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PETI TI ONER
YOGENDRA SI NGH RAWAT & ORS. ETC.

Vs.
RESPONDENT:
HEMAATI  NANDAN BAHUGUNAGARHWAL UNI VERSI TY & ORS
DATE OF JUDGVENT: 05/ 02/ 1997
BENCH

S. SAGH R AHVAD, D.P. WADHWA

ACT:

HEADNOTE

JUDGVENT:

THE 15TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1998
Present:

Hon’ bl e M. Justice S Saghir Ahnad

Hon’ blle M. Justice D/ P. Wadhwa
Hari sh Salve, R B.Mehrotra, Sr: Advs., R K Gupta, Uma Datta,
DK Garg, MK Garg, (R C Vernma and Chaitanya Siddarth)
Advs. for R B.Msra, Adv./Advs. wth himfor the appearing
parties.

JUDGMENT
The foll owi ng Judgnment of the Court was delivered:
(Wth CA 627 of 1998 (a) SLP (C No. 266/ 94)

D. P. Wadhwa. J.

Speci al | eave granted.

The appellants filed wit petitions in the H gh Court
of Judicature at Allahabad praying that they be granted
substantive appointnments as |lecturers.in the Hemwati Nandan
Bahuguna Garhwal University (for short ‘“the University’) in
terns of the Uttar Pradesh State Universities (Second
Amendnent) O di nance (No.44 of 1991) which was | ater passed
as Act No.1l of 1992 by the U P. Legislature called the UP
State Universities (Amendnment) Act, 1992 (for short, the
‘anending Act’). A Division Bench of the H'gh Court,
however, did not find any nerit in the wit petitions and
di smssed the sane by judgnment dated August . 20,  1993.
Aggri eved, the appellants have come to this Court.

Oiginally there were eight appellants. Appellants Y.S.
Rawat, G P. Sharma and J.P. Madhwal are stated to be no
| onger interested in pursing their appeals. The appellants
before us are now Dr. L.P. Lakhera, Shri R'S. Negi, Dr. MS
Shri Ajay Pal Singh and Dr. Surendra Joshi

Sub-section (6) of Section 13 of the Universities Act
provi des that where any matter is of urgent nature requiting
i medi ate action and the sanme cannot be inmediately dealt
with by any officer or authority or any other body of the
Uni versity enmpowered by or wunder the Universities Act then
to deal wth that Situation the Vice-Chancellor may take
action as he may deemfit. He shall thereafter forthwith
report the action taken by himto the Chancellor and also to
the officer, authority or other body who or which in the
ordi nary course woul d have dealt with the matter. Under sub-
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section (8) of Section 13 where exercise of power by the
Vi ce Chancel |l or under sub-section (6) i nvol ved t he
appoi ntnent of an officer or a teacher of the University,
such appointnment shall terminate on the appointnent being
made in the prescribed manner or on the expiration of a
period of six nmonths fromthe date of the order of the Vice-
Chancel  or, whichever is earlier. That would nean that the
appoi ntnent of a lecturer nmade by the Vice-Chancellor could
not last for nore than six nonths. Section 31 of the
Uni versities Act provides for the appoi ntnent of teachers of
Uni versity. Sub-section (1) thereof ©provides that the
teachers of the University shall be appointed by the
Executive Council on the recomendations of a Selection
Committee in the manner ~laid dowmmn in that Section. Sub-
section (10) of Section 31 provides that no selection for
any appoi ntnent shall be nade except after advertisenent of
t he vacancy in at least three issues of two newspapers
havi ng .adequate ~circulation in ‘the State of Uttar Pradesh.
Section 49 deals with Statutes and clause (d) |ays down that
the Statutes may provide for the classification and
recruitnent (i ncl udi ng M ni-mum qualifications and
experience) of the teachers of the University. As to what
are the qualifications prescribed for a | ecturer by rel evant
Statutes of the University, it will be appropriate to refer
to the Ordi nance whi ch-was subsequently replaced by Act No.1
of 1992, Sub-section (2) of Section 1 of this anmendi ng Act
provided that this Act shall be deened to have cone into
force on November 22, 1991. Sections 2 and 3 of this Act
amending the Principal Act, that is the Universities Act,
are as foll ows:

"2. In Section 13 of the Utar

Pradesh State Universities Act.,

1973, as anmended and re-enacted by

the Uttar Pradesh Universities (Re-

enact ment and Amendnent) Act, 1974

herei nafter referred to as the

Principal Act:-

(a) in sub-section (6), after the

words "where any matter" in words

"other than the appointnent. of

teacher f the University" shall be

i nserted.

