

proceedings under the Arbitration and

Conciliation Act, 1996. The case relates to

a dispute over non-payment of a portion

of dues under a purchase order. 

The question for consideration before the

apex court was whether the provisions of

Indian Limitation Act, 1963 is applicable to

arbitration proceedings initiated under

Section 18(3) of MSMED Act and whether

counter claim is maintainable in such

arbitration proceedings. 

A reading of Section 43 of 1996 Act itself

makes it clear that the Limitation Act,

1963 shall apply to the arbitrations, as it

applies to proceedings in court, the

Supreme Court observed. 

SAURYA BHATTACHARYA 

Almost two years to the day, the
Securities and Exchange Board
of India (“SEBI”) introduced the
concept  of  superior  voting
equity  shares  (“SR  Shares”)  in
the  SEBI  ICDR  Regulations  of
2018  (ICDR  –  ‘Issue  of  Capital
and Disclosure Requirements’)
to  ease  initial  public  off�ers  of
techbased startup companies.

Founders of such companies
are  inclined  to  use  SR  Shares
where  their  company  (expec
tedly)  has  multiple  rounds  of
fund  raise  requirements  from
various fi�nancial investors and
ordinary  voting  right  equity
shares would dilute a founder’s
control.  SEBI  is  now  reviewing
whether  the  present  ICDR  re
gime  needs  further  modifi�ca
tions  to  facilitate  a  company
with  SR  Shares  meaningfully
achieve listing. 

The  whole  issue  has  several
features  of  interest.  For  ex
ample,  which  shareholders
with SR Shares (“SR Sharehold
ers”) should be considered? 

Key models
A company  can  have  founder
equity  shareholding  control
structured in a few key models:
(a) direct equity holding by one
or  more  individual  founders;
(b) founder may have relatives
hold  equity  shares;  or  (c)
founder  holding  is  through
trusts/holding companies (spe
cial purpose vehicle or SPV). 

Notwithstanding  variations
to the structure, the crux would
be in the individual founder ex
ercising control. Thus, SEBI’s fo
cus  may  well  be  on  the
founder’s  direct  or  indirect
holding of SR Shares, and such
founder would be the relevant
SR  Shareholder  for  the  pur
poses of the ICDR. 

SEBI  may  even  consider  al
lowing SR Shares only for indi
vidual founders for a company
going the IPO route, as they are
the ones who would eff�ectively
need to exercise control rather
than  relatives  with  passive
shareholding.  If  required,  the
maximum  permissible  voting
ratio of 10:1 could be increased

to  12:1  or  15:1.  Another  point  of
interest is whether SR Shares be
allowed for a SPV? The key chal
lenges to allowing SR Shares for
a SPV have always been opacity
and the fact that there could be
dilution of founder’s control in
the SPV itself. If SR Shares are al
lowed in SPVs, it would indeed
be complex to monitor and re
quire  disclosures  from  the
founder and the SPV. 

In  this  regard,  few  require
ments to consider would be: (a)
positive  shareholding  control
over  the  SPV  by  the  individual
founder, which may not be di
luted below 50.1 per cent till the
sunset of the SR Shares. Disclos
ures  regarding  the  founder’s
direct and benefi�cial holding in
the SPV would be required peri
odically  as  well  as  on  transac
tion  triggers.  The  voting  ratio
for  SR  Shares  would  also  be
tested  against  the  vehicle  in
that case. 

If  founderholding is a com
bination of direct and through
a SPV, the voting ratio and other
conditions  under  the  ICDR
would  have  to  be  satisfi�ed  by
both. 

Net worth considerations 
Then,  there  is  the  question  of
what the net worth considera
tions should be. At presently, it
is  ₹�500  crore  collective  net
worth  limit  for  promoter
groups.  Changing  this  to  net
worth  of  individual  founders
may  be  more  useful.  While
already  present  in  the  ICDR,  a
clearer  clarifi�cation  that  such
net worth would exclude the in
dividual’s  (direct  or  indirect)
equitylinked investment in the
company would be helpful. 

As the conditionalities are for
main board listing and consid
ering  how  PE/VC  led  company
and founder growth would typ
ically  mature  before  an  IPO,  a

threshold  of  ₹�750  crore  for  a
single  founder  and,  where
there are two or more founders,
an aggregate of ₹�1,500 crore for
all  individual  founders  com
bined  may  be  considered.
Given that the investments into
the company would not be con
sidered, if there is a SPV, its in
vestment  into  the  company
might not matter. 

Furthermore,  what  should
be  the  minimum  period  of
holding SR Shares? At present,
the ICDR mandates that the SR
Shares should be held for a min
imum  period  of  six  months
prior to fi�ling of the red herring
prospectus. While six months is
not  unreasonable,  a  shorter
period  could  also  be  con
sidered  to  allow  founders
greater  fl�exibility  to  prepare  a
company  for  an  IPO.  Also,  if
there  is  a  SPV,  the  minimum
holding  period  should  apply
on it as well. As a corollary, if the
founder holding of SR Shares in
the company is a combination
of direct holding and SPV hold
ing,  the  minimum  holding
period  should  apply  to  both.
Any  timeperiod  beyond  min
imum  holding  need  not  be
identical  for  both.  Also,  given
that  the  voting  ratio  could  be
tested  through  holding  of  dir
ect  SR  Shares  (either  for  indi
vidual founder or vehicles) and
the net worth test could be lim
ited  to  individual  founders
minus investment in the com
pany;  during  the  sixmonth
period  inter  se  transfer
between  individual  founder
and  his  SPV  could  also  be  per
mitted. 

In sum, to aid founders and
techbased startups to best use
SR  shares  en  route  to  a  main
board IPO, a shift in focus from
promoter/promoter  group  to
individual  founders  and  their
controlled investment vehicles
may provide the right balance.

(The author is a Mumbai-based

Corporate Partner with HSA

Advocates, and additionally

heads the practice for the Firm’s

Kolkata Office. Views expressed

herein are personal and not to be

construed as legal advice.) 

