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SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14, 12240

/14 & 13013/14.
1 -

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
BENCH AT JAIPUR

1 SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14.

DHARMENDRA SINGH & ORS. - PETITIONERS.
VS

STATE OF RAJ. & ANR. - RESPONDENTS.
¥ %. %‘ ‘i "‘" = ; J
{SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO 12240/14

2,

AJAY MATHUR - PETITIONER.
VS

FIWE STATE OF RAJ & ANR. - RESPONDENTS.

f%fé | WITH \/;;//////aﬂ
3. SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.13013/14.

DHARMENDRA SINGH & ORS

i% PETITIONERS

Mr. K.C. Sharma with

Mr. Ram Prataﬁ Sa]nT for the petitioners.
Mr. Abhinav sharma: AAG with
mr. Deven Pareek and

Mr. Tanveer Ahmed for the respondents

IORBER

THE COURT :

pet1t10ners against the same respondents 4 ?&? ‘\ﬁ;ﬁ.

. . ’ 2 & 2
involving  same issues. They were heakd B« 5]

together and are being disposed of by th15
3common order.

E aians o e rsoims

o | » P Q“n%&ﬁ?
L At the outset “it is required to be stated

i et t
. that these p6t1t10h5 filed at the instanc q£€.1vwﬂﬂJw4ﬁ

...




'k‘j_d1rect1ons aga1nst the respondents 1ntera1+a Pk

g ;In1t1a11y one Sunil Kumar had filed the sBCwp

3 Thereafter the petitioners Kailash Kumar a

not to treat the services of the pet1t1oners

TR

SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14, 12240/14 & 13013/14.
2

the petitioners | are not only vexacious
litigations but the petitioners have taken
the court for a ride by filing the petitions
one after the other, suppressing material
facts, and have ~he1d= the responderits to a

ransom ggder the garb of ex- parte ad-lnter1m

orqgrs passed by the court, wh1ch _sha11 be

'deﬁbnstrated hereinafter.

NO. 9533/12, for setting aside the notice

dnviting tender dated 7.6.12 by which the

respondent;’ ]1lge had sought to engage the

placement: agency Iq;the“sa1d-pet1t1on, the

coordinate ber

ofiftﬁisf'§QUrt passed the

"The peti. TS, herefore d1sposed
of directing the respondents that
even if the placement agency appoints
any other person ‘preference shall. be
given to ihe. petitioner and the
already .. = existing . contractual
emp]oyees; rather than. availing the :
services of . the " new. contractual
employees. In i'other‘ words, the
placeme “sagency = “shall = be under
compulsion.:to ‘engage  those who were
already engaged by the" respondents on

- the same terms and conditions if they
want ~to. . avail : the _services of
Technician' of of any other post."

other 18 petitioners, who are also Fhe’

. D gy
petitioners in the present petitions, hadwqe1mﬁ )
/7

filed the SBCWP  No.  6320/14 seek1ng\ ,‘Le

vé}.-ﬂ““ﬁnﬁ7 i

quraie e
‘ FEHTH ""{ﬂﬂ'ﬂ"(ﬁ ‘ﬁ
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‘under the placement agency and treat them as

the as direct employees. The said petition
was disposed of by the coordinate bench vide
order dated 14.8.14 directing the respondents
to consider the ; pet1t1oners' grievances and
further\ d1re<t1ng the respondents not to

suQ%£1tute the petitioners by another set of

C®ntractua1 emp1oyees Theréafter the said
o AR
*petitioners of SBCWP No. 6320/14 alongwith

,_r'

=3 1
=
i
7

s e ia A1 b

% <ome other petitioners again filed the SBOAP

No. 9306/14 seek'ng d1rect1ons against the

respondents”; iﬁaféf‘po-:_ allow  the

pet1t1oner 3

posts,-andﬁ' t:to rfp1ace the1r services by

another set::0f 'vontractuaW /dailywages /

ﬁ;%y;//temporary/ p1acemen;fagency and further to

| treat the pet1t1oners as the direct emp1oyees

4 ~b11ege. It is pertinent tO |

9306/14 was filed by :;

\oners w1thout d1sc1os1ng the filing ‘
etition . 6320/14. Not
~only that the averments and prayers in both
the pet1t1ons were verbat1m the same, except
chang1ng the chronology of paragraphs. In the

said writ petition being SBCWP No. | §§ﬁi o\,

wh11e issuing the notices to the respdnden

the coord1nate bench passed fo11OW1ng~wexfﬁ/°*U
.:parte ad-interim order on 8.9.14:- \“Jhﬁ_;44;

