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UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
ORDER

IA No. 75/2014
List after four weeks.

IA No. 89.2014
Mr. Harish Salve and Mr. Dhruv Mehta, learned senior
counsel for the applicant have referred us to Clause 4.16
3

of the UGC (Institutions Deemed to be Universities)
Regulations, 2010, which reads as follows:

"4.0 ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR AN INSTITUTION TO BE
DECLARED AS AN INSTITUTION DEEMED TO BE UNIVERSITY

b) Conditions

4.16. There shall be a mandatory intensive external
review of every deemed to be university in every five
years based on the criteria prescribed by the Commission

from time to time. (emphasis added)”

It is submitted by the learned counsel for the
applicant that on a perusal of aforesaid Regulation, it is
vivid that there has to be physical inspection of the
institution and not to scrutinise the photographs as a
substitute for inspection to arrive at any conclusion.

Learned counsel appearing for the UGC did not dispute that
they have not gone for physical inspection.

Whether physical inspection is a must or not shall be
adverted to on 23.09.2014. Learned counsel for the UGC
shall obtain instructions and, if necessary, file an
affidavit in this regard.



List on 23.09.2014.

IA No. 87/2014

List on 23.09.2014.
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