The merits of superior voting rights
SEBI is reviewing if the ICDR regime needs further modifications 

TECH START-UPS 

VINOD SURANA

The Supreme Court in its recent decision dated April 16, 2021, observed
that  there  are  around  35  lakh  cheque  bounce  cases  pending  before
various  courts.  If  the  deterrent  eff�ect  of  the  present  provision  was
working, then such a huge pendency would not have arisen. 

The SC, in Makwana Mangaldas Tulsidas Vs State of Gujarat, said
that  decriminalisation  of  cheque bounce  cases  involving  small
amounts may be left to the civil jurisdiction, hinting at decriminalisa
tion.  The  judiciary  has  increasingly  favoured  compensation  rather
than punishment in cheque bounce cases. In Meters and Instruments
Vs Kanchan Mehta, the SC even dispensed with the requirement of
consent for compounding the off�ence, if the accused was willing to
pay the compensation. 

Moreover, pursuing a criminal remedy, may lead to delays. If, in the
meantime,  the  limitation  period  under  the  civil  action  route  is  ex
hausted, then the payee is left without any legal recourse. Hence, de
criminalisation  is  necessary.  The  Section  138
of  the  Negotiable  Instruments  Act  1881,
treated cheque bounce as a civil wrong, until
1988, when it was brought under ‘criminal of
fence’, with a prison term of up to two years,
while  leaving  the  right  to  approach  a  civil
court unaff�ected. This made violation of Sec
tion 138, both a civil wrong as well as a crim
inal act. Between 2002 and 2018, the Section
underwent a myriad of amendments and has been subject of various
judicial  interpretations.  In  June 2020,  the  Ministry  of  Finance  pro
posed the decriminalisation of various minor economic off�ences, in
cluding the off�ence of cheque bounce under Section 138. While com
ments were invited, no conclusive decision has yet been taken till date. 

Compensation, not punishment 
Those who support the decriminalisation note that the main purpose
of  the  provision  is  compensation  and  not  punishment.  The  Negoti
able Instruments (Amendment) Act, 2018 inserted Section 143A which
linked  the  interim  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  payee  with  the
cheque  amount.  Moreover,  the  off�ence  under  Section  138,  is  com
poundable and hence, the main focus is on compensation rather than
on punishment. As per the ‘reformative theory’, the State should make
an attempt to reform an off�ender rather than merely punishing them.
A cheque bounce case is an economic off�ence and hence, reformation
can  be  brought  about  by  imposing  suitable  compensation.  To  im
prison someone for the off�ence may not necessarily lead to reforma
tion, but lead to further debasement. The second argument is that giv
ing both civil and criminal redress to the off�ence of cheque bounce
has clogged the judicial system and has led to multiplicity of proceed
ings. This concern was also recently identifi�ed by the Supreme Court
wherein directions were given to dispose of Supreme Court cases ex
peditiously. Directions were given by the Supreme Court to club to
gether multiple Section 138 cases against an individual (in the last 12
months)  in  a  single  proceeding.  Such  multiplicity  of  proceedings
arose because there were two ways through which remedies could be
obtained; payees often explored both, leading to increased load on the
judiciary. 

Those who oppose decriminalisation anchor themselves in the ‘re
tributive  theory’–  severely  punish  an  off�ender  so  that  it  sets  an  ex
ample in the society. They argue that decriminalisation would enable
people to issue postdate cheques without an intent to pay, without
impunity. The government has not yet made up its mind. Decriminal
isation is a welcome step but it should not obstruct the smooth opera
tion of economic activity and suffi�cient measures should be in place
to  assure  the  payees  that  the  cheques  presented  to  them  would  be
honoured.

(The author is Managing Partner & CEO, Surana and Surana, a law

firm)

Time for decriminalisation
of cheque bounce cases?

M RAMESH

Harish Salve, WhatsApp’s counsel, has
pressed  the  pause  button  on  a  legal
brawl by telling the Delhi High Court
that  the  messaging  service  provider
will not enforce its new ‘privacy policy
and  terms  of  service’  until  the  Per
sonal Data Protection (PDP) Bill, 2019,
becomes law. 

WhatsApp  can  aff�ord  to  wait.  A
Joint  Committee  of  the  Parliament
that  is  examining  the  PDP  Bill  was
given more time to do its
work in March this year –
till  the  fi�rst  week  of  the
monsoon  session  of  2021
of  the  Parliament.  Since
the  monsoon  session  is
scheduled to begin in July
19,  the  extended  time  is
coming  to  an  end  very  soon.  Unless,
yet  another  extension  –  the  fi�fth  –  is
given.  Some  experts  have  wondered
whether the government is trying to
cover up its own failure to pass such
an  important  legislation  as  the  PDP,
which is more granular than the exist
ing laws relating to personal data, by
narrowly  interpreting  the  existing
laws to suit its convenience. 

“Rather  than  vilify  a  company  for
following  the  letter  of  the  law,  India
should focus on why there isn’t a bet
ter  one,”  writes  Probir  Roy  Chow
dhury, an advocate with the law fi�rm, J
Sagar Associates, in Mondaq. 

SPDI Rules
Under  the  Information  Technology
(Reasonable  Security  Practices  and
Procedures  and  Sensitive  Personal
Data  or  Information)  Rules,  2011,  or
‘SPDI Rules’, a service provider such as
WhatsApp is not barred from collect
ing  ‘personal  information’  such  as
contact  list  details,  usage  or  log  in
formation or other locationbased in
formation;  for  ‘sensitive  personal
data’, the service provider should get
express  consent  from  the  customer,
use the data so collected for a lawful
activity,  provide  opportunity  to  the
customer  to  withdraw  consent  and
not share the data with a third party,

unless expressly consented to by the
customer. Chowdhury notes that dur
ing the hearing, the Delhi High Court
observed that WhatsApp users do not
have  to  agree  to  WhatsApp’s  privacy
rules as they could easily shift to other
messaging networks if they don’t like
the rules. Users could also go to other
independent platforms of business or
avail themselves of other hosting ser
vices. 