7 aypels

e T 2 AT AN PTRAT “,,.-’

ARt L

{
b oogmiia ot oy ades
{ KISRYTH v’—q =i @E, s
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SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14, 12240/14 & 13013/14.
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"In the meanwhile, if the respondents
want to avail services of any person
on any post held by the petitioners,
preference shall be given to them over
any other new incumbent inasmuch their
services shall not be replaced by any
other contractual/temporary/daily -
wager/ad hoc 'appointee’ on payment of
cgns§1¢dated salary/daily. wages."

Sainrs

‘?ﬁ?‘- i . ‘ 0 e 0 . . . si
3 .geﬂdmﬁg the said writ petition being SBCWP

*3&5; 9306/14, one Ajay Mathur, who was also
1§w}the petitioner in SBCWP No. 9306/14 filed the
SBCWP No. 12240/14 against the respondents
seeking d}rec;fon;.vfbi set aside- the

‘i§310;14;!?ssued by the

advertis%ﬂ
<,
respondent¥

-; %é;// for restr

appointing

‘W.k&u

g1neer'|ng Ccollege and
A the ' respondents  from E
> héﬁééﬁbiéyeés in lieu of the
old emp]oyeesig in.view of the order dated

10.2.14 passed ﬁy\7thei'court in SBCWP No.

7§§_A 9533/12. In/ thé égjd;;writ petition being
B sBawP No. , 'the - coordinate bench - b

directed th counsel for the petitioner to

~supply the copy 6f;thétbéﬁﬁtion to the Add.
Advocate General Mr. - Abhinav Sharma and

further passed the ex-parte order that the

‘petitioner shall not be discontinued and | -

: _ ' . Q14T &y '
. 5 B o |

shall be allowed to continue. After passi g,‘:,f N

H

:O"F: the said. Or‘der‘!l the other DEt‘it'ioners Who

were also the petitioners 1in SBCWP 3Nb}‘« Y/,
.A | A . \"7 §Y %
9306/14 filed another petition being SBCWP =7

" No. 13013/14 seeking the same re11e% 5t - mfsfaia

L¥

el o fw 1 A
’wﬁmqmﬁﬁwﬂvﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁ



hm'\‘u

_'f1%.d on behalf of the respondent Govérnment

:fEng1neering College, Jhalawar, raising
preliminary objections as to the
maintainability " of =° the petitions,

SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14, 12240/14 & 13013/14.
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prayed for by the petitioners in the writ
petition being SBCWP No. 12240/14. 1In both
the petitions 1i.e. SBCWP No. 12240/14 and

13013/14, the petitioners had not mentioned‘
the fact of their: Fi]ing the earlier writ
pet1t1on be1ng SBCWP No. 9306/14

In@gTW?these petitions, the rep11es have been

high1ighttnd;grqthe"~ misconduct of the

'”~thefprocess of law was

ng theimater1a1 facts. The
said respond_ the a?so p1aced on record as
to how the petTt1oner had d1srupted the

academic atmosphere of | the college by R

proceed1ng on str1ke and ho1d1ng the entire

college to a ransom, under;the garb of the

ex-parte o@ders passed by the court from time

to ti me.

It is sought to be subm1tted by the learned

counse1s mMr K c Sharma‘and ‘Mr: R.P. Saini

'posts since a 1ong t1me and that though the_tﬁ;;;

respondents college had started appo1nt1ng
the emp1oyees through placement agency,‘»the»'

petitioners were continued on their iposts’ |
Qo b ssmi ahr o

| RIMEHIE O AR o {
i

R

gl i € B el 4 g
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from time to time. According to the learned

counsels for the petitioners, the respondent-

Aco11ege was paying huge amount to the
X placement agency (i.e. the respondent No.4
j M/s. Rajendra sharma: in the SBCWP No.

9306/14)%%'For ‘providing the services on |

contractua1 basis, depriving the r1ghts of

B X \»f"{’z
'thé— petitioners to be continued " the
x-l\'.