(b) in sub-section, the words "or a

teacher of the University" shall be

omitted.

3. In Section 31 of the Principa

Act : -

(a) in sub-section (1) words "The

selection committee shall nmeet as

often as necessary" shal | be

inserted at the end:-

(b) in sub-section (3) after clause

(b) and the provisions thereto, the

foll owi ng clause shall be inserted,

nanel y: -

(c) any teacher of the Universities

who was appointed as |ecturer on or

before June 30, 1991  without

ref erence to t he Sel ection

Conmittee by way of a short terns

arrangenent in accordance with the

provisions for the tinme being in

force for such appointnment, nmay be

gi ven substantive appointment by

the Executive Council, if, any
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substantive vacancy of the sane

cadre and grade in t he samne

departrment is avail able on Novenber

22, 1991 if such teacher:-

(I') is serving as such on November

22, 1991 continuously since such

initial appointnent by way of short

term arrangenent;

(I'l') possessed on Novenber 22, 1991

the qualification required for

regul ar appointnment to the post

under the provi si ons of the

rel evant statutes in force on the

date of the initial appointnent:

(I'11) has been found suitable for

regul ar appoi-nt nent by t he

Executive Council."

Therefore, the controversy before the Court was as to
what would be the qualifications for a lecturer for the
anmendi ng ' Act to be applicable. Wile the appellants
contended that the qualifications would be those as existing
when the anending Act came into force, the stand of the
University was that the qualifications would be as on the
date of the initial appointnent of the appellants. The Hi gh
Court held that the qualification would be those as existing
when the initial appointnents under Section 13(6) of the
Princi pal Act were nade and not when the anendi ng Act cane
into force and that is Novenmber 22, 1991. As to what were
the qualifications prescribed for lecturer on the dates when
respecti ve appoi ntnents - canme through, we may refer to the
rel evant Statutes 11.01 of the University. First time the
qualifications and appointnents of teachersin university
was prescribed on June 25, 1978. The statute was anended in
the year 1980 and subsequently as under

"QUALI FI CATI ONS AND APPO NTMENT -OF

TEACHERS I N THE UNI VERSI TY

11.01 (1) In the case of the

Faculties of Arts, Comerce, and

Sci ence, the follow ng shall be the

m ni mum foll ow ng shall be the

m ni mum qual i fi cations for the post

of a Lecturer in the University,

nanely -

(a) a doctorate in the subject of

study concerned or a published work

of a high standard in that subject;

and

(b) consistently good academ c

record (that is to say, the overal

record of al | assessnments

t hroughout the academic career of a

candi date), wth first «class or

hi gh second class (that than 54 per

cent marks) Master’s degree in the

subj ect concerned or equival ent

degree of a foreign University in

such subject.

(2) Where the Selection Committee

is of opinion that the research

work of a candidate, as evidenced

either by his thesis or by his

published work, is of a very high

standard, it nmay relax any of the

requi rements specified in sub-

cl ause (b) of Cause (1).
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(3) If a candidate possessing a

qgualification prescri bed in
sub/clause (a) of Clause (1) is not
avai l able or is not considered

suitable a person possessing a

consi stently good academc record

(due wei ghtage being given to

M Phil, or equivalent degree or

research work of quality) nmay be

appointed on the condition tat he

wil | attain t he prescri bed

qualification (nanely doctorate or

publ i shed work as aforesaid) within

five years fromthe date of his

appoi nt nent :

Provi ded that where the teacher so

appointed fails to attain t he

prescribed qualification within the

sai d period of five years, he shal

not be entitled to yearly

i ncrenents after such- period, unti

he attains such qualifications.

(4)...............