Chowdhury  observes  that  the
WhatsApp issue seems to bring back

the  famous  caveat
emptor  principle  –  or
‘buyer beware’– which ex
pects  the  buyer  to  exer
cise  diligence  over  his
purchase  fi�rst  before
blaming  the  seller  for
selling  a  defective

product. (Caveat emptor is a part of a
sentence  in  Latin,  whose  translation
is ‘let a buyer beware, for he ought not
to  be  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  the
property  that  he  is  buying’.)  He  ar
gues that the mere fact that the take
itorleave it nature of WhatsApp’s pri
vacy policy, where you either click on
the  ‘I  Agree’  button  or  not,  with  no
scope for negotiations, does not make
the policy unconscionable. 

Any  business  is  entitled  to  follow
the  letter  of  the  law  –  it  is  up  to  the
governments to bring the letter of the
law in complete sync with the spirit of
the  law.  That  is  where  enter  the  im
portance  of  the  PDP,  which  is  mod
elled  on  the  European  Union’s  Gen
eral  Data  Protection  Regulation
(GDPR), but only more stringent. For
example, as Vijay Pal Dalmia, Partner,
Vaish Associates, notes, the GDPR does
not concern itself with nonpersonal
or anonymised data, but under clause
91 of the PDP, the government may ask
for nonpersonal data for policy mak
ing  decisions.  So,  as  of  now,  Whats
App’s  case  rests.  One  has  to  see  how
well WhatsApp’s privacy policy holds
up against the PDP. But it is only when
the  PDP  Bill  becomes  an  Act,  would
one  remind  himself  of  the  famous
words of Gabbar Singh in Sholay: ‘Ab
aayega maza’.

WhatsApp and the wait
for Data Protection Bill 

No fraud, no penalty 

In the case of Shubh Labh

Reality Limited Vs Commis-

sioner, Central Goods and

Service Tax and Central Ex-

cise, the Appellate Tribunal

held that when a non-payment of tax is not

due to fraud, collusion, wilful misstatement

or suppression of facts, penalty cannot be

imposed. 
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$wüj·T+˝À {°ÄsYmdt Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ e÷≥ ‘·|ü‘·Tqï<äì
$eT]Ù+#ês¡T. Ä~yês¡+ ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é˝Àì düT+<äs¡j·T´

$C≤„q πø+Á<ä+˝À ‘Ó\+>±D ¬s’‘·T dü+|òüT+ sêÁwüº düVü‰j·T
ø±s¡´<ä]Ù eT÷&Ûé XÀuÛÑHé n<Ûä´ø£å‘·q ªn≥MuÛÑ÷eTT\
kÕ>∑T<ës¡¢ô|’ ìs¡“¤+<Ûä+ ÄbÕ*. |ü{≤º*∫Ã ¬s’‘·Tã+<ÛäT
e]Ô+|ü #˚j·÷*µ nH˚ n+X¯+ô|’ sö+&éfÒãT˝Ÿ düe÷y˚X¯+
»]–+~. á dü+<äs¡“¤+>± @◊πømdt ObÕ<Ûä´≈ £ åî\T
kÕs¡+|ü*¢ eT˝≤¢¬s&ç¶ e÷{≤¢&ÉT‘·÷ #·]Á‘·˝À Á|üuÛÑT‘ê«\T
mø£ÿ&Ü ‘·q≈£î ‘êqT ù|<ä\≈£î uÛÑ÷eTT\T |ü+#·˝Ò<äHêïs¡T.
düTBs¡È+>± Á|üC≤O<ä´e÷\ |òü*‘·+>±H˚ yê]øÏ uÛÑ÷eTT\T
e#êÃj·Tì > ∑Ts¡TÔ # ˚XÊs¡T. nôd’Hé¶uÛÑ÷eTT\T, Á|üuÛÑT‘·«
uÛÑ÷eTT\T, kÕ<Ûëu…’˝≤e÷ <ë«sê uÛÑ÷eTT\T n|üŒ–+#ês¡ì
>∑Ts¡TÔ #˚XÊs¡T. ø=+‘· Á|üuÛÑT‘·« uÛÑ÷$T ø£*ù|düT≈£îì e+<ä,
¬s+&=+<ä\ mø£sê˝À¢ bòÕyéTVü≤ÖCŸ\T ì]àdüTÔHêïs¡ì
$eT]Ù+#ês¡T. ÄØº\T |ü&ç‘ ˚ Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ #·*+#·<ä˙,
düeTs¡o\yÓTÆq b˛sê{≤\ <ë«sê Vü≤≈ £îÿ\T

kÕ~Û+#·Tø√yê\ì |æ\T|ü⁄ì#êÃs¡T.  πø+Á<ä, sêÁwüº
Á|üuÛÑT‘ê«\T #·{≤ º\T # ˚dæHê, neT\T # ˚j·T≈ £î+&Ü
O\¢|òæTdüTÔHêïj·Tì #ÓbÕŒs¡T. #·{≤ º\˙ï O\¢|òæT+∫q
Á|üuÛÑT‘ê«\T ≈£L&Ü  H˚s¡düTÔ˝ÒqHêïs¡T. Ç|üŒ{Ï¬ø’Hê ◊ø£´
O<ä´e÷\‘√ d”m+≈ £î C≤ „H√<äj·T+ ø£*–+#ê\ì
dü÷∫+#ês¡T. ‘Ó\+>±D ¬s’‘·T dü+|òüT+ sêÁwüº Á|ü<Ûëq
ø±s¡´<ä]Ù {Ï kÕ> ∑sY e÷{≤ ¢&ÉT‘·÷ n≥M uÛÑ÷eTT\
kÕ> ∑T<ës¡¢ düeTdü´\ô|’ ◊ø£´+>± O<ä´$T+#ê\Hêïs¡T.
–]»qT\ô|’ n≥Mn~Ûø±s¡T\ <Ís¡®Hê´\T
ô|]–b˛‘·THêïj·Tì #ÓbÕŒs¡T. Vü≤]‘·Vü‰s¡+ ù|s¡T‘√
n≥MuÛÑ÷eTT\ qT+∫ –]»qT\ ‘·]y ˚TdüTÔHêïs¡ì
$eT]Ù+#ês¡T. Ä+<√fi¯q\T »]–q Á|ü‹kÕØ eT+Á‘·T\T,
myÓTà˝ Ò´\T, Á|üC≤Á|ü‹ì<ÛäT\T Vü≤≈ £îÿ|üÁ‘ê\qT
Ç|æŒkÕÔeT+≥÷ e÷≥ ‘·|ü‘·THêïs¡ì #ÓbÕŒs¡T. ø±s=Œπs{Ÿ