« Spermanent basis. They further submitted,that

~ though the court had directed the respondents
not to rep1ace “the services .of the

'pet1t1oners by fother cOntréctua1/temporary

e e 0 U g

spondent co11ege had issued

appo1ntees, fhe:T

'f kg;/' advert1semen'

the registered contractors and placement

s1;g;the app11cat1ons from

T'upon 'the decisions of

Single Bench’ of th1s court in case of sunil

Kumar Vs. State?of RaJ & Anr. (supra), ~ they
submitted that the court: had: ~given specific
directions: to thé réspondents that even if
the p1acenent agency appoints any other
person, preference sha11 ~be given to the,
petitioners, y however, . the respondents

Jeopard1s1ng the rights of the employees, are

bent upon engag1ng another placement ageﬁ§§xvmfem
vwh1ch should not be permitted. They have»aﬂso%“
re11ed upon the other decisions of this court
in case of Radka Rani Vs. State of RaJ:»;&;ff&;G

Ors. decided on 4.8.11 in SBCWP No.

/




e e o S e Y

LY R

K_haV1ng been filed by the petitioners gross1y

(h‘§m1sus1ng the process of law and suppressing

| directed without giving opportunity

'hear1ng to the respondents as to whether,any

- could have been taken by the respondents’ or

SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14, 12240/14 & 13013/14.
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and others, as also the order passed by the
court in the petition being SBCWP No. 6320/14
fi]ed by the petitioners themselves. '

The Tearned Addl. Advocate General wMr,
Abhinav Sharma a1ongw1th Mr. Tanveer Ahmed

,appear1ng hf r " the respondents however,

-vehement1y submitted that ‘the’ petitions

the material facts, the same deserve to be
dismissed w1th exemp1ary costs. They further
subm1tted th t‘thpre be1ng d1sputed questions

of facts' ,hé‘pet1t1ons, and the

alternative’ remedy of approach1ng the Labour
Court being’ i\ 'e“to,the,pet1t1oners, the

“rshould -

High Court ‘not  entertain. these
petitions. ASsaiﬂing the ex-parte orders

passed by thef oord1nate bench in the present

petitions
filed by
submitted ‘tha

.wer1?as in the ear11er petitions

-the pet1t1oners Mr.  Sharma

f;thef a11eged action of the

respondents, being within the realm of
contract, it Wa&’ hot’ open for this court to
judicially review the decision of the ¢

respondents, nor the court should har}

other reasonable “decision or course of actiG

5 " 2 £ s
| warn b
/
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3 come to an end at the end of the contract

9

H-h'(u

Accord1ng To Mr. Sharma for the respondents,in

s
; Hav1ng regard to the submissions made by *he

'1earned counse]s for the parties and to the

SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14, 12240/14 & 13013/14.
8

not. In this regard mr. Sharma has reljed
upon the decision of the Apex Court 1in case
of Gridco Ltd. & Anr. VS. Sadananda Doioi &
Oors. AIR 2012 sc 729. wr, Sharma has also -

p1aced heavy re11ance on the decision of ‘the

,Apex Court'1n the case oF Secretary, State of

Karnataka VS. Uma Devi & Ors. (2006) 4 scc 1
k-.*.%s_,

8, Y
'te rsubmit that the contractua] appo1ntments

any case the pet1t1oners were the employees

of the p]acement agency i.e. M/s. Rajendra

Sharma, and the said

respondnet } refused to
continue thi nttact w1th the respondent-
college, cou1d not and should not
have compe1Ted kthe' co11ege or the new
p]acement agency, which m1ght be appointed by
the co11ege, o cont1nue the petitioners 1in
the emp1oyment ’as ‘directed in SBCWP No.
9533/12 more s p&rticu]ar1y when the
petitioners had spo11ed the entire atmosphere

of the co11ege byr go1ng ?on strike and

behaving like hooligars.

documents on the record, the undisputed facts F /
that emerge are that the petitioners were

never employed by the respondent- co]]ege, but“y‘~”?””




z
-

-
v
+

v

,pr1or
the“ soci@ty registered under “the society

7govern1ng the Engineering Colleges at Ajmer.

SB CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO.9306/14, 12240/14 & 13013/14.
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were the employees of the placement agency
which was engaged by the respondent-college
on contractual basis. It appears from the
reply filed by the respondent-college that
ﬁhe-respondentrGovt. Engineering College is a

SOcietyiwnth was registered on 30.6.10 and

s d?that, the college was being run by

o ¥

The frespondent—co11ege is governed by the
Executive Counc11 - which had decided to

outsourceithe serv1ces of non-teaching staff

through pil cement agency and ‘accordingly M/s.

