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[Loris, J.)
IN THE MATTER OF ARTICLE 146 OF THE CONSTITUTION

GEORGHIOS KOMODROMOS AND OTHERS,

Applicants,
V.

THE REGISTRAR OF TRADE UNIONS,
Respondent.

(Case Nos. 462/81, 486/81, 500/81, 83/82, 84/82).

Statutes—Construction—Conflict between section of the Law and
regulations—When reconciliation between the two is not possible
the regulation, which is subordingte to the section, would give
way as the regulation may itself be called in question as being

5 ultra vires—Regtlation 16 of the Trade Unions Regulations,
1968 ultra vires section 22 of the Trade Unions Law, 1965 (Law
71/65) in so fhr as it confers discretion on Registrar of Trade
Unions -to register the change of officers.

.

Trade Unions Law, 1965 (Law 71/65~Trade Union—Registra-

10 tion of change of officers of, by Registrar of Trade Unions—

Section 22 of the Law—Mandatory and leaves no margin for

discretion to the Registrar to refuse registration—Regulation

16 of the Trade Union Regulations, 1968 ultra vires section 22

in so far as it confers such a discretion to the Registrar—Re-

15 gistrar has no power under the Law to direct holding of new
elections.

Following the holding of the elections for the election of
the various bodies and organs of the Pancyprian Organisation
of Greek School-masters (‘ 'POED "’} the results of both elections

20 were promptly communicated to the respondent Registrar of
Trade Unions, pursuant to section 22 of the Trade Unions Law,
1965 (Law 71/65} who was requested to register the resulting
from the said elections change of officers, as envisaged by the
said section 22. The respondent Registrar, acting under the
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said section 22 and regulation 16 of the Trade Union Regula-
tions, 1968, refused the registration applied for and, also, di-

rected the holding of new elections. Hence these recourses

in which the issues for adjudication were:

(a) Whether the provisions of section 22* of the Trade
Unions Law, 1965 (Law 71/65) were mandatory;

(b) whether regulation 16** of the Trade Unions Regu-
lations, 1968 was ultra vires 5.22 of Law 71/63;

(c) whether the Registrar could direct the holding of
new eclections.

Held, that the provisions of section 22 of the Trade Unions
Law, 1965 (Law 71/65) are mandatory and leave no margin
for discretion whatever to the respondent Registrar of Trade
Unions; that, on the contrary, regulation 16 clothes the Regis-
trar with discretion which means that the Registrar registers
the change if he is satisfied that the change was effected accord-
ing to the Constitution of the Trade Union concerned; that
if a reconciliation between section 22 and regulation 16 is not
possible the regulation which is subordinate to the section
must give way, as the regulation may itself be called in question
as being ultra vires the Law; that section 22 and regulation
16 cannot be reconciled and so the regulation must give way
to the section; and that, therefore, section 22 of Law 71/65
prevails as regulation 16 is ultra vires the Act in so far as it
confers discretion on the respondent Registrar to register the
change of officers.

(2) That there is no law conferring on the respondent Re-
gistrar the right 1o direct the holding of new elections.

Sub judice decisions annulled.

Cases referred to:

POED v. Registrar of Trade Unions (1982) 3 C.L.R.177;
Queen v. Registrar of Friendly Societies [1871-1872} VII Q.B.741
at p.747;

A ————

»
*e

Section 22 is quoted in full at pp. 505-506 post.
Regulation 16 is quoted in full at p. 506 post.
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Croxford v. Universal Insurance Co. [1936] 2 K.B.253 at p.281;
Ex parte Davies [1872] Ch., App.526 at p.529;
R. v. Judge of City of London Court [1892] 1 Q.B.273;

King Emperor v. Bensari Lal Sarma (1945) L.R.72 LA. 57 at
pp. 70, 71;

Kanaris v. Tosoun (1969) | C.L.R.637 at p.643.

Recourses.

Recourses against the decision of the respondert whereby
he refused registration of the change of names in respect of the
“Committee of Management ” of P.O.E.D. and for the
holding of new elections.

P. Angelides, for applicants in Case No. 462/8].
Chr. Pourgourides, for applicants in Case No. 486/81.

A. Markides with A. Haviaras and Chr. Hji Anastassiou
for applicants in Cases Nos. 500/81, 83/82 and 84/82.

M. Kyprianou, Senior Counsel of the Republic, for all
respondents,

A. S. Angelides with A. Agrotis, for all interested parties.
g Cur. adv. vult.
LORIS J. read the following judgment. These five recourses,

which present common legal issues, were on the application of
all concerned heard together.