ø£+ô|˙\≈£î  Kì»dü+|ü<ä <√∫ ô|≥º&Üìπø n&Ée⁄\
qT+∫ –]»qT\qT yÓfi¯¢>=fÒº Á|üj·T‘·ï+ #˚düTÔHêïs¡ì
#ÓbÕŒs¡T. n≥MuÛÑ÷eTT˝À¢ –]»qT\T nÁø£eT+>±
O+≥THêïs¡+≥÷ ;CÒ|” Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ düTÁ|”+ø√s¡Tº˝À
n|æ&ÛÉ${Ÿ <ëK\T #˚dæ+<äì $eT]Ù+#ês¡T. á #·{≤ºìï
neT\T #˚j·Tø£b˛e&É+‘√ yê]øÏ ¬s’‘·Tã+<ÛäT, ¬s’‘·T;e÷,
s¡TD≤\T, s¡TDe÷|ò” e+{Ï kÂø£sê´\T n+<ä&É+ ˝Ò<äì
#ÓbÕŒs¡T. B+‘√ –]»q ¬s’‘·T\T
n|ü\bÕ˝…’..Ä‘·àVü≤‘·´\≈£î bÕ\Œ&ÉT‘·THêïs¡ì Äy˚<äq
e´ø£Ô+ #˚XÊs¡T. ‘Ó\+>±D –]»q dü+|òüT+ sêÁwüº Á|ü<Ûëq
ø±s¡´<ä]Ù ÄsY lsê+Hêj·Tø˘ e÷{≤¢&ÉT‘·÷ sêÁwüº+˝À 25
\ø£å\ mø£sê˝À¢ –]»qT\T kÕ>∑T˝À Oqï≥Tº ‘Ó*bÕs¡T.
nø£ÿ&ç uÛÑ÷eTT\T Vü≤≈£îÿ |üÁ‘ê\ ø√dü+ \ø£å\ eT+~
<äs¡U≤düTÔ # ˚düT≈ £îHêïs¡ì #ÓbÕŒs¡T. sêÁwüº Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+
e÷Á‘·+ 13\ø£å\ mø£sê˝À¢H˚ kÕ>∑T #˚düT≈£î+≥THêïs¡+≥÷
{°ÄsYmdt Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ ‘ ˚*Ã+<äHêïs¡T. n≥M Vü≤≈ £îÿ\
#·{≤ºìï |üø£&É“+B>± neT\T #˚dæ, ø=‘·Ô <äs¡U≤düTÔ\T
ÄVü‰«ì+∫ –]»qT\≈ £î Vü≤≈ £îÿ |üÁ‘ê\T Çyê«\ì
&çe÷+&é #˚XÊs¡T. e´ekÕj·T ø±]àø£ dü+|òüT+ sêÁwüº
Á|ü<Ûëq ø±s¡´<ä]Ù ÄsY yÓ+ø£Á{≤eTT\T e÷{≤ ¢&ÉT‘·÷
n&Ée⁄\qT HêX¯q+ #˚düTÔHêïs¡H˚ ù|s¡T‘√ –]»qT\ô|’
n≥M n~Ûø±s¡T\T <ë&ÉT\T #˚düTÔHêïs¡ì Äy˚<äq e´ø£Ô+
#˚XÊs¡T. {°ÄsYmdt n~Ûø±s¡+˝ÀøÏ e∫Ãq ‘·sê«‘· ˇø£ÿ
Vü≤≈£îÿ|üÁ‘·+ ≈£L&Ü Çe«˝Ò<äHêïs¡T. ◊ø£´ O<ä´e÷\‘√H˚
–]»qT\≈ £î Hê´j·T+ »s¡T> ∑T‘·T+<äì #ÓbÕŒs¡T.
d”◊{°j·T÷ sêÁwüº Hêj·T≈ £î\T ≈ £Ls¡bÕ{Ï s¡y ˚Twt,
s¡TÁ<ä≈ £îe÷sY,  ‘Ó\+>±D ¬s’‘ê+> ∑ dü$T‹ Á|ü<Ûëq
ø±s¡´<ä]Ù »≈£îÿ\ yÓ+ø£≥j·T´, e´ekÕj·T ø±]àø£ dü+|òüT+
Hêj·T≈£î\T ô|~› yÓ+ø£Á{≤eTT\T ‘·~‘·s¡T\T e÷{≤¢&Üs¡T. 

kÕ>∑T<ës¡T\ô|’ ìs¡“+<Ûä+ Ä|ü+&ç 
ã\yÓTÆq O<ä´e÷\‘√H˚ 
n≥M uÛÑ÷eTT\≈£î |ü{≤º\T
� #·{≤ºìï |üø£&É“+B>± neT\T #˚j·÷* 
� –]»qT\≈£î |ü{≤º*∫Ã

¬s’‘·T ã+<ÛäT Çyê«* :
sö+&éfÒãT˝Ÿ˝À kÕs¡+|ü*¢, kÕ>∑sY  

� õ˝≤¢ πø+Á<ë˝À¢ Ä+<√fi¯q\≈£î |æ\T|ü⁄ 
sö+&éfÒãT˝Ÿ˝À  e÷{≤¢&ÉT‘·Tqï kÕs¡+|ü*¢ eT˝≤¢¬s&ç¶ 

