Sterco. HCJ D A 38, ] :

J udgment ‘Sheet
<N THE LAHORE HIGH COUR

T AT LAHORE
JUDICIA DEPARTMENT '

WP No. 3?536 of 2016
Saleem Enterpnses ! Verskxs Fedgration of Pakistan etc.
JUDGMENT .
Date of Hearing . 18.4.2017 °

Petitioners By: Mr. Shafqaq Mehmood

Ahmad Paracha, Advoca

Mr. Muhammad Ramzan
Mr. Muhammad Raheel K
Barrister Sadd Ehsan Wa
Mr. Amlr Saced Rawan, |

Chohan and Mr. Adnan
es.

Mr, Muhammad Shghid  Piracha and Mr.
.Muhqmmad Azam Zafar] Advocates. P
Mr. Muhammad Siddiq Mughal, Advocate.

Ms. Madiha Amin, Advokate. !

Chaudhary, Advocate. .
namran Sheikh, Advocate.
rriach, Advocate E
Advocate,

Mr. A jad Farooq Bismi
Mr. N{nhamn ad Mansha
Mr. Gllulam Murtaza A
Mr. Rashid J'wld [.odlu
.| Mr. Muhamn{ad Saleem
Rana Adnan Ahmad, Ad
Mr. Monam ultan, Adv
Mt. Amir Iqbsi\l Basharat,
Malik Muhammad Arshad,
Mr. Naeem Khan, Advoc
Ch. Myhamm d Ali, Adv
Ch. Tahlr Mehmood, Ad
Mian Muham ad Bashir,
", | Mr. Almad Jahanzaib H
Mian Altaf Hu
Mr.. Arrlu'ad Pe
Khawaja Muh
Rana Munir Hussain, Ady
Malik Muhammad Arshad

xmmad Bils

Rajpoot, Advocate. !
ukhera, Advocate.
ocate,
dvocate. .
haudhary, z\dvomlc
ocate.
cate,
Advocate.

y Advocate.

te ;
cate. i
ocate,
Advocate,
jra, Advocate,
, Advocate,
hary, Advocate. . 5
11, Advocate,
ocate,
1, Advocate,

Mr. Nasar Ahmad, DAG

Respondents By: \
Ahmad; Khokhar, Assist

Nauonatl Tariff]
Mr. Muhamma
Mr. Shehzad A. Elahi

Mr. Ahmad Sheraz, A

and Mr, Tahir Mehmood
ant Attorney General for

Pakistan along with Kausar Ali Zaidi, Joipt
‘| Secretary (Admn), Ministry of Commerce
Islamal:'ad

dvocate for Rcspondeht

Commisston. ';
d Azeem Daniyal, Advoc: 1lc

ind Ch., Muhammad Ah_J

Advocates.
£




l_"i\

-

the fact that the Commission does- not exrst in accordanc

~ of the National Tariff Commnssnoh Act, ,.015 (“Act™)

the august Supreme Court of P'liustan tp the casc titl

ImneA

. Commission which could have lssued

| H
I

2
WP No.395}6/2016 A =
Mr, Jahanzeb Awan, Advocate ;
P Mr. Asad Ahmad Gham Advotate, :
oy Mr. Asad Legban, Advocate vice Mr. Makhdoom
Ali Khan Adv0cate

Ayvesha A. Malik J: This cdmmon judgm

issues ratsed in the Writ Petitions detai ed in Schedul:

~ the judgment as all the Petitions iaise common questions

2 The, Petitioners are pnmanly I;mporters of ¢

hardware, chemicals,

Govcmmcnt as required under thc ct uné in terms of th¢
q

t decides upon the

“A”, appended wnth
of law and facts.
gramics tiles, steel
packagmg and paper material, a .
from Chma who have challenged the Notice of I
Preliminary Determmatlon and Notxce of Final Determi
referred to as (“The Notices™) 1ssued by Respondent N
Commission (“Commxssxon") The common grtcvancc

that the Commission could not lssue the Notices essent

mongst other thmgs

pitiation, Notice of

fination, collectively
0.2, National Tariff .
of the Petitioners i
ially on account off

e with the provision,

as the Chairman and; )
. the Members of the Commxssmn‘have not been appou[t

ed by the federal".
dicta laid down by"
‘d Messrs _Mustafa

Karachi _and others v The dovernngenr oz Pakistan _th ougvl ;