11.01 (1) (b) . Consistently good

academ c record with first or high

second cl ass Master’'s degree, or an

equi val ent degree of a foreign

University in arel evant subject:

Sub-cl ause (a)  of Cause (7) of Statute 11.01 provided
that marks above the m d-poi nt between the m nimum
percentage or nmarks fixed by the Uni versity for award of
first and second divisions are said to be high second cl ass
marks. in exercise of power section (1) read with Section 15
of UP. State Universities Act, 1973, read with Section 21
of the Utar Pradesh General Clauses Act, the Governor of
Uttar Pradesh, amended the First Statute of the University
called the 25th Anmendnent. This was made on March 25, 1997.
For existing Statute 11.01 the fol lowi ng was substituted

"11.01 (1) in the case of Faculty

of Arts (except the Departnents of

Musi c, Drawing and Painting), and

the faculties of Commerce and

science the mninumaqualifications

for the post of a Lecturer in the

University shall be Master’s Degree

or an equi val ent  Degree or a

foreign University in the relevant

subject with at lest 55 per cent

marks of its equivalent grade and

consi stently good academ c record.

(2) In the case of Faculty of

Educati on, t he m ni mum

qualifications for the post of a

Lecture in the University shall be

Master’'s degree or an equival ent

degree of a foreign University in

Education (that is an M Ed. degree)

with at |east 55 per cent marks or

its equi val ent gr ade and
consi stently good academ c record.
(3) oo
().

(5) For the purpose of this
Statute: -

(a) A . candidate (other than a
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candidate for Lecturership in the

Faculties of Education and Law)

havi ng obtai ned either 55 per cent

mar ks in Bachel or’ s degree

exam nation and second class in

I ntermedi at e exam nati on, or 50 per

cent marks in each of the two

exam nations separately is said to

have consistently good acadeni c

record;

(b) A candidate for Lecturership in

the Faculty of Education having

obtai ned either 55 per cent marks

in B.Ed. degree exam nations and

second cl ass in any ot her

Bachel or’ s degree exanination or 50

per cent nmarks in ~each of the two

exam nations separately, is said to

have consistently good  academ c

record;

(C) ot

(6) for appointnment to the post of

Lecturer only t hose candi dat es

shall be el i'gi bl e who, Dbesides

fulfilling the m ni mum academ c

qualifications prescribed for the

post of Lecturer, have qualified in

a conprehensive test, if any, to be

conduct ed as per schene of

Uni versity Grants Commi ssion. ™

This is Statute 11.01 was further Amended on 31.13.1990
which is known as 26th Anendnent. |In sub-clause (6) of the
First Statue of 1978 as anmended in March, 1989, foll ow ng
provi so was inserted

"Provi ded that a candi date:-

(1) WwWo was passed University

Grants, Comm ssion or Council of

Scientific and |Industrial Research

or Junior (Research Fel | owshi p

Exami nation: (or)

(2) Wo are already been awarded

Ph.D or M Phil Degree; or ]

(3) Who wll be awarded M Phi

degree upto Decenber, 1990 or Ph.D.

degree upto Decenber, 1992 shal

not be required to qualify in such

a conprehensive test."

Thus, the effect of the amending Act ‘anending. the
Principal Act and by insertion of clause (c) to sub-section
(3) of Section 31 would be that any Ilecturer who was
appoi nted without reference to the Sel ection Comm ttee under
sub-section (6) of Section 13 would be given substantive
appoi ntnent on the conditions that (1) a substantive vacancy
was a available on Novenmber 22, 1991; (2) his appointnent
was on or before June 30, 1991 and was serving as such on
Novemrber 22, 1991 conti nuously si nce his initia
appoi ntnent; (3) he continued to possess qualifications as
prescri bed under relevant provisions of the statutes at the
time of initial appointnent on Novenber 22, 1991; and that
(4) he has been found suitable for regular appointnment by
the Executive Council of the University.

It will also be seen that before March 1989 for
appointnent as a lecturer, it was necessary that a person
should possess a Doctorate degree in the subject and
consi stently have good acadenic record. However, before this
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date of no candidate having Doctorate degree was avail abl e
but the Selection Committee was of the opinion that the
Research and thesis work published by a candi date was of a
very high standard it nmay relax any such requirenment of
possessing a Doctorate degree. After May 25, 1989 entire
statute 11.01 was substituted and now a candidate nust
posses good academic record that is he should have obtai ned
ei ther 55 per cent marks in Bachel or Degree Exanmination, and
Second Cass in Internmediate Examination or 50 per cent
marks in each of the two exam nations separately subject of
course his possessing consistently good academ c record.
Apart from possessi ng good acadenic record under sub-section
(6) it is necessary fora candidate to have passed the
qual i fyi ng conprehensive  test conducted by the University
Grants Commi ssion. But then he is exenpted fromthat test if
he had already been ~awarded Ph.D. and M Phil degree or who
woul d be awarded M Phil~ degree upto Decenber 1990 or Ph.D.
degree upto Decemnber 1992.