◊ø£´b˛sê{≤\‘√H˚ 
düeTdü´\T |ü]cÕÿs¡+

(yÓTT<ä{Ïù|J ‘·s¡TyêsTT)
Vü‰C¬s’ e÷{≤¢&Üs¡T. ø£s√Hê eTVü≤e÷à]ì m<äTs√ÿø√˝Òø£ Á|üuÛÑT‘ê«\T

# ˚‘·T˝ …‘ ˚ Ôdæq ‘·s¡TD+˝À nìï kÂø£sê´\‘√ ∫øÏ‘·‡ n+~dü÷Ô bÕØº
ø±sê´\j·÷\qT ◊k˛˝ÒwüHé πø+Á<ë\T>± e÷]Ã u≤~Û‘·T\≈£î ø£eT÷´ìdüTº\T
n+&É>± ì*∫q≥Tº ‘Ó*bÕs¡T. ø£s√Hê‘√ <˚X¯+ n\¢ø£˝À¢\yÓTÆq dæú‹˝À
πøs¡fi¯˝Àì ø£eT÷´ìdüTº Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ Á|üuÛÑT‘ê«düŒÁ‘·T˝À¢ yÓTs¡T¬>’q yÓ’<ä´ ùde\T
n+~+#ês¡Hêïs¡T. Á|ü»\≈£î ì‘ê´edüs¡ düs¡T≈£î\T O∫‘·+>± n+~dü÷Ô
Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ n+&É>± ì*∫+<äì #ÓbÕŒs¡T. ø£s√Hê eT÷&√ <äX¯ rÁe+>±
ñ+≥T+<äì XÊÁdüÔy˚‘·Ô\T ôV≤#·Ã]düTÔHêï <˚X¯ Á|ü»\+<ä]ø° ø√$&é yê´øÏ‡Hé
Çe«≈£î+&Ü yÓTT<ä{Ï &√dt‘√H˚ dü]ô|&ÉT‘·÷ Á|ü<Ûëì yÓ÷&û ìs¡¢ø£å´+>±
eVæ≤düTÔHêïs¡ì $eT]Ù+#ês¡T. πø+Á<ä, sêh Á|üuÛÑT‘ê«\T ne\+_düTÔqï
‘·|ü&ÉT $<ÛëHê\ e˝Ò¢ ô|Á{À˝Ÿ, &ûõ˝Ÿ, Ç‘·s¡ ì‘ê´edüs¡ düs¡T≈£î\ <Ûäs¡\T
uÛ≤Ø>± ô|]>±j·Tì ‘Ó*bÕs¡T. Hêj·T≈£î\T, ø±s¡´ø£s¡Ô\T ì‘·´+ Á|ü»\‘√
eTy˚Tø£eTe⁄‘·÷ düeTdü´\qT ‘Ó\TdüT≈£îì yê{Ïì n<Ûä´j·Tq+ #˚dæ |ü]cÕÿs¡
~X¯>± ø±sê´#·s¡D s¡÷bı+~+∫ Á|ü»\qT @ø£+ #˚dæ ◊ø£´b˛sê{≤\T
ì]à+#ê\ì ~XÊ ìπsΔX¯+ #˚XÊs¡T. eTT+<äT>± mÁs¡ #=ø±ÿ\T, Ns¡\T
<Ûä]+∫q ø±s¡´ø£s¡Ô\T eTT+<äTuÛ≤>±q ø£yê‘·T‘√ uÛ≤Ø Á|ü<äs¡Ùq
ìs¡«Væ≤+#ês¡T. ø±s¡´Áø£eT+˝À Ä bÕØº eTVü≤ã÷u≤u≤<é õ˝≤¢ ø±s¡´<ä]Ù
kÕ<äT\ Áoìyêdt, õ˝≤¢ Hêj·T≈£î\T ø£+<äTq÷] Áoìyêdt, ø£$‘·, eT+&É\
ø±s¡´<ä]Ù –]Á|ükÕ<é, Hêj·T≈£î\T yÓ+ø£fÒX¯«s¡T¢, ñù|+<äsY¬s&ç¶, m\¢j·T´,
Hê>∑eTDÏ, e÷J m+|”{°d”\T yÓ+ø£≥s¡eTD, |ü<äà, &ûyÓ’m|òt◊, mdtm|òt◊,
d”◊{°j·T÷, ‘·~‘·s¡ dü+|òü÷\ Hêj·T≈£î\T, ø±s¡´ø£s¡Ô\T bÕ˝§ZHêïs¡T.

‘Ó\+>±D j·TTe‘·≈£î uÛÑs√kÕ ‘ÓsêdüH˚..
� eT+Á‹ Vü≤ØXŸ sêe⁄.

qe‘Ó\+>±D ã÷´s√`ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é
‘Ó\+>±D j·TTe‘· uÛÑ$wü‘·TÔ≈£î uÛÑs√kÕì#˚Ã~ {°ÄsYmdt e÷Á‘·y˚Tqì

Ä]úø£eT+Á‹ Vü≤ØXŸsêe⁄ nHêïs¡T. ˙fi¯ó¢, ì<ÛäT\T, ìj·÷eTø±\T nH˚
\ø£å´+‘√ ‘·eT Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ |üì# ˚düTÔqï<äì #ÓbÕŒs¡T. Ä~yês¡+
ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é˝À eT+Á‹ düeTø£å+˝À VüQEsêu≤<é ìjÓ÷»ø£es¡Z $<ë´]ú
dü+|òüT+ H˚‘·\T n~Ûø±s¡ bÕØº˝À #˚sês¡T. yê]øÏ Äj·Tq >∑T˝≤; ø£+&ÉTyê
ø£|æŒ kÕ<äs¡+>± ÄVü‰«ì+#ês¡T. á≥\ eT+Á‹>± |üì #˚dæq düeTj·T+˝À
‘·eTqT u≤>± y˚~Û+#ês¡ì $<ë´]ú dü+|òüT+ H˚‘·\T #ÓbÕŒs¡T. ‘·eTô|’
πødüT\T ô|{Ïº ø={Ïº+#ês¡ì, C…’\T≈£î |ü+bÕs¡ì, uÛÑj·TÁu≤+‘·T\≈£î >∑T]
# ˚XÊs¡ì $e]+#ês¡T. yê]øÏ Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ n+&É>± ñ+≥T+<äì á
dü+<äs¡“¤+>± eT+Á‹ Vü‰MTì#êÃs¡T. sêh+˝À  Ç|üŒ{Ï es¡≈£î \ø£å  30  y˚\
ñ<√´>±\T uÛÑØÔ #˚XÊeTì #ÓbÕŒs¡T. 