Seeretary Finance, Islamabad mul ml:erv 1(!’LD 2016 S 808). It is also the ,

_grievance of the Petitioners that ,the Chammn and the Membeis of (he'

bf the Act and were |

Commlssmn do not fulfill thc requxremcntf of Section §

not eligible to be nominated Chaxrman or Members of th

|
3. The counsel for the Pétitioners argued that the Notices were required

" to be lssued .by a duly COnstltuted‘Commtssxon, however since it was not

Commiscion et

constituted in accordance with the requnrements :of the Act as per the dicta i -

laid down in Mustafa Impex, hence thTe was no lawfully constxtuted

the Notices. T

e Counsel further S

argued that the orders of the Commtssxon are all coram non judice and

1 .
petitions be accepted, the Notices apd congequent proce

for bung without hwfuljunsdlcuon' It was also argued

without jurisdiction. Therefore; theK_Peutloi_ners have prdyed that their writ -

edings be set aside

that the Mcmbcts

and the Chairman of the Commlssmn do not qualify the criteria given in

l
Sl
P
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nd Chairman of the -

man does not qualify

degree and does not ;

> contemplated under :
?

inting Chairman and !

t

Section 5 of the Act for the pos‘ition 'q:f Member :
Commig&ion. The specific arguine:jt was tiuat the Chaij
as per the given crit-ria si.nce hé hdlds a B:.Sc (Honour
have a Master’s degree in the rélevfant spefcialization a :
the Act. It was also argued that thfe Notff;icatidn appo
Members dated 5.9..016 did not sa;tisfy th:e requiremerjts of Mustafx Impex

and since the matter was never plaéed before the Federal Cabinet, therefore ‘;

the said Notification and the appoix:ltmentsf are illegal for being contrary to- .

the Act. Learned counsel argued tiﬁat,nei:ther the decision of the Cabinet‘f/'.

dated 22.3.2017 specifically contemplates tfhe eligibility of the members for \/

.
the purposes of theijr appointment or can the cabingt give retrospective
Y

applicability to the Notification dated 5.9.2016 as it if i violation of (he

Constitutional requirement that the matter be duly
t }
Cabinet. : e

considered. by the
4. Report and parawise comm;e'ms have been filed by Respondent
('Zommission in WP Nos.38543/[6 a"nd 38344/16. Learfied counsel for the
C—.ommission' stated that the same r port and parawise| comments wilk be
applicable in all the petitions, ch’_orl,tmd pmia\visc comnjents huvc‘u!so been
filed by Respondent lnlernaliongl ZSte%:ls Limlﬁ'led in WP Nos.18847/2016 and
4168/2017. In WP No.38543/16;frcp‘ort and parawise comments have also
been filed by the Respondent Cemg.ary Paiper and Boprd Mills Limited,
Karachi. Arguments were made on be‘lhalf of i‘the Federatipn in support of the i
appointment process, the consti,thtioneility_of '}he decisiorfmaking process for = .
appointing the Members and Chairma’h of th{: Commissipn and with respect

: ; i !

to their satisfying the eEigibility‘cri_teriia. | 5 s |
5. The Petitioners have raised?tw{) is,sue% before the Court; the first is

» with respect to_ the appointment of thf 'Comrgrission and|the second is with

.. Tespect to the illegality of the NoticeQ: on acil:ount of the fact that a lawful

g |

-Commission has not issued the Notices. The entire case of the Petitioners is
: premised on the ground that the Comr:‘nission'li was not appointed or notified . j
. as required under the law. | :
i 6. With respect to 1t eligibility of the Chairman and the Members of the

|
Commission Section 5 ¢ the Act reads as follqws:-

|
i
i
|
H
'
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i
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“law. In'response.to this argument, t
2 L 4
-Mr. Nasar Ahimad placed on record the <

‘well as of the Chairman, He stated|that al

of ,ml‘mhers n A
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Qualification and eligibility
Commission shall be citizen
Lommission on a full-time basis.

(2) A member of lhé Commi:ssion shall,-

i i

(a) have at least 1@ masters or profi
qualification from ap accredited univ.
international trade laws; business an

s Of Pakistan and shall be waployed with the

t

4

Il rrembers of the / :

]
¢
.

ssional degree, or
rsity or institute in

economics, accquntancy, tariffs and t
‘trade, or a trade-Yelated g‘ubject; Knowl!
Laws would be an advantage; and

have at [east ﬁﬂefcn
interactional trade

(b)

trade, tariffs and trade or! other trade-re
direct work experience in trade remedy
advantage. * -

-3
from the Com
meet the eligib
(1) and (2).

