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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
ClVIL APPEAL NQO(s). 348 OF 2006

SHI VAJI VYANKATRAO SARODE Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
SELECTI ON COW TTEE & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appl n(s) for exenption fromfiling c/c of the inpugned Judgnent)

Date: 10/02/2011 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. SUDERSHAN REDDY
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SURI NDER SI NGH NI JJAR

For Appellant(s) M. Uday U Lalit, Sr. Adv.
M. Gagan Sanghi, Adv.
M. Ranmeshwar Prasad Goyal, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
Ms. Asha Gopal an Nair, Adv.
M. Khwai r akpam Nobi n Si ngh , Adv
M. Ravi ndra Keshavrao Adsure , Adv

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng

ORDER
The appeal is al | owed in terns of t he si gned
order.
( DEEPAK MANSUKHANI ) ( RENUKA SADANA)
Court Master Court Master
(The signed order is placed on the file)
I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
ClVIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 348 OF 2006
SHI VAJI VYANKATRAO SARCDE Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS
SELECTI ON COW TTEE & ORS. Respondent ( s)

ORDER

The respondent nos. 3,4 &5 filed Wit Petition in the High

Court chal I engi ng t he sel ection and appoi nt ment of the appel |l ant

herein as a Pr of essor in "Agricul tural Ent onol ogy” in Punj abr ao



Kri shi Vi dyapeet h ( Respondent No. 2 herein). The appel | ant and
respondent nos. 3, 4 & 5 participated in the selection process held

by the Selection Cormittee for the post of a Professor in the said

Punj abrao Krishi Vidyapeet h. A nmerit list was prepared by the first

respondent in which respondent no. 6(since deleted) was placed at Sr

No. 1 and the appellant at Sr. No. 2. The respondent no. 6 was al so
at Sr. No. 1 in the nmerit list of Mihatm Phul e Krishi Vidyapeeth

and he opt ed for t hat post. In such view of t he matter, t he
appel | ant herein was appoi nt ed as t he Pr of essor in "Agricul tura
Ent onol ogy" in Punjabrao Krishi Vidyapeeth.
The appellant’s sel ection and appoi ntnent was inpugned in Wit

Petition No. 2598/ 1991 by the respondent nos. 3, 4 & 5 chall enging
the process of selection on the grounds, inter alia, that one Dr.

Dorge was part of Respondent No. 1 Selection Conmittee, even though

he was not the Vice Chancellor of the Respondent no. 2 University

and, therefore, the whole of the selection process was vitiated.

-2
The respondent no. 1 Selection Committee filed its affidavit

inthe Wit Petition, inter alia, contending that the said Dr. Dorge

in fact, had not partici pated in t he sel ection process
for t he

sel ection to t he post of Pr of essor in t he Second r
espondent

Uni versity and t he Vi ce Chancel | or of t hat Uni veri sty

al one had

partici pated in t he sel ection process. The contention

was t hat

respective Vice Chancellors alone had participated in the selection

process yet t he Hi gh Court upon erroneous appreciatio

n and

interpretation of the relevant provisions observed that "it was open

for the respondents to conduct interview university-w se and at every
such interview, V.C., of the concerned University could have remai ned
present. However, in the present case, in view of the adnitted

position that Dr. Dorge was not eligible to become nenber of the

committee for sel ection of t he candi dat es for r espondent



no. 1

Uni versity but was still a part of t he Conmittee m
akes t he

constituion of the whole committee invalid". This view of the H
i gh

Court, in our considered opinion, suffers fromserious infirmty.

Si nce t he Hi gh Court i gnor ed t he fact t hat Dr. Dor ge
did not

participate in the selection process of the appellant for the said

post of Pr of essor, his nmer e presence in t he Joi nt

Sel ection

Conmi ttee, in our consi der ed opi ni on, woul d not vitia
te t he

sel ecti on.

Be it as it may, during the pendency of this appeal, the
Respondent no. 5 (Petitioner no. 3 in the Hi gh Court) di ed and
r espondent nos. 3 and 4 retired in t he year 1996 and 1997

respectively on attaini ng superannuation

In the circunstances, the selection and appoi ntnent of the
appel l ant herein as a Professor of Punjabrao Krishi Vidyapeeth is
upheld and it is declared that his selection as the Professor is not

vi ti at ed.

The appeal is accordingly allowed.

(Surinder Singh Nijjar)

NEW DELH
FEBRUARY 10, 2011