qe‘Ó\+>±D ã÷´s√`ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é
ã+>±fi≤U≤‘·+˝À n\Œ|”&Éq+ Á|üuÛ≤e+ e\¢ sêh+˝À $kÕÔs¡+>± yêq\T

|ü&ÉT‘·THêïsTT. ø=ìï #√≥¢ uÛ≤Ø qT+∫ n‹ uÛ≤Ø esê¸\T ≈£îs¡TdüTÔHêïsTT.
es¡+>∑˝Ÿ s¡÷s¡˝Ÿ õ˝≤¢ #ÓHêïsêe⁄ù|≥˝À n‘·´~Ûø£+>± 14 ôd+{°MT≥s¡¢
es¡¸bÕ‘·+(n‹uÛ≤Ø es¡¸+) qyÓ÷<Ó’+~. Ä~˝≤u≤<é õ˝≤¢ Hês¡÷ïsY(13.3
ôd+{°MT≥s¡T¢), sê»qïdæ]dæ\¢ õ˝≤¢ Ç\¢+‘·≈£î+≥(11.85 ôd+{°MT≥s¡¢)˝Àq÷
n‹ uÛ≤Ø es¡¸+ |ü&ç+~. sêh+˝Àì 41 ÁbÕ+‘ê˝À¢ uÛ≤Ø esê¸\T, 253
ÁbÕ+‘ê˝À¢ yÓ÷düÔs¡T yêq\T |ü&Ü¶sTT. Ä~yês¡+ sêÁ‹ |ü~ >∑+≥\ es¡≈£î
sêh+˝Àì 721 ÁbÕ+‘ê˝À¢ ¬s+&ÉT $T©¢MT≥s¡¢≈£îô|’>± es¡¸bÕ‘·+ |ü&ç+~.
m≈£îÿe ÁbÕ+‘ê˝À¢ ñ<äj·T+ qT+∫ kÕj·T+Á‘·+ es¡≈£î eTTdüTπsdæ+~. |ü•ÃeT
eT<Ûä´, yêj·TTe´ ã+>±fi≤U≤‘·+˝À ñ‘·Ôsê+Á<Ûä`<äøÏåD ˇ&çXÊ rs¡+ eT<Ûä´˝À
Ä~yês¡+ n\Œ|”&Éq+ @s¡Œ&ç+~. n\Œ|”&ÉHêìøÏ nqTã+<Ûä+>± eT<Ûä´

Á{Àb˛d”Œj·TsY es¡≈£î Á<√DÏ yê´|æ+∫ ñ+~. n~ m‘·TÔøÏ yÓfi‚fl ø=\B HÓ’s¡T‹
yÓ’|ü⁄q≈£î e+|ü⁄ ‹]– ñqï~.  Bì Á|üuÛ≤e+ e\¢ e#˚Ã eT÷&ÉT s√E\ bÕ≥T
ø=ìï ÁbÕ+‘ê˝À¢ uÛ≤Ø qT+∫ n‹ uÛ≤Ø esê¸\T, m≈£îÿe ÁbÕ+‘ê˝À¢ yÓ÷düÔs¡T
yêq\T |ü&˚ neø±X¯+ ñ+<äì ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é yê‘êes¡D πø+Á<ä+ Á|ü<Ûëq n~Ûø±]
¬ø.Hê>∑s¡‘·ï ‘Ó*bÕs¡T. e#˚Ã Hê\T¬>’<äT s√E\T |ü>∑{Ï |üP≥ ñc˛íÁ>∑‘·\T
>∑D˙j·T+>± |ü&çb˛‘êj·Tì ù|s=ÿHêïs¡T. #ê˝≤ õ˝≤¢˝À¢ á<äTs¡T >±\T\T
>∑+≥≈£î 30 qT+&ç 40øÏ MT y˚>∑+‘√* e#˚Ã neø±X¯eTT+<äì ‘Ó*bÕs¡T. 

ˇø£ XÊ‘·+˝Àù| bÕõ{Ïyé πs≥T
� 465 eT+~øÏ ø£s√Hê � q\T>∑T] eTs¡D+

qe‘Ó\+>±D ã÷´s√ - ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é 
sêÁwüº+˝À ‘êC≤>± 465 eT+~˝À ø£s√Hê ñqï≥Tº ãj·T≥|ü&ç+~.

q\T>∑Ts¡T eTs¡DÏ+#ês¡T. Ä~yês¡+ $&ÉT<ä\ #˚dæq ãT˝…{ÏHé˝À bÕõ{Ïyé πs≥T
0.70 XÊ‘·+>± ñqï≥Tº Á|üuÛÑT‘·«+ ‘Ó*|æ+~. sêÁwüº+˝À X¯ìyês¡+ kÕj·T+Á‘·+
5.30 >∑+≥\ qT+∫ Ä~yês¡+ kÕj·T+Á‘·+ 5.30 >∑+≥\ es¡≈£î 65,607
eT+~øÏ f…düTº\T #˚XÊs¡T. Á|üuÛÑT‘ê«düŒÁ‘·T˝À¢ 61,475 eT+~øÏ, Á|üsTTy˚≥T
ÄdüŒÁ‘·T˝À¢ 4,132 eT+~øÏ |üØø£å\T ìs¡«Væ≤+#ês¡T. eTs√ 565 eT+~
]b˛s¡Tº\T sêyê*‡ ñ+~..sêÁwüº+˝À Á|üdüTÔ‘·+ 10,316 j·÷øÏºyé πødüT\THêïsTT.
‘êC≤>± ø√\T≈£îqï 869 eT+~ì &çXÊÃ]® #˚XÊs¡T. õ˝≤¢\ yêØ>± #·÷ùdÔ
JôV≤#Ym+d”˝À n‘·´~Ûø£+>± 70 eT+~øÏ ø£s√Hê k˛øÏ+~. n‹ ‘·≈£îÿe>±