The Federal Goyernment shall select
mission's experienced technical officers
ility and qualification requirements speci

The Petitioners have argued that the Chairman is no

holds a B.S¢ (Honour) degree andl theref};re, did not

“of Section 5 (2)(:;1) of the Act Thel argued that the Cj
" Master's degree or a Professional

fegree or qualificati

University or Institute in internatjonal tiade law, bu
¢ Deputy Attorney,

. » .
rriculum vit

‘the Membe,

are fully qualified to hold the ‘post and that their

processed ‘through a . Selection
requirements of Section 5 of the

Qasim M. Niaz has a Master’s

Committee which

Act. With respect

degree in Strateg

- (Honours) in Economics from the London échool of E¢

I
! .
is equivalent to a Master’s degree olftamed rom any ing

also has 40 years of experience i'r the c%ivil service
Secretary: Commerce, Joint Secreitary C'ommerce

Minister of Pakistan to the Europeara Uniori. Mr. Abdu

; | Li i
has a degree in Economics and Law and %he is also

Accounts. He has worked with thé Cominission sin

i t v
capacities and has experience with regard to; the workin

commerce and :

I < >mmercial laws,
a
g« of trade remedy

s

| a . . i
years, of professiona) wrk experience in :

law, ! business and Commercial laws,
economics, accountancy, harmonized ta if.s,

commerce and
ted technical field;
laws would be an

5 iy an

Bpto two members
provided that they :
fizd in sub-sections i )

t duly qualified as he!
ulfil the requirements
airman did not have a®
on from an accredited -
Lincss or commereial
General for Pakistan, *
e of the Members as
fs of the Commission
appointments were
considered all the
o the Chairman Mr. |
¢ Studies with BA
onomics. This degree
titute in Pakistan. He
including acting as 3
and  Economics and
| Khaliq the Member
» fellow of Cost and .
ce 1990 in different’ |

e of the Commission.

i e g e =Y
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Ms. Rubina Athar Ahmad the Menl'lber is M.
Mastér’s degree in Economics: She has worked w
Revenue; the World Bank and with the IMF and
several tax pohcles She has also served as Join
Government of Paklstan Mr. Tipu Sulzan the Mem
in Applied Economics with eméhasns dn Internatio
with the Trade Development!
Commerece; Export Promotion Bureau ‘and with the
stated that all Members of the Commlsswn are qual

allegation has been levelled ag'unst thc Members,

Phil (Ec mbmics) and a
ith the [ edual Board of
has helped to fonnulate
Secretary (Commerc’e),,

ber has 2 Master's degree

Wal Trade He has worked
Authqrxty of Pakistan; the Ministry pf

> Commission itself, He
fied and that no spec:f{ c
yet their CVs are beirig

relied upon, Counsel for the. Pegmoners when confnonted with this materi;'il-

- were unable to refute the same, lperefore with respc

the chgxbxhty of the Chamnan and the Members no
out. And it is found that the requlrements of Section

with respect to the 1ppomtmen of th’; Chairman

{
allegations were raised. e

7. Thé next issue is wuh rpgard {o

requirements of Mustafa lmgc\ The |Counsel argued that
Mustafa Impex has not been f0110\ved as .the Notification dated 5.9.2016 wav :

issued thhout consulting the Ca inet, On the other

ctto their allegations ojn
llegality has been made
b of the et are fulfilled

the appointment pocéss of the
Comnumon which_ as per thel allegation was i

contray tion “to the

'hc dicta ol'

hand, the learned DAG

* Mr. Nasar Ahmad stated that the Cabinet deliberated|on the aj: pointments of

st
the Chairman and the Members and approved the same on 22.3.20]7. In this

Minister approved the recommendations for the:Chai

5 regard a summary was first plac d before the Cabingt detai]Iug the proces§

c undertaken prior to the Judgm nt of Mustafa IIT:‘ex when the Prime=

" relevant documents showing the ec'isionl of the Cabinet and the summary

‘ nominations made. The Cabinet

. placed before the Cabinet are available oh the record,

nominations in the following terms}-

In terms of the record’

‘a summary was placed before the ?abmen on 22.3.20}17 to confirm/ratity the:

[onsidercd the matter and approved the ; -

: The Cabinet disposed off the Summary dayed 20" Maréh 2017 submitted

hy Commerce Division by circulal
rule 19(1) of the Rules of Bu.v{ncss. 1973 on the

ion in tgrms of rule

7(1)(b) read with .
ubject regarding

against vhom specilic,

an and Members. All. ‘

A
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* recommendations of the Special Selec

" particular case the selection process was completed pri

|
1
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Reforming the National TaLiﬂ‘ Commiission (NTC
Commerce, Islamabad and accorded appraval.