The uncontested facts of all these cases, may be very briefly
thus summarized

The Pancyprian Organisation of Greek School-masters known
as POED) has long ago been registered as a trade union under
the law and it is still so registered pursuant to the provisions
of Law 71/65 as amended by Law 22/70.

The various bodies, organs e.t.c. of the Organisation,
as well as the mode of their elections, functions e.t.c,
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are set out in the constitution of the Organisation which is exh,
‘Z’ before me (filed in Case No. 500/81).

On 28/5/81 elections were held ir all 7 sections of the uaion
(covering the 6 districts - the Nicosia District being sub-divided
in two sections, the one covering exclusively Morphou area)
with a twofold object

a) the election of the District Unrion Committees comprising
of five members each;

b) the election of General Representatives (the number of
which varied from section to section being depended on
the number of the union members of each section as
envisaged by article 11.1 of the union constitution - exh.
‘Z’ ) who would later meet pursuant to the provisions of
article 11.4 of the union constitution and elect the
“Committee of Management” for all sections of POED,
whose term of office expires two years after 28/5/81 when
new elections will have to be held as envisaged by the union
constitution (exh. 7). '

Thus the ballot list of each section of the union was divided
into two parts: One part included the names of the
candidates for the District Committees of the union (5 candidates
for each rival group and on occasions “isolated independent
contestants™) and the other part included candidates for the
election of General Representatives, the number of which
varied from section to section for the reason stated earlier on
in the present judgment; thus, for example, in the case of
Nicosia Section there were 49 candidates for each one of the two
rival groups, as far as General Representatives were concerned,
(vide exh. “AA” filed in case No. 500/71} whilst in the case of
Paphos Section the number of candidates - in connection with
General Representatives - for cach one of the three rival
groups was only 11. (Vide exh. “A-I filed in case No. 500/81)

The General Representatives elected on 28/5/81 met on 28/6/81
and elected, pursuant to article 11.4 of the union constitution,
the “Committee of Management™ of all sections of POED. The
results of both elections were promptly communicated, pursuant
to the provisions of s. 22 of the Trade Unions Law 1965
(Law No. 71/65) , to the respondent Registrar, who was
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furnished with the prescribed fee and was requested to register
the resulting from the said election change of officers, as envisaged
by s. 22 of Law 71/65.

* The respondent Registrar addressed on 21/12/81 a letter, to
the newly elected Secretary General of POED (one of the
applicants in Recourse No. 500/81) announcing his decision:

(a) to refuse registration of the change of officers in respect
of the *Committee of Management”, and

(b) the holding of new elections.

Similar letters were addressed by the respondent Registrar on
2/12/81 to the District Secretaries of Nicosia, Limassol, Famagu-
sta and Paphos branches of the union, elected on 28/5/81. By
these letters the respective District Secretaries were likewise
informed of the decision of the respondent :

(a) to refuse registraﬁon of the change of officers, brought
about by the results of the election held on 28/5/81 in
the respective districts and

(b) for the holding of new ‘elections in the respective
districts.

Hence the present proceedings:

1. On 4.12,1981 the newly elected District Committee of
POED Famagusta, and/or newly elected members in
the said Branch Committee representing the majority
thereof, filed Recourse No. 462/81 impugning the afore-
said decision of the respondent dated 2.12.1981; the
sub—judice decision in this recourse is marked exh. 1,
and appears in the relevant file

2. On 18.12.1981 the elected on 28.5.1981 District Com-
mittee of POED Limassol, filed Recourse No. 486/81
attacking the decision of the respondent Registrar dated
2.12.1981; the sub judice decision in this recourse is
marked exh., 2 in the ‘relevant file,

3. On 23.12.1981 the newly elected Central Committee of
the Organisation, the “‘Committee of Management”,
filed Recourse No. 500/81 by means of which the relevant
decision of the respondent Registrar is being impugned;

499



Loris J. Komodromos and Others v. Registrar Trade Uniens (1983)

the sub judice decision in this recourse is appended
to it and it is marked exh. “A".
A

4. On 15.2.1982 the newly elected District Committee of
POED Paphos, and/or 4 out of the 5 members of the
District Union Committee filed recourse No. 83/82
attacking the aforesaid decision of the respondeat which
is marked exh. “A" which is filed in the relevant file.