In University ~of Delhi vs. Raj Singh & Os. [1994]
Supp. (3) SCC 516, the question before this Court was if the
University Grants Conmission (Qualifications Required of a
Person to be Appointed to the teaching Staff of a University
and Institutions affiliated to it) Regulation, 1991 were
valid and nmandatory and-if so was the Delhi University
obliged under law'to conply therewith. This Court gave the
answer in affirmative. It referred to Entries 63 and 66 of

List I in the Seventh Schedul e of the Constitution of India
and to the provisions of the University G ants Conm ssion Ac
t, 1956 Vi s-a-vis- - Del hi University Act, 1922. The

University Grants Conmmission - Act was enacted under the
provisions of Entry 66 of List | of the Seventh Schedule. It
entitled Parlianent to legislate in respect of "coordi nation
and determination of standards in institutions for higher
education or Research and scientific and techni ca
institutions." This Court observed that Entry 66 of List I
gi ve power to the Union to see that the required standard of
hi gher education in the country was maintained. It was the
exclusive responsibility of the Central Governnent to
coordi nate and determnine the standards of higher education
The Court then observed that such powers would conprehend
the power to require those who possess the educational
qualifications required for holding the post of lecturer in
Universities and colleges to appear for a witten test, the
passing of which would establish that they possess the
m ni mal proficiency for holding such post. That, however,
woul d not nean t he Uni versity cannot prescri be
qualifications over and above those prescribed by the
Uni versity Grants Commi ssion.

In University Grants Commi ssion vs. Sadhana Chaudhary &
Os, [(1996) 10 SCC 536, this Court considered the
recomendati ons of the University Grants Conmi ssion nade in
1991 prescribing mnmininmum qualification for the post of
Lecturers in the Universities and Colleges which were
amended by circulars dated 10.2.1993 and 15.6.1993. The
recormendations in the Regulations of 1991 and the two
circulars as quoted in the judgnment are as under

"Good academic record with at | east

55% mar ks or an equi val ent grade at

Master’s |evel in the relevant

subject from an Indian University

or an equivalent degree from a

foreign Uni versity. Candi dat es

besi des fulfilling t he above

qualifications should have cleared

the eligibility test for lecturers
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conducted by UGC, CSIR or simlar
test accredited by the UGC.'

By Circular dated 10.2.1993 the UGC
granted exenption from appearing in
t he eligibility t est to t he
fol |l owi ng categori es:

1. Al'l candi dat es who have passed
UGC/ CSIR J. R F. Exami nati on.

2. Al candidates who have already
been awarded Ph. D. degree.

3. Al candidates who have already

been awarded M Phil. degree wup to
31.3.1991.
4. Al'l candi dates who will submit
their Ph. D. thesi s up to
31.12.1993.

By Circular dated 15.6:1993 in
respect of ~candidates falling in
cat egory (3) exenption from
appearing in the eligibility test
was extended to candidates who had
been awarded M Phil. degree wup to
31.12.1992.

By a notification dated 21.6.1995,
the 1991 Regul ati ons have been
anmended and the follow ng provision
has been added bel ow the
requirement regarding clearing the
eligibility test for appointnent on
the post of Lecturer:

"Provided that candi dates who have
submitted Ph.D. thesis or passed

t he M Phi | . exam nati on by
31.12.1993 are exenmpted from the
eligibility test f or lecturers

conducted by UGC, CSIR or simlar
test accredited by the UGC."

Since the Executive Commttee of the
recomrendations in 1992 Statute 11.01 as

Uni versity made

amended by 26th

amendnment woul d apply in the cases of the appellants:.
By letter dated July 5/17.6.1992 University inforned

t he

appel I ant s that they were not

found fit to be

regul arised on the post of lecturers. The letter isto the
foll owi ng effect:

"Sub: Regul arisation of ad hoc

| ecturers

Sir,

As per the condi tions
mentioned in O dinance No. 44 dated
22/11/91 the matter regarding the
regul arisation of all the ad hoc
| ecturers was put for consideration
before the Executive Council on
22/ 4/1992. The Executive Counci
after havi ng consi der ed your
application for regul ari sati on
seriously, did not find you fit to
be regularised on the post of
| ecturer. W regret for the same.
For your information you could
sane. For your information you
could not qualify the follow ng
condi tions:

Reconmendation : No
Reason :Not qualified
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Were not working on 30/6/1991
Sd/ Dy. Registrar
(Adm.)
For Registrar."

