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HON'BLE CHANCELLOR, NATIONAL LAW UNIVERSITY, JODHPUR,
RAJASTHAN

N S student of Semester V, B.A.

LL.B. (Hons.), National Law University, Jodhpur.

---Appellant

Versus

1. National Law University, Jodhpur, through its Registrar, National

Law University, Jodhpur, Rajasthan.

National Law University, Jodhpur,

2. Anti-Ragging Committee,

through its Chairman.
3. Anti-Ragging Squad, National Law University, Jodhpur, through

its Chairperson.
--Respondents
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B :o-c/lant-student.
Mr.Mudit Nagpal with Mr. Nishant Gaba, Advocate for appellant-student.

Dr. Sunita Pankaj, Registrar, NLU, Jodhpur.
Prof. (Dr.) Shilohu Rao (Law), Professor - Chairperson of Anti-ragging

Committee, NLU, Jodhpur.
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HON'BLE THE CHANCELLOR

ORDER
06/10/2026

1. The appellant, who is a student of 3™ Year V-Semester, B.A.

LL.B. (Hons.) has preferred this appeal under Regulation 9.1(c)
(ii) of the UGC Regulations on Curbing the Menace of Ragging
in Higher Educational Institutions, 2009, against the office
order dated 20.08.2026, by which the Registrar, National Law
University, Jodhpur has passed the following order against him:

"NLU/JODH/ARC01/2026/8865-8876 Date : 20/08/2026
OFFICE ORDER

Subject : Execution of Disciplinary Action and

Sanctions against pursuant to

the Decision and Order of the Anti-Raggin

Committee (Complaint No.RJ_0262). o
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The notice has been issued to the respondent-University an

response has been filed by it.

- t
Mr. Mudit Nagpal, learned counsel for the appellant-studen
ice
would submit that neither the summons, the show cause notic
nor the office order identifies any act done by the appellant. He

was not a party to the corridor altercation between first-year

students.
He would further submit that the notice alleges no physical act,

injury or use of force against the appellant. Yet he stands

convicted under Regulation 3(g) (physical abuse/bodily harm).

He would also submit that despite a specific written. request
dated 09.08.2026, the cornplaint and its particulars were never
furnished at any stage. The summons even cited an incident of
07.08.2026 "at University Campus”, while the notice cited the
night of 06.08.2026 at SRK Hall. The appellant was made to
answer a case he was never told.

He would further submit that the NLU, Jodhpur is on the

outskirts of the city (Nagaur Road, Mandore), and no safe or

suitable accommodation js available nearby. The appellant has

had to live in an ill-equipped lodge since 09.08.2026, at

considerable cost and inconvenience.


















(9}

. / rl
o complainants °

1 no
struck twice with a rod 15 10 itals § .
examination, which found

n his body, )
marks 0 the inquiry-

iled from during _
res own version ( relayé

on } P
an admission thatq slapp s
- a materially lesser egree

originally alleged, and qne that
2. There exist material and

petween the version of the com

them. Th

significant
plainant an

¢ s, particularly s
of the two accused students, P e sava o e

d the versions
to the

location of the assault, the manner of
physical assault, the role and knowledge

and, most critically, the allegation that he

- to sexually assault the complainant. rr
3. The complainant’s own conduct after the inciden

including his conversation with the accused in Wh.lCh he
admitted to abusing them, the sequencé in which _he
chose to report the matter, and his clarification during
the inquiry regarding the “death threat” allegation - aré
relevant circumstances that the Squad has taken into
account, though they do not, by themselves, discredit
the complaint in its entirety.

4. Given the gravity of the allegations - particularly the
allegation of attempted sexual assault, which could not
be ascertained by the Squad during the inquiry due to
contradictory statements by the complainant and
accused students, the Squad is of the view that the
allegation pertaining to threat of sexual assault cannot
be ascertained.

5. Independent of the disputed allegations, it is not in
dispute that : (i) a first-year student was called, at a late
hour, to the hostel room of a senior/co-resident student;
(ii) the complainant chose to visit the [JJllin his Room
on his own volition without informing any authority
despite being fully aware of the threats made and
University prohibitions, (iii)) at least some physical
altercation took place between the complainant and
B ) B 25 present in the room at the time

of incidence and was aware of the complainant being

called by | to his room in an agitated state; (v)
was not involved in the physical altercation

between the complainant and || .
6. These facts, even on the accused students’ own

version, disclose conduct inconsistent with the standards
expected in interactions with first-year students, and are
sufficient, prima facie, to attract the provisions of the
UGC Regulations on Curbing the Menace of Ragging in
Higher Educational Institutions, 2009, and the
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