Lo i

8. The process for appointmeints including the ady
listing was cbmpleted prior to the pronJmcement of N

was 18" August 2016. The Prime Minister gave

ion Committ
_accordingly the Notification waé 1ssue;l on' 5.9.2016

Subsequently in order to comply thh the requiremen
the matter was placed before the Cabmet for its apprg
argued that the subsequent approval does ‘not cure the
the recommendations before the C'lbmet in the first ins
noted that smce the selection process was completed pri
the Cabinet was required to comply with the judg
Supreme Court of Pakistan and ture thlc defect. Th

Ministry of  »

. o )
ertiseme:nt and short

ustafa I mpex which:

his approval to the
Pe on 3.9.2016 and;
5. Therefore in this'
pr to Mustafa Impex. I
s of Mustafa Impex:ﬂ
bval. The Petitioner§{
defect of not placing 7

ance. However, it is |

ment of the august i

erefore the Cabinet :

dellberated ‘on the ‘appointments| of th¢ Members
‘approved the same. The defacto c{o cfrine |

Cabinet in terms of the dicta laid /down by the augu

and. Chairman and ,

Supreme Court“of

asting Corporation,

Pakistan in the casc cited at Chairntan Pal/s'mn Broad
I\Ianmbad v. Nasir Ahmad and 3 others (1995 SCMR

been held that this doctrine is intended tg.avoid confi

593) wherein it has

wsion which may be

created by acts of officers and persons no)‘ legally entilled to perform such

duties and have in fact continue to Yo so Without any d

bjec fion. In another

case titled Malik Asad Ali and_others v. Federation of Pakistas; (I ‘ongh

.
br to Mustafa Impex, i -

applicable tp the decision of the .

{ :
Secretary Law, Justice and_Parliathentary Affairs Islamabad _and others - -

“(PLD 1998 SC 161) the august Su| reme Court of Pakistan held that this
de factb doctrine is a doctrine of negcessity to bring abou{ regularity and

' prevent confusion in the conduct of gublic Business and promote security of

pnvare rtghls The august Supreme l:ourt of Pakistan also held in the case

cited at Mehram Ali and others v. Federanén of Pakist

1998 SC 1445) that the principle of d{e facto Lxerc:se of |

¥

H l ]
the public office is based on sound ;%rincip[‘rs of public

n_and others (PLD
ower by.a holder of

regularity in the conduct of publiy business, to saye the public from

1

e v -

policy to maintain i~
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case cited at Managmg Director, Szu Southem Gas Com

* Supreme Court of Pakistan that defacto doctrme is a do

' Zarai Tarigati Bank Limited Ihrbueh P) esident _and ¢

bonafide actions of publlc funcuonanes m ordinary disc

9. Another argument raised by the Petitioners was tl

‘not have given effect to the Notification galcd 5.9.201¢6

!
|

confusion and to protect private | nghrs wluch a perso

result of‘&erc:se of power by the de _/chfo holder of t

i
‘
P .
.

1 may acquire as a

he office. In another:

Abbas and others (PLD 2003 SC 724) it has been

bring about regularity and prevent cokfuszon in the

business and promote security of pr:vale }'lghls In Mush

pany Lid. v. Ghulam;
held by the august:
ctrine of necessity to'

conduct of publief.

(CS) 663), the Hon’ble Dms:on Bench pf Sindh ngh

itag Ahmed Korai v.'
unother (2007 PLC,
Court held that the'!

harge of their dutiesi,.

should not be struck down merely on the ground of subsgquent findings as to *.