It has been rightly held by the H gh Court that
artificial break in service cannot be taken into account
whil e considering the question that any of the appellants
was not working continuously as on Novenber 22,1991 fromthe
date of his initial appointnent on or before June 30, 1991
Hi gh Court has also held that opportunity was given to the
appel  ants when the Executive Comrmittee considered their
cases. Taking into account the relevant statutes of the
University, the Hi gh Court was of the viewthat if any one
of the appellants had al ready been awarded Ph.D. or M Phil,
degree or wll be awarded M Phil degree upto Decenber 1990
or Ph.D. degree upto Decenber 1992 he would be qualified for
the post of lecturer. Thereafter the High Court addressed
itself to the question if the appellants who had been given
short term ad hoc appointnments were entitled to substantive
appoi nt nents. It not ed t hat procedure for nmaki ng
appoi ntnents was that the  vacancy had to be advertised in
accordance with sub-section (1) of Section 31 of the Act and
in absence of the advertisenent there would be violation of
Article 16 of the ~Constitution and any such appointnents
woul d be rendered/illegal. The Executive Committee could
nake appointrment only on the basis of the recomendations
nmade by the Selection Conmmttee. The H-gh Court then
observed as under:

"All the ad hoc Ilecturers whose

cases were consi der ed by the

Assessment Conmittee on- March 7,

1992 and by the Executive Counci

on April 22, 1992 were given ad hoc

appoi ntnents wi thout follow ng the

rules nanely wthout advertisenent

of vacancy and wi t hout havi ng faced

sel ection conmittee. They are

claimng the benefit of U P. Act

No.1l of 1992 in order to get a

substantive appointnent and as a

corollary they nust satisfy the

requi rement of the said Act and if

the requirenent of the Act is that

they should possess prescri bed

qgualification for regul ar

appoi nt nent  under t he rel evant

Statutes, they nust do so. The fact

that at some wearlier stage the

Uni versity nmade an advertisenent in

whi ch wrong or |esser qualification

was nentioned is wholly irrelevant

and t hat adverti senent cannot

override the requirenent of the

amendi ng Act . It has been

consistently held that a person not

possessi ng prescribed qualification

cannot be appoi nt ed in a

University or in an affiliated

college and if such a person is

appoi nted, the appointnment itself

becornes illegal."

Hi gh Court then concluded that it was clearly of the
opinion that in order to get the benefit of the Act 1 of
1992 anmending the principal Act the ad hoc |lecturers nuch
possess the qualifications required for regul ar appoi nt ment
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under the provisions of the relevant statutes as |laid down
in sub-section (ii) of clause (c) of Section 31 of the Act.
Hi gh Court said that the qualifications prescribed prior to
t he anendnent woul d not get revived. H gh Court did not rely
on Single Judge decision of that court in Wit Petition
No. 25255 of 1992 Dr. Siya Ram Singh vs. Director Hi gher
Educati on where benefit or regularisation had been given to
ad hoc lecturers of the affiliated colleges under O dinance
No. 43 of 191 which was al so pronul gated on Novenber 22, 1991
with sinmilar provision as in the present case. In that case
the initial ad hoc appointnent itself having been held to be
illegal, regularisation had ben refused by the authorities.
It was also found that the petitioners therein did not
possess the prescribed qualifications. As to the reasoning
of the learned single Judge, the Hgh Court not only
di stingui shed that judgment but rater di sapproved the sane.
It also noticed that in the case before the |earned Single
Judge the guestion - was appointment to the affiliated
14.10.91 for ~alnost six nonths was an artificial break in
his service not to be taken into account. In Intermnediate
and B.A - _exami nations he got 45.3% and 45/5% mar ks
respectively. His claimthat  he did work from 1.4.91 to
13.10.91 without pay due to financial constraints in the
University is not acceptable. Mreover no vacancy in the
post of lecturer in Geography was available on 22.11.91. Hs
claimfor substantive appoi ntnent coul d not be recommended.
Hi s havi ng obtained a Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in 1990
did not advance his case for his getting substantive
appoi nt nent .