Ä~˝≤u≤<é, ìs¡à˝Ÿ, j·÷<ëÁ~ uÛÑTeq–] õ˝≤¢˝À¢ ˇø=ÿø£ÿs¡T #=|ü⁄Œq á yê´~Û
u≤]q |ü&Ü¶s¡T. ø±e÷¬s&ç¶, Hêsêj·TDù|≥ õ˝≤¢˝À¢ ̌ ø£ÿ πødü÷ qyÓ÷<äT ø±˝Ò<äT.

n\Œ|”&Éq+..uÛ≤Ø es¡¸+ sêheT+‘·{≤ $kÕÔs¡+>± yêq\T 
� #ÓHêïsêe⁄ù|≥˝À n‘·´~Ûø£+>± 14 ôd+{°MT≥s¡¢ yêq
� 3 s√E\ bÕ≥T uÛ≤Ø, n‹ uÛ≤Ø es¡¸dü÷#·q

ã+&ç dü+»jYT »qà~q+ 
dü+<äs¡“¤+>± ùdyê ø±s¡´Áø£e÷\T

ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é:
‘Ó\+>±D

sêh ;CÒ|”
n<Ûä´≈ £ åî&ÉT, bÕs¡
¢yÓT+{Ÿ düuÛÑT´\T
ã+&ç dü+»jYT
≈£îe÷sY »qà~q+
dü+<äs¡“¤+>± Væ≤e÷j·T‘Y q>∑sY &ç$»Hé˝À ø±s=Œπs≥sY
es¡\ø°åà sêeTHé >ö&é\T |ü\T ùdyê ø±s¡´Áø£e÷\T
ìs¡«Væ≤+#ês¡T. kÕúìø£+>± Oqï >√XÊ\˝À πøø˘ ø£{Ÿ
#˚dæ.. nqï<ëq ø±s¡´Áø£eT+ ìs¡«Væ≤+#ês¡T. ;CÒ|”
d”ìj·TsY Hêj·T≈ £î\T õ.sêeTHé >ö&é, &ç$»Hé
n<Ûä´≈ £ åî&ÉT ¬ø.q]‡+>¥ eTT~sêCŸ, ¬ø.q]‡+>¥ >ö&é,
kÕsTTHê< ∏ é >ö&é, sêeTkÕ«$T, eTùV≤wt, C…’kÕ«˝ Ÿ,
eT˝Ò¢wt, kÕsTT, _+~j·÷, XÊs¡<ä, düTC≤‘·, w”˝≤,
|ü<äà», X‚KsY, Ä©, kÕsTT n•«Hé ‘·~‘·s¡T\T
bÕ˝§ZHêïs¡T.  

m˝Ÿ.s¡eTD≈£î H˚&ÉT {°ÄsYmdt düuÛÑ´‘·«+ 
� 16q πød”ÄsY düeTø£å+˝À bÕØº˝À #˚]ø£ 

qe‘Ó\+>±D ã÷´s√ ` ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é 
{°&û|” ‘Ó\+>±D XÊK e÷J n<Ûä´≈£åî&ÉT, d”ìj·TsY H˚‘· m˝Ÿ.s¡eTD

k˛eTyês¡+ {°ÄsYmdt düuÛÑ´‘·«+ rdüTø√qTHêïs¡T. Ä bÕØº e]ÿ+>¥ Áô|dæ&Ó+{Ÿ,
sêÁwüº eT+Á‹ πø{°ÄsY Äj·Tq≈ £î düuÛÑ´‘·« |üÁ‘êìï n+<äCÒj·TqTHêïs¡T.
ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é˝Àì ‘Ó\+>±D uÛÑeHé˝À á ø±s¡´Áø£eT+ »s¡>∑qT+~. eTs√yÓ’|ü⁄
áHÓ\ 16q d”m+ πød”ÄsY düeTø£å+˝À s¡eTD... n~Ûø±]ø£+>± >∑T˝≤; rs¡ú+
|ü⁄#·TÃø√qTHêïs¡T. 

sêÁwüº |ü⁄qsY ìsêàD+˝À 
Ç+õ˙s¡¢~ >=|üŒ bÕÁ‘· 
� uÀsTTq|ü*¢ $H√<é≈£îe÷sY 

qe‘Ó\+>±D ã÷´s√ ` ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é 
> ∑‘·+˝À ‘Ó\+>±D ñ<ä´eT+˝À ÁøÏj·÷o\ø£ bÕÁ‘· b˛wæ+∫q

Ç+õ˙s¡T¢.. Ç|ü⁄Œ&ÉT sêÁwüº |ü⁄qsY ìsêàD+˝À ôd’‘·+ >=|üŒ bÕÁ‘·qT
b˛wædüTÔHêïs¡ì Á|üD≤[ø± dü+|òüT+ ñbÕ<Ûä´≈ £ åî&ÉT uÀsTTq|ü*¢
$H√<é≈£îe÷sY Á|üX¯+dæ+#ês¡T. n˝≤+{Ï Ç+õ˙s¡T¢ <˚XÊìπø e÷s¡Z<äs¡TÙ\ì
Äj·Tq n_Ûq+~+#ês¡T. ‘Ó\+>±D Ç+õ˙sY‡ &˚ dü+<äs¡“¤+>± Ä~yês¡+
ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é˝Àì mÁs¡eT+õ˝Ÿ˝À Á|üeTTK Ç+õ˙s¡T¢ qyêuŸ n© qyêuŸ
»+>¥ ãVü≤<ä÷sY, yÓ÷ø£å> ∑T+&É+ $X‚«X¯«s¡j·T´, ÄsY.$<ë´kÕ> ∑sYsêe⁄
$Á>∑Vü‰\≈£î Äj·Tq |üP\e÷\˝Òdæ ìyêfi¯ó\]Œ+#ês¡T. á dü+<äs¡“¤+>±
e÷{≤¢&ÉT‘·÷.. Ç+õ˙s¡¢ $•wüº‘·qT uÛ≤$ ‘·sê\≈£î ‘Ó*ù|+<äT≈£î M\T>±
Á|ü‘˚´ø£ Á>∑+<∏ëìï s¡∫+#ê\ì dü÷∫+#ês¡T. #Ó|ü⁄Œ≈£î+≥÷ b˛‘˚H˚ yê]
#·]Á‘·      ñ+≥T+<ä˙,  ˝Òø£b˛‘˚ n~ ø£qTeTs¡T>∑e⁄‘·T+<äì ‘Ó*bÕs¡T. 