5. On 15.2.1982 the newly elected Committee of the Nicosia
Section of POED (which does not include Morphou
Section) and/or the majority of members thercof on
its behalf, filed Recourse No. 84/82 attacking the afore-
said decision of the respondent; the sub judice decision
dated 2.12.1981 is marked exh. *A” and appears in
the file in question.

(1 shall have the opportunity of referring to these sub judice
decisions of respondent when examining their nature and effect
at a subsequent stage of my present judgment.)

On 20/1/82 the District Commiittee of POED Limassol who
already filed Recourse No. 486/81, filed an application for
the issue of a provisional order staying

(a) the decision of the respondent Registrar for holding
new elections;

(b} the decision of the respondent Registrar “directing
the previous executive committee to take office and
proceed with elections”, pending the determination of
the recourse for annulment.

On 23/12/81 together with the main recourse under No.
500/82, the Central Comunittee of POED, the “Committee of
Management”, filed a similar application for the issue of a
provisional order staying same parts of the sub judice decision
pending the final determination of this recourse.

The respondent Registrar filed opposition to both aforesaid

applications, which were heard together, on the application
of both sides.
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The decision of this Court on the aforesaid applications was
pronounced on 25/2/82 (Vide POED v. The Registrar of Trade
Unions (1982) 3 C.L.R. 177).

After this decision counsel for the parties proceeded to file
written addresses as directed by the Court; before the completion
of the filing of written addresses, on 29/5/82 two applications
were filed in each one of the present recourses, the one on behalf
of 13 applicants, former officers of POED who took over the
management of the Organisation after the refusal of the respon-
dent Registrar to register the newly elected committees, and
the other on behalf of 21 members of POED who have applied
to the Registrar attacking the results of the elections on 28/5/81
in three districts. Applicants in both these applications were
praying for an order of the Court granting to them leave to -
intervene in all five recourses as interested parties.

On 11/6/82 with the consent of all applicarts and respondent
in the five recourses, applicants in both aforesaid applications
were granted leave to intervene and thus all interested parties
filed opposition to each one of the recourses and counsel on
their behalf filed written' addresses as directed.

Finally on 26/11/82 when all recourses were fixed for clarificat-
ion and evidence some more documents were produced as
exhibits and some more witnesses were heard and counsel of
all concerned had the opportunity of clarifying and supplemen-
ting their written addresses, viva voce.

I /shall now proceed to examine the sub judice decisions of
the respondent Registrar dated 2/12/8]1 which appear in each
one of the five recourses and are marked as aforesaid.

With slight variations in each, in particular as regards the
addressees of the letters containing the sub judice decisions,
all five letters-decisions are substantially identical and they
may be sub-divided into two parts. In-the first part the
Registrar in quite clear and unequivocal words refuses registrat-
ion of the change of officers brought about by the results of the
elections held on 28/5/81 for the reasons stated therein; in the
second part of his decision which is constituted of two paragraghs
the respondent quite vaguely indicates that new elections should
be held and invoking the opinion of the Attorney-General of
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the Republic on a similar occasion, as he puts it, states that such
elections will be carried out by the old Committee of Manage-
ment. In this respect I feel that I should repeat what I have
stated when giving the decision on the application for a
provisional order: “Whilst the latter parts (of the decision)
referred to above have been on both occasions expressed with
some equivocation, it was the stand taken throughout by the
respondent that this latter statement of his, contained in the
aforesaid exhibits, were part and parcel of his decision™.

As there is no law conferring on the respondent Registrar
the right to direct the holding of new elections that part of his
decision which so directed, was flagrantly illegal and ought to
have been, as in fact was, suspended by the provisional order
given on 25/2/82; now that I am dealing with the merits of these
recourses 1 adopt my aforesaid decision and its reasoning
which must be considered as forming part of my present
judgment.

Having dealt with the second part of the sub judice decision
of the respondent which is in effect covered by my decision
given in the applications for provisional order, I shall now
proceed to examine the main issue which falls for determination,
notably the refusal of the Registrar to register the change of
officers when promptly requested to do so pursuant to the
provisions of s. 22 of the Trade Unions Law 71/65.