Shri R S. Negi was appointed on 2.11.91as found by the
Hi gh Court and he was not working as such on 30.6.91. In his
affidavit filed in these proceedi ng he submtted a
certificates of the Registrar of the University stating that
R S. Negi had subnitted his thesis on2.11.94 and he was
awar ded degree of Doct or of _Phil osophy in Geology in the
Year 1996. At the relevant tinme no post of lecturer in his
subj ect was avail able. Negi, therefore, could not fulfil the
qualifications prescribed and - was not recomended for
colleges of the University while in the present case
appoi ntnent was in the University it self which was governed
by separate enactnent. The Hi gh Court then exam ned the
i ndi vidual cases of the appellants and found that they did
not possess the requisite qualifications and further that
their cases had been considered by the Executive Conm ttee
who did not find them suitable to be given regular
appoi ntnents. They High Court, therefore, by judgnment dated
August 20, 1993 dismissed the wit petitions holding that
these lacked nerit and vacated the interimorders passed in
favour of the appellants. When the matter canme to this Court
in special |leave petitions while granting |eave stay was
decl i ned.

Keeping the aforesaid paraneters in view, we rmay now
consi der the cases of each of the appellants.

Dr. L.P. Lakhera as found by the Hi gh Court was
appointed as a part-tine lecturer on 16.8.1990 for two
nonths. He was given fresh appoi ntmrent on 14.10.91. He was,
therefore, not working on 30.6.91. It could not be said that
break in service from30.4.91 to substantive appoi ntnent.

Dr. MS. Sati was appointed as part-tinme |ecturer on
8.11.1990 for two nonths and his appoi ntnent cane to an end
on 8.1.91. He was given fresh appointnent as part-tine
lecturer for two nonths on 14.2.91 which ended on 14.4.91
He was thereafter appointed on regular basis for six nonths
on 11.9.91. In his affidavit filed in this Court Dr. Sat
submtted a certificates from the Registrar of the
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University certifying that he had subnitted his thesis in
CGeology on 3.9.94. He was awarded degree of Doctor of
Phil osophy in 1996. Assuming that there was an artificia
break in his service Dr. Sati had neither qualified in the
conprehensive test of the UGC nor was he awarded M Phi
degree in Decenmber 1990 or Ph.D. degree in Decenmber 1992. He
obtained 45% marks in the Internedi ate exam nation and 60%
in B.Sc. exam nation. Since he did not fulfil the
qualifications prescribed his nane was not reconmended for
substanti ve appoi nt ment.

Shri Ajay Pal Singh was appointed as |lecturer on
2.11.91. Earlier he had been appointed on 7.9.88 for a
period of two nonths. Inthis affidavit filed in this Court
he stated that he subnmitted his thesis for D.Phil in 1993
and was awarded D.Phil -~ degree in 1993. In support of his
claimthat he had subnmitted his thesis he has not filed any
certificate from ~the Registrar of the University. He
obtained 48% marks in Internmediate and 52% in B.A
exam nation. No post in his subject was also avail able on
2.11.91. Since Sri Singh did not fulfil the criteria for
subst antive appoi ntnent his case was not recomended.

Dr. Surendra Joshi-was appointed as part-tine |ecturer
on 13.8.90 for two nonths, which appoi ntnent continued upto
25.7.91. He was given fresh appointrment. on 15.6.91 which
continued uptil 25.7.91. After about nearly one and a half
nonths Dr. Joshi was again appointed on 11.9.91 and that
appoi nt nent continued upto 11.3.92. In-his case it could be

said that he was working continuously from 30.6.91 till the
date of the commencenent of the Ordinance. In_Bachelor’s
degree Dr. Joshi passed in third divi si on t hough

Internediate in the second division. He obtained degree in
D.Phil in 1988. As he did not fulfil the criteria he was not
recommended for substantive appointnent by the Executive
Commi ttee.

W are therefore the view that the H gh Court was right
in comng to the conclusion that the appellants did not
satisfy the requisite qualifications or the criteria as laid
for their appointnent as lecturers in the University. W do
not find any infirmty in the orders of the Executive
Committee of the University not recommendi ng-the appellants
for substantive appointnent as lecturers in the University.
These appeal s, therefore, fail and are di smssed.




