41 TEM NO. 109 COURT NO. 3 SECTION |V

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NQ(s). 4370 OF 2009

SHANTI DEVI Appel lant (s)
VERSUS

STATE OF M P & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appl n(s) for exenption fromfiling OT. and prayer
for interimrelief and office report )
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UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
The appeal is di smissed in terns of the
si gned order.
(Soni a) (MS. Negi)
Sr. P.A Court Master

(Signed order is placed on file)
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 4370 OF 2009

Shanti Devi ....Appel | ant

Ver sus

State of Madhya Pradesh & Os. ... Respondent s



ORDER

The matter relates to sel ection and appoi nt nent
of a Shiksha Karm by the Janpad Panchayat, Bhander,
district Datia, in pursuance of an advertisenent issued
in the year 1998. The appellant and fourth respondent
wer e t he candi dat es for t he post. The Sel ection
Comi ttee hel d an interview and appoi nt ed fourth
respondent. The appell ant chall enged the said sel ection
by filing an appeal before the Collector alleging that
she possessed better educati onal qualification t han
fourth respondent, and as t he f at her of fourth
respondent was a nenber of the Selection Committee and
Janpad Panchayat Sanmiti, she was sel ect ed. By order
dated 31.3.1999, the collector cancelled the appoi nt ment
of the fourth respondent and issued directions for fresh
interview in t he presence of Deput y Director of
Education, Datia. The said order of the Collector was
chal | enged by t he fourth r espondent in a Revi si on

During the pendency of the Revision, fresh interview was
held by the Selection Conmittee in the presence of the

Deputy Director. Again fourth respondent was sel ected

and appoi nted on 10. 6. 1999.

3. The appel | ant agai n chal |l enged the sel ecti on and
appoi ntment of fourth respondent nade on 10.6.1999. She
cont ended t hat easy questi ons wer e put to fourth

respondent and difficult questions were put to her so as

to prefer t he fourth respondent; and t hat t he mar ks
gi ven by one of t he menber s was al so t anper ed by
overwriting. The Addi ti onal Col | ect or di sm ssed

appel lant’s appeal. On a revision by the appellant, it
was held that the Asst. Collector had no jurisdiction

and the matter was renanded to the Coll ector, Datia, who



passed an or der dat ed 7.2.2005 setting asi de t he
appoi ntment and directing fresh selection. The revision

filed by t he fourth r espondent was di smi ssed by t he
Conmi ssi oner on 7.3.2005. Fourth respondent chall enged

the order of the Conmissioner in a wit petition and a

| earned Single Judge of the H gh Court allowed the wit

petition on the ground that the sel ection process was

proper and the nere fact that sone of the nenbers of the

Sel ection Commi tt ee allotted nor e mar ks to fourth

r espondent in t he i nterview can not be a ground to
interfere with the selection. He also held that once the

appel lant participated in the interview she could not

chal  enge the constitution of the Selection Committee.

That order of the learned Single Judge has been affirnmed

by t he Di vi si on Bench by di smi ssi ng t he appel lant’s
appeal

4, In this appeal, the appellant contends that the

fourth r espondent was sel ected because of her cl ose

relationship with a nenber of the Janpad Panchayat that
the H gh Court ignored the report of Deputy Director

that the entire process of selection was vitiated.

5. The Hi gh Court found that the second round of

sel ection on 10. 6. 1999 was in t he presence of an
i ndependent observer and was vi deo- gr aphed. The
interview was conduct ed by a properly constituted

selection conmittee and there were no irregularities in

the selection process. The appellant participated in the

interview wi t hout pr ot est. It is not possi bl e to
interfere with the selection made by a duly constituted

sel ection committee, on the ground that easy questions

were to put to one candidate and difficult questions

were put to another candidate. The Hi gh Court rightly

f ound t hat there was no ground to set asi de t he



sel ection and t hat t he appel l ate
authorities were not justified in interfering with the
sel ection. The fourth respondent has been working for
nmore than el even years now. In the circunmstances, there
is no ground to interfere with the decision of the High
Court. The appeal is accordingly dism ssed.

................... J.
(R V. RAVEENDRAN)

................. J.
(H L. DATTU)
New Del hi
February 18, 2010.
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