In all the sub judice decisions the respondent Registrar says
clearly that such registration cannot be effected according to s.
22 of the Trade Unions Law 1965 (Law No. 71/65) and
regulation 16 of the Trade Union Regulations of 1968 because
the change of officers was not made pursuant to the provisions
of the trade union coastitution: and respondent proceeds to
explain (A) in his decision in case No. 500/81 that the General
Representatives elected on 28/6/81 were irregularly elected as

(i) at the elections of 28/5/81 held in the Districts of
Paphos, Limassol, Famagusta and Nicosia persons
voted who were not entitled so to do as they were not
members of the Union.

(ii) At the Nicosia District elections, the number of
representatives elected was greater than the number
provided by article 18(a) of the Union Constitution.
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(B) In his decision in all the remaining cases the persons who
voted were not entitled so to do.

All applicants in all recourses pray for the annulment of the
sub judice decisions and their main contention is to the effect
that the provisions of s. 22 of the Trade Unions Law (Law No.
71/65) are mandatory and the respondent Registrar had no
other alternative but to register the change of officers on receipt
of the relevant application accompanied by the prescribed fees.
The provisions of regulation 16 of the Trade Union Regulations
1968 - they maintain - in so far as they allow a discretion in this
respect to the Registrar are ultra vires the enabling law.
Counsel for respondent submitted, inter alia, that the Registrar
has a discretion both under s. 22 of Law 71/65 and under
regulation 16 of the Trade Union Regulations which according
to his submission is intra vires; the Registrar of Trade Unions,
counse! emphasised, is the watch-dog of legality in the Trade
Unions and as such he cannot be deprived of descretion thus
becoming a rubber stamp. Therefore, he maintained the law
must be reasonably construed so as to enable him to exercise
a discretion; construing the law in a different way - counsel
continued - would lead to absurdity.

All interested parties in their opposition raised certain
preliminary objections which boil down to an averment that
all present recourses are not justiciable.

All these objections as elaborated by leading counsel of the
interested parties are based on the following line of thought:

(#) The sub judice decisions form part of a composite
administrative act or decision.

(i) The final act of the composite decision is the decision
of the respondent Registrar to the effect that the
elections held in at least 4 districts were irregular,
therefore void. This decision -the final one - was
never impugned by a recourse.

(iii) The other composite administrative decisions lost their
executory character in view of the final decision.

(iv) The non-registration of the changes is only the result
of the main decision "(being that the elections were
irregular - void and therefore annulled by the Registrar).
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(v} The applicants having been elected irregularly-
illegally - do not have existing legitimate interest in
the sense of Article 146.2 of the Constitution.

As the objections raised by the interested parties go to the
jurisdiction 1 feel bound to examine them first. 1 hold the
view that the whole problem should be examined in the following
sequence

Are the provisions of s. 22 of law 71/65, under which the
respondent Registrar was called to act mandatory?

If the answer is in the affirmative, that would be the end of
the matter; he should have registered the change of officers;
as no other alternative would be opened to him.

If the answer was in the negative and the respondent had
a discretion the next thing which he ought to have examined
was the extent of such discretion.

Could the respondent for instance decide to annul the results
of the elections? As at present advised I do not think so.
That would be within the province of a competemt Court;
as Mellor J. said in a case very similar to the one in hand,
the case of The Queen v. The Registrar of Friendly Societies
[1871-1872] VII Q.B. 741 at p. 747:

“We should not be doing right if we compelled the Registrar
to prefer one of the contending parties to the other by
registering them, when two sets of persons are shewn to
be claiming to represent the same society. The Court of
Chancery is more adapted to settle such a dispute; ...”

Could then the Registrar order the holding of new electi-
ons? 1 have already held that definitely he could not do
such a thing as he had no such right under the law.

Perhaps the only course open to the Registrar, assuming

-always that he had a discretion, was the refusal to register
the change of officers coupled with an indication to those
concerned to apply to the appropriate Court for redress
What did the Registrar do in these cases?

I. He assumed that he had a discretion and he decided in
the first place to refuse the registration of the change of
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officers. T am not deciding this point now, [ shall
consider it and pronounce on it after disposing of the
preliminary objections raised by the interested parties
who have intervened with the leave of the Court.

2. He proceeded to decide on the holding of new elections;
even he went as far as indicating the body who would
have conducted same; now we are also informed by
leading counsel appearing for the interested parties that
the Registrar decided the annulment of the results of the
elections as well; it is true that I could not trace such an
express decision of the respondent in any one of the
sub judice decisions. If the submission is that such a
decision must be presumed by necessary implication |
shall confine miyself in saying that it was not within the
competence of the respondent to take such an adminis-
trative decision in the same way it was not open to him
to decide for the holding of new elections, a decision
which 1 have already declared flagrantly illegal.