Rajendra Sharmag_ p1acement agency of Ajmer,
who was a1so‘vbrov1d1ng services to the
erstwhile coj1ege, “was ;engaged by . the
respondent—co]ﬂeﬁé%atéJpa1awar. The agreement
with the saideJ%cemenf'agency was continued
till 2014, hewéven ‘the. emp1oyees of the said
agency 1nc1ud1ng the present pet1t1oners went
on strike w1th the demand that they should be
given- permanenf appo1ntments in the college.

It s a11eged by ‘the pondents that the

petitioners had held the priprietor of the
said firm i.e. Mr. Rajendra Sharma as hostage?
and threatened h1m of dire conseguences, in
respect of which the said Rajendra Sharma had
also filed a complaint. The copy of the‘said~
complaint is a1so placed on the record by the

§ 2!'-

g WG
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respondents alongwith the reply as R-2/9/A

and R-2/9/3. Again in the month of. August

2014, the petitioners and other employees
resorted to strike 1in a violent manner
threaten1ng to stall the funct1on1ng of the
co11ege The Pr1nc1pa1 of ‘the respondent-

co11ege therefore had wr1tten letters. to the

sa1d’ placement agency M/s. RaJendra Sharma
n fand in response thereto the said p1acement

agency requested the college to terminate his

contract and engage the services of some

other agency As transp1r1ng From the record,

”“¥c 11ege had a1so requested the

Government accord1ng1y the Joint

Secretary, Techn1ca1 Education had perm1tted
the co11ege to make stopgap arrangements'
aga1nst 39 sanct1oned posts vide the letter

dated '19.9.14. ¥ T The respondents under the

circumstanc '"ub11shed the notice dated

18.10.14 'i‘_v{t1ng the tenders from the
'reg1stered contractors ‘ ‘
W & AL ;- very pert1nent to note that the
petitioners of ‘SBcwp No. 9306/14 (who are
'a1$ov the petitioners in SBCWP No. 12240/14
‘and 13013/14) had not disclosed about the
»'pendency-of Writ Petition No. 6320/14 and had
filed the said petition making same averments
and seeking almost the same prayers, asfecwi;ﬁ

sought in SBCWP No. 6320/14, except chang1ng

§
Lo
E
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the chronology of paragraphs, and therefore
the “petjtion No. 9306/14 deserves to be
dismissed on that ground alone. Even
otherwisé, on merits also the petitioners
have ho 1egs to. stand - In the said writ
Pet1t1on‘ No ’9306/14 the pe%itioners have

prayed*to treat them as the direct employees

; oﬁ}vthe respondent-college and ,continue them
'fEh the.'respective posts, and to direct. the
S respondents not to replace them by anether

set. of cgntraétué] - employees/placement

| agency. IN-the -other two petitions also the

to;.restrain the

employing new

- ¥
-Vﬁ;‘ respondent- CQ]1’
- % T de : : ‘
emp1oyees 1n the1r p1ace,‘ in view .of the i
order passed qby,'the;-S1ngTe Bench of this /

court in SBCWP Ndli9533/12 In the opinion of

=S : i e OB
e R Y i
el Ny

.“'u'\tu

this court no SJCh prayers could be granted

. in view of the pos1t1on of Taw settled by the

Apex Court 1nvcatena of dec1s1ons

;i?Fthe case of Secretary,

.~ The Apex ‘cou ,
State of Karnataka‘Vs uma Devi .(supra), has
categor1ca11y he1d thaf - the contractual
:appointment comes to an end at the end of the

- contract. The relevant para No. 43

~reproduced as under :-

"Thus, it is clear . that adherence to the:’ \il’"“ﬁ
rule of equality in public employment is a Rous .
basic feature of our Constitution and
since the rule of law is the core of ‘our- el

Constitution, a Court would certa1n1y’ben o 1 bl
disabled from pdssing an order upholding a ' ’
' : } AT : ufa iy vy SN
{ NITEAIR S5 =1averey g,
s= s -I