&çø°ÿ kÂ‘Y Ç+&çj·÷
yÓ’dt #ÛÓ’¬sàHé≈£î 
eT+Á‹ Vü≤ØXŸ |üsêeTs¡Ù

qe‘Ó\+>±D ã÷´s√`ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é 
ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é˝Àì z Á|üsTTy ˚≥T

ÄdüŒÁ‹˝À ∫øÏ‘·‡ bı+<äT‘·Tqï &çø°ÿ kÂ‘Y
Ç+&çj·÷ yÓ’dt#Ó’ Ó ’ ¬sàHé sêe⁄ øÏs¡DYqT
Ä]úø£eT+Á‹ Vü≤ØXŸsêe⁄ Ä~yês¡+
|üsêeT]Ù+#ês¡T.  øÏs¡DY Ä+<Û√˝ Ÿ
myÓTà˝ Ò´ Áø±+‹ øÏs¡DY k˛<äs¡T&ÉT.
nHês√> ∑´+‘√ ÄdüŒÁ‹˝À  ∫øÏ‘·‡
bı+<äT‘·THêïs¡T. á H ˚|ü< ∏ ä´+˝À
Äj·Tq≈£î  yÓ’<ä´ ùde\T n+<äT‘·Tqï
rs¡TqT yÓ’<äT´\qT n&ç–
‘Ó\TdüT≈£îHêïs¡T.

&Ó’¬sø˘º ]Á≈£L{ŸyÓT+{Ÿ˝À yÓTT‘·Ô+ 45 y˚\ U≤∞\T.. 
� nìï $esê\‘√ H˚&ÉT d”mdt≈£î ìy˚~ø£ 

� Ä]úø£XÊK eTTK´ ø±s¡´<ä]Ù

düe÷y˚X¯+˝À ìs¡íj·T+ 
qe‘Ó\+>±D ã÷´s√ ` ôV’≤<äsêu≤<é 

sêÁwüº+˝À ñ<√´>∑ ìj·÷eTø±\T, uÛÑØÔ #˚j·÷*‡q
b˛düTº\T, $uÛ≤>±\ yêØ>± ñqï ø±´&És¡¢ô|’
#·]Ã+# ˚+<äT≈ £î M\T>± Ä]úø£XÊK eTTK´ ø±s¡´<ä]Ù
¬ø.sêeTø£ècÕísêe⁄ H˚‘·è‘·«+˝À »]–q ø°\ø£ uÛÒ{°˝À |ü\T
n+XÊ\ô|’ #·]Ã+#ês¡T. Ä~yês¡+ $$<Ûä XÊK\ eTTK´ ø±s¡´<äs¡TÙ\‘√ ìs¡«Væ≤+∫q á düe÷y˚X¯+˝À
&Ó’¬sø˘º ]Á≈£L{ŸyÓT+{Ÿ˝À yÓTT‘·Ô+ 45 y˚\ b˛düTº\T U≤∞>± ñqï≥Tº ìsê›]+#ês¡T. M{Ïì $$<Ûä XÊK\
e<ä›qTqï düe÷#ês¡+‘√ dü]b˛*Ã #·÷XÊs¡T. nsTT‘˚ ˇø£Áf…+&ÉT &çbÕs¡TºyÓT+≥¢ qT+∫ e∫Ãq
]b˛s¡Tº˝À¢ U≤∞ b˛düTº\ $esê\≈£î dü+ã+~Û+∫ dü«\Œ ‘˚&Ü\Tqï≥Tº ‘˚*+~. á H˚|ü<∏ä´+˝À
k˛eTyês¡+ eT<Ûë´Vü≤ï+ es¡≈£L yê≥ìï+{Ï˙ dü]#˚dæ, düe]+#·≥+ <ë«sê d”mdt k˛y˚TXŸ ≈£îe÷sY≈£î
‘·T~ ìy˚~ø£qT düeT]Œ+#ê\ì düe÷y˚X¯+˝À ìs¡ísTT+#ês¡T. Ä ìy˚~ø£qT d”mdt... áHÓ\ 13q
ø±´_HÓ{Ÿ≈£î düeT]ŒkÕÔs¡T. <ëìô|’ eT+Á‹es¡Z+ #·]Ã+∫, ˇø£ ìs¡íj·÷ìøÏ edüTÔ+<äì n~Ûø±s¡T\T
$e]+#ês¡T. eTs√yÓ’|ü⁄ Ä]úø£XÊK eTTK´ ø±s¡´<ä]Ù ìs¡«Væ≤+∫q düe÷y˚X¯+... $<ä´, yÓ’<ä´+, b˛©dt,
eTTì‡|ü˝Ÿ, ¬syÓq÷´ XÊK˝À¢ m≈£îÿe b˛düTº\T U≤∞>± ñqï≥Tº >∑T]Ô+∫+~. &ç|üP´fÒwüHé n+XÊìøÏ
dü+ã+~Û+∫ á düe÷y˚X¯+˝À m˝≤+{Ï ìs¡íj·÷ìøÏ sê˝Òø£b˛j·÷s¡ì ‘Ó*dæ+~. 
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