'my legal infirmity either in the appomtmcnt or with respect to the powers of} .

the Tribunal exercised in the ordmary course of bupiness and declared
. ]
_otherwise in subsequent fi ndmgs. There ore the argumpent that the Cabinet

:could not have subscquently ratified the decision of the Prime Minister in i / '
. this case holds no force and is without metit. ;

at the Cabinet could
rclrospeclii'ely and -

; ; . o :
‘that at best the appointments of thL Chairnan and Members would have to

be notitied afresh meaning ll}efcb) thnt"all acts and degisions taken by the |

Commission prior to the decision of the Cabinet dated [22.3.2017 were null ;

and-void. This argument is also npsconc tived not only on account of the :
5 i

defacto doctrine as discussed abovg but aldo on the basis of the dicta held in :

the case c1ted at Smdh High Com t Bar Association throligh its Secretary and k

[
Justice, Islamabad and_others' (PLD 2009 SC 879)

Supreme Court of Pakistan declared the appomtments of various Judges of ' \/ '

the High Court as illegal but saveé all ac&s and judgments pronounced by *;

them on, the basis of the defacto ‘docmne It is alsg.

provides under Section 4 that ther‘e shall be a Commii

" five members appointed .by iﬁe Federal| Governmept in the prescribed,

manner. The Section however does; not require that tife appointment of the
1

Chairman or the Member be notified for the purposes jof constitution of the

wherein the august

noted that the Act ’.

" another v. Federanon of Pakrstan lhroujzh Secretary, Ministry oi” Law and )

i

ssion comprising of |

’
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Commission under Section 4 of the Act. In the same wa the N:u‘ionz}l Tariff:

Commlssxon Rules, 1990 (“Rules

) does not require for the Member or'
Chamnan of the Commission to be

J noufed to be valid appointments as per; \/
Secuon 4 of the Act, 'I‘hereforerthe Nbuﬁcauon daed 5.9.2016 js the *
effectxve date of appointment of tPe Commission and
was not required aﬁer the Cabinet’s ratificdtion,
10.  The next point that' was argu{
the Notices and thejr legal effect

B fresh Notification :

ed before the Court {vas with respect to

Brior to the filing of (Le instant Petitions -
some of the Petitioners had in an earher round challen

ged the appointment
of the earljer Chairman M. Muhammad Abbas R

azaland Member M,
Niamatullah Khan and the proccedmgs undertaken by them at the time, The .

argument was the same that since a vahdly constituted Céommission had not !

mmated the Notice of Initiation or subsequent proceedings; hence the entire

_ Pprocess undertaken by that Comrmssxon was illegal ai" without lawful !~
authority. The Court in WP' No, 283?1/]6 vide judgment|dated 24.10.2016  §
" set aside the appointments of the Chalrman N

ir. Muhammald Abbas Raza and
in WP No.4735/16 vide Judg,mer;l datui 15.3.2016 directeld that' the Federal

]

i 2 b [
Govemment to appoint g Natxongx' Tar{ff Commissjon s per the

2 i
f requirements of the Act within three months time and till|such time a duly .

Sp consmulcd Commission was appomtcd the Notice of [nitiation already

| ; & :
i lssued by the Commission will remain fintact, The Court futher directed that

. once a proper Commission was appo‘nted it-shall procedd further on the

b'lSlb of the Notice of Initiation a!ready issued. In fagt the Notice of - .1~
appointmen{ of a lawfully ;

N was appointed on 5.9.2016 .
whlch Notification has been mpugnelﬂ in these Petitiong, j "3

The judgment
'dated 15 -3.2016 passed in Wp No. 4735/ 16 was impugned l:efore the august !
Supreme Court of Pakistan in Civil Petmons No 1262-L to|1265-L of 2016

‘Inutnauon was held in abeyance unhl the

- constituted Commxssnon The s-ud Commnssuo

whlch Judgment was upheld by the au‘ust Supreme Coun of Pakistan by
holdmg that !Ize points raised have been.propeﬂ ly taken carg by the learned . P
"High' Court in the impugned _/udgmenli Even otherwise the imitation of :
proceedmgs are protected under the. dejbc{o doctrine as has been-held in

j - ; 3
numerous judgments of this Couri, The co:lmmsslon which has been '

‘ I
:
|
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~ constituted now shall exaniine tj.» imitation of procee Hings in question and jif’

those Qe found to be valid ¢ may :contimle wil,
challenge to the Notices is also nthout mcrn
11. During the course of arg iments ﬁeamed coun
Commission stated that the Petitioners i m WP No.604]
r Petitions. which are also pendlro before this Court
heard. While their Petitions wcre pendmg these
No0.6042/2017 in order to obtamxmterlm orders from
were earlier denied. He explamed that the Petitions
and interim orders earlier granted wer'e withdrawn
informed of the saving of the Nouce of Initiation in
judgment dated 15.3.2016. He Specrﬁcally referred
t 5242/17 and 5236/2017 and stated that every B
- No. 6042/"017 is a Petitioner .i in, one of | these petitio
', Court while hearing the cases drd not g:rant any int
these petitioners in the aforemcslmonc:] writ petitio
' arguments on day to day basxs thal too yith the eon
HOW(.VCl, the Petitioners with: m'!lldlld(.. ntent filed 4
another Court without dlsclosmg the pendency, the ar
_f.\ct that interim relief was not grantcd\ They mana