M B RS §
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violation of Article 14 or in ordering the
overlooking of the need to comply w'tg the
requirements of Article 14 pea with
Article 16 of the Constitution.
Therefore, consistent with the scheme for
public employment, this Court while Taying
down the law, has necessarily to hold that
unless the appointment is 1in terms of the
relevant rules. and . after a proper.
competition among. qualified persons, the
same wguld" not _confer any right on the
appointee. If it _is a contractual
appointment, the appointment comes ,to an
sendsat the end of the contract, if it were
‘an” engagement or appointment on daily
TMages or casual basis, the same would come
% to an end when it s discontinued. .
w2 Similarly, a temporary employee could- not
ol claim to be made permanent on the expiry
;4 of his term of appointment. 1t has also
to be clarified that mere] because a
temporary employee or a .casua wage worker
B - 1s continued for a time beyond the term of
(2 his appointment, he would not be entitled
P to be absorbedin: regular service or made
: permanent, .merely on the strength of such
continuance,  if “the original appointment
was not made ‘by' following a due process of
- isaged by” the relevant

selection ¢ Vis :
rules. Ithgs not'-open to' the court to
prevent  regular ¢recruitment at the
instance of temporary employees whose
period of employment has come to an end or
of ad hoc employees who' by the Very nature
of their appoihtment, do not acquire any
right. Higl Courts acting -under Article
. 226 of the ‘Constitution of India, should

not - ordjnarily: dssue directions for
absorptiohg?'reguﬂarization,?'or permanent
continuance:-unless the  recruitment itself
was made ‘regularly and in terms of the
~.constitutional scherie. Merely because, an
employee had continued under cover of an
order of Caurt, which we: have described as
‘Titigious ‘empToyment' in the earlier part
of the judgment, -he .would not be entitled

permanent 1in the service. In fact, in“a

justified 1in issuing <interim directions,
since, after all, if ultimately - the
employee approaching it is found entitled
to. relief, it may be possible for jt.to
mould the relief in such a manner that
ultimately no prejudice will be caused to

continue his employment would hold up {the'
regular procedure for selection or im ose

to any right to be absorbed or madeﬁzﬁ“mw?

such cases, the High Court may not bé< “emp

him, whereas - an~ interim direction | ta.
i warata® wfs

WIHEETT 73 7 T
‘Wﬂsﬂ»‘". ..

—— \Q}& | |
22\

b
-~ ‘é’
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' on the State the burden of paying an
] ° - employee who is really not required. = The
courts must be careful in ensuring that
they do not 1interfere unduly with the
economic arrangement of 1its af?;1rs by the
State or 1its instrumentalities or lend
f § themselves the instruments to facilitate

f the bypassing of the constitutional and
| statutory mandates

*H'(tu

13. 1In thei~tnstant’ case, the petitioners were
neyer“émo1oyed by the resbondent—co]]ege, but
wgre employed by the respondent-placement

zv

o \agency which agency was engaged by the

respondent-college on contractual basis.

?_ Hence it cou1d’chbt,;be said that the

petitﬁonensﬁweré;apoointed by the respondent-

college on contractua1 basﬁs That apart,
even as per the aforesa1d 1egd1 position, the
persons emp]dyed'on contractua1 basis would
not have any - r1ght over the posts and their
services wou1d come to an end with the end of
the contract The Const1tut1ona1 Bench of the
‘Apex Court et the said decision of the
Secretary,\ State of Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi
- (supra) had:. e]so while considering the
earlier jUdQW?“tS,O?SéVed interalia that the
éppointment;7m33e;W%thoot following the due
process or the ru1es-d1d not confer any right

the' appointees and the courts cannpf/éymh¢

,\f

’d1rect their absorption or regu1ar1sat1on or
re-engagement or making them permanent, and
that any decision running counter to the said -

decision (1.e, of Uma Devi by) the
it ’s .
} wgrafaw sifs Y Fafen
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Constitutiona1 Bench) would- stand denuded of
theirrstatus as ,precedents. In view of the
specific mandate given by the Apex Court in
the said decision of Uma Devi,A the
petitignerél‘cannqt seek relief to continue

them o-“td*freat them ‘as the, direct empTloyees

of thef respondent college, relying upon the

decns1ons of the Single Bench of th1s court.