'So assuming that the respondent Registrar had a discretion
under s. 22 of law 71/65 the only decision within his competence
would have been a refusal to register; all other decisions could
not have been taken by the respondent; they were not within
his competence.

For all the above reasons the preliminary objections raised
by the leading counsel appearing for the interested parties are
doomed to failure and they are accordingly dismissed.

Now [ shall proceed to examine the last and most important
issue i.e. the refusal of the respondent Registrar to register the
change of officers, (a change which resulted from the elections)
pursuant to the prov1s1ons of 5.22 of Law 71/65.

Section 22 of the Trade Unions Law 1965 (Law No. 71 /65)
reads as follows:

“22. TNaoa &MAayh dbiwparoUxwv fi ToU TiTAOU Tivds
£ oaUTéw kowomoisitar B Tiis dvapTiosws Tis oxeTikis
ywooTomolfjgecos els Teplowrov pépos TS Eyyeypappévng
E5pas kai Tavrds ypagelov TopapthnaTos ikdong Eyye-
ypoupérns ouvtexvias, Evrds Sexareoodpwv B¢ fuepdv o
“1fis dAAayfis 1) TowaiTn yvworomwoinols dmooTéAAsTon Umo
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TS owvtexvias dpou uETd TGV vevouoplvwv TeEAGw sls Tow
"Eqopov, GoTis kai tyypdeer Talrmy

(*“22. Notice of all changes of officers or of the title of
any officer shall be prominetly exhibited in the registered
head office and any branch offices of every registered trade

union, and shall, within fourteen days of the change, be -

sent to the Registrar by such trade union, together with the
prescribed fee, and shall be registered by him”).

The Trade Unions Regulations 1968, made pursuant to s. 58
of law 71/65 were published in the Cyprus Gazette under No.
681 dated 25/9/68 (vide Supp. No. 3 Not: 673). Regulation
16 reads as follows :

“16. Tvwwotomoinois wepl olaoSnimots &AAayfis &fiopatoUywy
fi TiTAoV oloudnroTe dfiwpaTolyou dyyeypaupéins ouvexvias
fi TapapTniuaTos auTis dmooTiAheTon els Tov “Eqopov elg
SimAouv o Tou Tpapparties Tis ouvrexvias, Stov B va
elvan &v TG TUme "Ap. 12 & & TlpdTw Mivaxt kai mepi-
Acppdvny T tv alrd fkmbfueva oroixeia. ‘Edv ikowomoindi
&1 f) dayh Emnvéxn ouppdves Tpds TS KOTATTATIKOV
This ouvtexvias, & “Egopos &yyphesr Ty dAAaydv xal fmi-
otpéper TO fv dvriypagov eis Tov Tpapuaréia, onusiwupivoy
Si& Tijs Adlecs ‘teypdon’ kol Umoyeypouptvov U’ atTou”.

(“Notice of any change of officers or of the title of any
officer of a registered trade union or any of its branches
is sent by its secretary to the Registrar in duplicate, and
must be as in form 12 of the first Schedule and must
include the particulars shown therein. If he is satisfied that
the change was effected in accordance with the Regulations
of the trade unior, the Registrar registers the change and
retarns one of the copies to the Secretary, noted by the
word ‘registered’ and signed by him™).

Applicants in the present recourses, maintain as aforesaid,
that s. 22 of Law 71/65 quoted verbatim in Greek above, is
of a mandatory character owing to its wording whilst regulation
16 of the Trade Unions Regulations 1968 (which was made under
.58(1) of the law by the Council of Ministers “for the better
carrying of this law into effect”) owing to its wording gives
discretion to the Registrar of Trade Unions and is thus in direct
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conflict with the law; regulation 16, they submit, is therefore
ultra vires.

Counsel for respondent submits (and counsel for the interested
parties supports this submission) that s. 22 of Law 71/65 must
be reasonably construed, considering the law as a whole
so as to give the Registrar of Trade Unions a discretion
enabling him to carry out his duties as the watch-dog of legality
in the Trade Unions. In such a case - counsel maintained -
there would have been no conflict with regulation 16 which is
“intra vires”; a different interpretation of the law would lead
to absurdity.