“order from this Court by mis'rcpre!.unting the facts ba

the . benefit, of an order which thlc.y were otherwisd
:response counscl for the Petmoncrs argudd that cven
does not disclose pendency of othcr writ{petitions, t}

‘petitions are pendmg is contamed in Gtound (k) df

‘However learned counsel when confronted with the fa
identical and the relief sought is alqo 1dent:xcal trled tq
the Petitioners, however, was not able to Jusufy wh;
filed and interim order was sou_ghq given \ithat the Pg
filed petitions and were not granted;any mﬂenm order

- could not show the difference betw;.en thelmstant Pe
i
1

the Petjtioners earlier. i

i

'

b them. Therefore th!e
el for the Respondedt
/2017 had earlier filel
in the matters being
Petitioners filed WP
the Court which the).'
were argued at lengtl_li
after the Court weé.
WP No.4735/16 vide .

etitioner in the WP;
ns. He stated that the;'

erim, relief relating to.

E-at of 1[1 the pnmes

-resh pcuuon belou.
tuments made and the
2ed 1o get an interim :

foee the Court to take i

lhouéh the cu‘tiﬁcalc :
ne fact t]\at other wm
f WP No 6042/’?017
¢t that-the petitions are

rationalize this act of

by this Court. He also
ition and that filed by,

|
l_
.
|
|

b not entitled to. 'In’

i
|
\
i

W

to WP No.5240/17, -

1s. and instead heard' ..

 a fresh petition was "

titioners have already :

B L
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12. - It is noted that these cases'are'
by this Court on regular basis from 2

|
raised with respect to the constitution of the

o,f the Members, The cases wel-e

No.39536/2016 along with cqnneé:tc Petitiq

I
1
l
| =
i
{

10

contested cases le ich were part heard

2.2.201i7 t0 18.4.20
1 .

adjournment was granted to the Fedération

17. On.10.3.2017 an’

n order to respond to the issues

Commissiop and the eligibility

argued- at greht length in Wwp

" " not granted in fresh cases or withdrawn in earlier cases,

- stipulated period of time, the same sha

lah Bakhsh*

the day to day arguments proceededfwith tl;e consent g
that the Court did not grant interim relief, This fact was
Petitioners in Wp Nos. 5240/17, 5242/17 anr;l 5336/17 by
in WP No.6042/l7 and instead th?y porlrayejd inconsiste

order. These acts of the Petitioners were malafide with

the procgss of the Court and to obtain an order without dj

ns and interjm reljef waus either

It is also noted' that
f the parties given
ot disclosed by the
ting the Petitioners
ncy in the Court’s
he intent to abuse

sclosing the proper

facts.” Under the circumstances,  the Petiti<>jners in. WP No.6042/17 are
imposed cost in the amount of Rs.lOO,éOO/— eich for filin

 disclosing the-earlier WP Nos.5240/17, 5242/
_ deposited with' the Deputy Registrar

7 and 523

i(Judicial) of this
|

% a petition without-
6/17, which will be -

Court \'Nit_hin one

week’s time positively on account .of frivolpus petition and abusing the

]
!

- protess of the Court. If the Petitioners fail to deposit the cost within the

of land revenue.

‘Petitions are dismissed.

0

xo i AI
13. . In view of the aforesaid, no case:

dnnounced in an open Court on 31" day
!

\i /é]‘ﬁ ;

| be re!

for intd

T

rference is fmade out. All the

covered from them-as arrears

- gty g

P



) i
‘ _ i : Schedule-A
Details of Writ Petitions mentioned in j dgment
Dated 31.5.2017 passed in WP No.39536/2016
Sr. WP Nos. Rarties Namge
No | ,
1 31136/16 Shabbir Tiles and Ceramic | Limited etc, v.
| Federation of Pakistan etc.
2 | 38948/16 Hameed and Yasir Internatiohal v. Federation
of Pakistanietc.
3 25307/16 Qureshi Sons v. Federation of [Pakistan eto.
4 1207/17 M.L Samtary Store etc. V. Federation of
Pakistan etc. ;
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