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I HE SUPREME COURT COF | NDI A
L

NT I
ClVviL ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI ON

WRI T PETITION (CIVIL) NO(s). 487 OF 1999

| SLAM C ACADEMY OF EDUCATI ON AND ANR. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
STATE OF KARNATAKA AND ORS. Respondent ( s)
ORDER

Heard | earned counsel for the petitioners. No one has appeared
for the respondents.

The petitioner No. 1 is a muslimeducational trust and has set
up the petitioner No. 2 institution, nanely, Yenepoya Dental Coll ege,
in the State of Karnataka. The State of Karnataka made the Karnataka
Sel ection of Candi dates for Adm ssion to Engineering, Medical, Dental
Phar macy and Nursing Courses Rules, 1993 (for short "the Rules") and
anended the rules in 1997. Rule 18 of the rules, inter alia, provided
as foll ows:

(xiv) After the closing date of admission as fixed by the
CGovernnment is over a reconciliation neeting regarding the
nunber of unfilled and wunallotted seats shall be held
between the CET Cell, the Directorate of Techni ca
Education, Directorate of Mdical Education and t he
respective college and after identifying the vacant seats,
i ssue notification regarding such seats by the concerned
Directors. Such seats shall be filled by the coll eges.

As per the aforesaid Rule 18 (xiv) of the rules, after closing
the date of admssion as fixed by the Governnment is over, a
reconciliation neeting was to take place regarding unfilled and
unal |l otted seats between CET Cell of the Directorate of Technica
Education, Directorate of Mdical Education and the respective
college and after identifying the vacant seats, a notification was to
be issued of the vacant seats which were to be filled up by the
coll ege. For the academ c year 1999-2000, the petitioners claim that
there was delay on the part of the Governnent to issue the
notification of the vacant seats and in the circunmstances, the
coll ege had no option but to fill up 13 vacant unfilled government
seats to which no allotnent had been nmade by the Governnent. \Wen the
adm ssion of students by the petitioner college into these 13 seats
was not accepted by the Government, the petitioners filed the present
wit petition praying for declaration that rule 18 (xiv) of the rules
is arbitrary and violative of Constitution and cannot be enforced
agai nst the petitioners.



This Court passed interimorders permitting the students who were
admtted to those vacant seats to continue their B.D. S. course and
observed in the order dated 16th COctober, 2003 that equival ent nunber
of seats which were utilized by the petitioners nust be nade avail able
fromthe nmanagenent category to the Governnent in future. This Court
al so observed in the order dated 16th Cctober, 2013 that whether it
shoul d be so done or not, will be examined at the time of disposal of
the main petition, but sofaras these 13 students are concerned, they
will be allowed to continue their course as observed earlier.

It is stated in the interlocutory application for directions for
wi thdrawal of the wit petition of the applicants (I.A No. 5), that
the petitioner college accommpdated both its own 14 students and the
13 students of CET Cell and all these 27 students duly carried out the
B.D.S. Course. It further appears froma copy of the letter dated 26th
Novenber, 2013 of Yenepoya University that all these 27 students have
completed their B.D.S. course and their results have been decl ared and
B. D. S. degrees have been issued.

In view of the aforesaid devel opnents, we do not think that we
should further examine this matter and we accordingly allow the
interlocutory application No. 5 and direct that this wit petition be
treated as di sposed of.

The aforenentioned letter dated 26th Novenber, 2013 of the
Yenepoya University will formpart of the record.

................................ J.

(A K. PATNAI K)

................................ J.
( FAKKI R MOHAMED | BRAHI M KALI FULLA)
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Date: 18/02/2014 These matters were called on for hearing today.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

WP(C) No. 487 of 1999
I.A. 5is allowed. Wit Petition is disposed of in terns of

the signed order.
Rest of the matters

Li st next week.

(G SUDHAKARA RAO) ( SHARDA KAPOOR)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER

(SI GNED ORDER I N WP(C) NO. 487 OF 1999 | S PLACED ON THE FI LE)