The first thing 1 have to consider is whether the words of s.22
of Law 71/65 are clear and unambiguous because as Scott L.J.
said in Croxford v. Universal Insurance Co.., [1936] 2 K.B.
253 at p. 281:

“Where the words of an Act of Parliament are clear, there
is no room for applying any of the principles of interpretat-
ion, which are merely presumptions in cases of ambiguity
in the Statute™.

After ascertaining the nature of the words employed in the
law 1 have to examine likewise the words employed in regulation
16.

In the case of a conflict between the rule and the section of
the law, I have to examine whether reconciliation of the two
is possible; if not, the subordinate provision must give way
and the rules would be regarded as subordinate to the section,
as the rules may themselves be called in question as being
ultra vires the law. As James L.J. said in Ex parte Davies
[1872] Ch. App. 526 at p. 529

“If the act is plain, the rule must be interpreted so as to be
reconciled with it, or, if it cannot be reconciled, the rule
must give way to the plain terms of the Act. ”

In R. v. Judge of City of London Court [1892] 1 Q.B. 273
it was held that,

“if the words of an Act are clear, you must follow them,
even though they lead to a manifest absurdity. The Court
has nothing to do with the question whether the Legislature
has committed an absurdity’” (Per Lord Esher at p. 290).
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The same principle was enunciated by the Privy Council in
the case of King Emperor v. Bensari Lal Sarma [1945]) L.R. 72
LLA. 57 at pp. 70, 71, where Viscount Simon L.C. in delivering
the advice of their Lordships said:

“their Lordships feel bound to point out that the question
whether the Ordinance is intra vires or ultra vires does
not depend on conditions of jurisprudence or of policy.
It depends simply on examining the language of the
Government of India Act and of comparing the legislative
authority conferred on the Governor-General with the
provisions of the Ordinance by which he is purporting
to exercise that authority. Again and again this Board
has insisted that in construing enacted words we are not
concerned with the policy involved or with the result,
injurious or otherwise, which may follow from giving
effect to the language used”.

Reverting now to 8.22 of Law 71/65 , 1 must say that the
words therein used are more than clear and free from any
equivocation; the Greek words “‘Somis xai éyyphosr Tov-
T definitely means “who shall register same™; 1 haver’t
got the slightest doubt in my mind about this and I feel that
there is no need to resort to any Greek dictionary or other aid
in order to ascertain it. Therefore the effect of this section
is mandatory and leaves no margin for discretion whatever
to the respondent Registrar.

On the contrary regulation 16 clothes the Registrar with di-
scretion: ‘“Edv Ixavorron &m # dhrayh drnviydn ounpdvws
mpds T xaTaoTaTikdy T ouvtexvics, & “Egopos Eyyphes Ty
&M ayfiv...”, which means that the Registrar registers the
change if he is satisfied that the change was effected according
to the constitution of the Trade Union concerned.

I cannot see how 822 of Law 71/65 and regulation 16
of the Trade Unions Regulations 1968 can be reconciled in
that respect; in effect they are quite  repugnant as the regulation
purports to amend s. 22 of the law by conferring a discretion
on the Registrar, which is being denied to him by the Statute.
According to the authorities cited above the regulation being
subordinate to the section “must give way to plain terms of
the Act”. (5.22 of Law 71/65).
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Thus s.22 of Law 71/65 prevails as r.16 of the Trade
Unions Law is “ultra vires” the Act in so far as it confers
discretion on the respondent Registrar to register the change
of officers.

Concluding on this last issue ] feel that | should repeat what
was stated by our Supreme Court in the case of Loizos Kanaris
v. Osman Tosoun (1969) 1 C.L.R. 637 at p. 643:

*“...the words cannot be construed, contrary to their meaning
as embracing or excluding cases merely because no good
reason appears why they should be excluded or embraced.
However unjust, arbitrary or inconvenient the mecaning
conveyed may be, it must receive its full effect. When
once the meaning is plain, it is not the province gf a Court
to scan its wisdom or its policy. Its duty is not to make
the law reasonable, but to expand it as it stands, according
to the real sense of the words.. ”

Under the circumstances 1 do not think that I should proceed
to pronounce on the remaining legal grounds advanced in the
relevant applications.

For ail the above reasons all 5 sub judice decisions should
be annulled.

In the result the sub judice decisions in all the above five
recourses are hereby declared null and void and of no effect

whatever.

Having given the matter my bestconsideration I have decided
to make no order as to costs.

Sub judice decisions annulled.
No order as to costs.