\“‘"1% i

l4 . The engagement of the petitioners by the

g ’
%
Y

placement agency do not confer any r1ght on

the pet1t1oners much 1ess the right to be

treated as{‘;he\ d1rect emp]oyees of the

eco]]ege It qs' a150 very pertinent
3he

~engaged the pet1t1oners and

2 respondent

to note that respondent M/s. RaJendra

. Sharma whoﬁt \
-éf.Q%;/ i

who was the ear11er p1acement agency engaged

by the respondent co11ege has a1so refused to

continue the . cantract w1th the respondent-

college, aﬁ; iunder the"c1rcumstances the
»respondent“co11ege has no a1ternat1ve but to
engage the new p1acement -agency by way of
stopgap arrangement till the regular posts

are filled Up_'byr the -regular recruitment

process. It cannot be gainsaid that the

should fill up the posts by reddl!

&

'emp1oyment after following the due process, of

law, and it-should not continue to engage the “”4/:

placement agencies on contractual (basis,

warafira el orly ®arirm
3y WIFTT SN TWTATHd 1,

ereTy
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1. nonetheless the -petitioners cannot as ga
matter of right demand their continuation or
permanence of employment with the respondent-
college as sought 1in the present pet1t1ons

Though much re11ance has been placed by the

pet1t1oners éon the decisiioh of the . Single
Bencﬁ” of this court 1in the case of Sunil
Kumar Vs. State of Raj. (supra), whereby the

yceurt had compelied the placement agency that

might be engaged by the respondent- co]]ege

to continue the pet1t1oners the said decisin

loses its.. s1gn1f1cance in v1ew of the Tegal
J #

i position settTed by: the Apex Court in case of
- Secretary, s

Ors.

ofﬂKarnataka Vs. Uma Devi &

d other deC1s1ons The Apex

Court " in case of Gr1dco Ltd. & Anr vs.

L e

Sadananda D0101 & ors. (supra) has also
reiterated ) that the termination of
contractual emp]oyment in accordance with the
terms of tve contract is perm1ss1b1e and the

employee - g L;:'f c1a1m 'any protection

aga]nst such term1nat1on even when one of

the _contract1ng partﬂes “happens to be the

State.. It'has been observed in Para 26 aS ey
under :- ' f“;”@{é‘

"26.A conspectus of the
~Pronouncements of this court and the .

development of Jaw over the past

few decades thus show that there has

been a notable shift from the stated

legaTl pos1t1on settled in earlier .

decisions, “that termination of: g
contractual employment 1n accordance EA/;‘

. | owarglie ol
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with the terms of the contract was
permissible and the employee could
claim no protection against such
termination even when one of the
contracting parties happened to be
the State. Remedy for a breach of
@, contractual condition was also
by way of «civil action for
damages/compensation. with the
develgpment of  Taw_ relating to
Judicma1 review of administrative
actions, a writ Court can now
examine the validity of a
.+ Ytérmination’ order passed by pub11c
“ > authority. It is no Ton er open’ to
“»..” the authority passing t order: to
argue that . its action be1ng in the
realm of contract is not open -to

¥ judicial review. A writ Court is

entitled to judicially review the
action and determine  whether there
was any illegality, perversity,
unreasonab1eness, - unfairness or
1rrat1ona11ty that would vitiate
the act1on, no-matter the action .

in the srealm: of .~ contract. Hav1n?
said tha we must.-add- that judicia

review & ot extend to the Court
acting . “appellate authority
sitting * _ _Judgment over the
decision. The“Court ‘cannot sit 1in the

arm chair of the Administrator - to
decide whether ~a more reasonable
decision or course of action could
have been. taken in. the circumstances.

So long 'as the action taken by the
authority is . not  shown to be
vitiated, by the infirmities
referred to: above and so Tlong as
the "action: is not demonstrably in
outrageous.. defiance of Tlogic, the
writ Court would do well to respect
the decision under challenge."

15 In view of the aoove stated factual and legal

position, the court does not find any merits

in -any of the writ petitions, and rather e

finds that the petitioners had misused ‘the
process of law by filing the petitions 'one
after the other suppressing material 'facts,

and therefore the petitions deserve to be

r\
i
& gGTalG e 1
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ssed with cost, which 1is quantified at

petition. All the writ

with costs

dismi
=s. 5,000/- per
petitions stand dismissed

accordingly. The costs shall be paid to the

respondent No.3—co11ege.

16. By thjsgoﬁgé£; the stay application and other

£ ¥ - - 5 .
pengfﬁﬁ applications if any, also stand

diébdsed of.
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