IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI

0.A.No. 1302/ 1989
T.A. No. o

DATE OF DECISION %% Ang %9

»

Shri R.K. Chawla Applicant (s)

Dr. D.C, Vohra
Advocate for the Applicant (s)

. Versus
Union of India

_Respondent (s)

Mrs. Raj Kumari chorra

Advocate for the Respondent (s)

CORAM :

The Hon’ble Mr, P.3rinivasan, Member (&)
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Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? \1/7

To be referred to the Reporter or not ?
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? y\( )

To be circulated to all Berches of the Tribunal ? ‘%

JUDGEMENT
(d=livered by Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivasan,Member) .

This application has come up ba=fore us fof

admission. Counsel for both parties, how=ver, zddressed

detailed arcumsnts hoth on the admissibility-and the meritS;,u '

- of the application. We, therefo:e, propose to dispose of

the application itself by this order..

t

2. This application presents some intriduing features
@1 4 concerns an%Lzea of activity which does not normally.
figure in d isputes that come up for adjudication bfore

this Tribunal.. We must, at-the Qutset, cdnfess that

it has not been an easy taskfr usAtociefine the nature

-0f the dispute in this épplication, particularlyw ith
reference to the competence of this Tribunal to deal with
.the matter. Moreover, the baéic facts involved in the case

ke

t« havsa beenlfubject of so: . much controversy etween tha parties
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that it 1is not easy to say what they are and without that,
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it is Impossible todetermine the legal rights of the

‘parties to .the dispute., With this handicap, we now

proceed to deal with the application.

3. Dr. D.C.'Vbhra,_learned counsel appears for the
applicant and Mrs.4Raj Rumari Chopra, learned Cen#ral
Gévarnment Standing Coﬁnsel, assisted by two senior
officers of the ﬁinistry of External Affairs, Governmeﬁt
of India (hereinafter referred to as 'the Ministry'), who

are the responddnts in this case, appear for the

‘reSpondents.

-4, It would appear that in consultation with the

different Universities concerned, the Government of
India devised'a'scheme for reservation of seats in the
M.B.B.S. cour-se in different mcalcal colleges in the
counbry for which candidates would be selected by the
Ministry of Health and Pamlly ?elzare. The Mlnlstry of
Health and Famvlv W@lfare, in itsfturm, allots some of
the reserch Seats to the Mlnlstrv of External Affairs
ol i
whege required to nomlnate its candidates every year.
For'belng nominated to one of these seats, a candidate
has to fulfil certain conditions of eligibility vhith,
to the extent that they are relevant for the purpose of He
present application, were' as follOWSQ- _
(1) The father of ﬁhe candidate Should.be.a )
vGovernmént of - India official ser&ing in an‘
Indian Missién'abroad, fdr'one year on the date of
'nomination;
(1i)  The candidate should be studying abroad
and should have passed her/his qualifying
examinétionvfrom abroad.
(iii) The mark-sheet of the candidate seeking
admission to a medical course in one of the

reserved seats should be available at the time
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of the meeting of the Selection Ccommittee, which
is usually held in the last week of June e very
vear. |
5. The Ministry issued a qircular letter dated
29th March, 1989 to all its Missions abroad calling for
applications from eligible candidates to rezch the
Welfare Officer of the Ministry by the 15+ May, 1989
at the latest. The said circular letter narrated that
"the candicates for the above course are selected

according to their inter se merit and the Ministry

. reserves the r ight to decide this mode of fair selection

on merits., They must have secured aggregate of 50 per
cent of marks in English} Physics, Chemistry and Biology in
the-qﬁalifying examination”. ' It was also clarifedf%aﬂ Wﬂ

“the fact that a student has applied.for admission.to a

sea£ through the Ministry is no guarantee that he or she

will be selected/admitted thereto and it is, thereforeﬁ

in his/her own interest to apply to varioué educational
institutions in India for admission against the open

seats on the basis of merith.

& . The apblicant is an official of Indian Foreign
Service (B) currently working as an Attache in the
Embassy of India at Washington, USA, In pursuance

of thé circular letter referred to above, his dauchter,
Miss suchi Chawla, duly sent an appliéation to the Welfare
Officer of the Ministry for one of the reserved seats.
There is no dispute that she fulfilled +he conditions

of eligibility. The Selection Committee constituted

by the Ministry considéred all applications (22 applications) |
of children of Indian officials working in Indian
Missions abroad and graded them in thé order of their

relative merit.  The Ministry had to nominate candidates for
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five seats allotted to it. When this applicatioﬁ was
f£iled, the applicant apprehended that his dauchter would
not figure among the first five candidates in the order

of merit nominated for the said five seats. It has now
been ascertained that the applicant's daughter was placed
sixth inthe order of merit by the Seleciion Committee and the
first five candidates have been issued letters of allotment
of seats while Miss Suchi Chawla was vlaced at number 1 in
the waiting list. In the event of any of the five
candidates not availing of the seat allqtted to him/her,
the first of such seats would go to Miss Suchi Chawla.

In this applic:ztion, the applicant has challeﬁged the vefy
basis of selection made by the Selection Committee and
contends that on the basis of marks obtained by his
daughter in standard XTI, she was more meritorious than

the first five candidates to whom seats have already been

allotted, While none of the said five candidates or their

parents has been made a respondént in this application,

the applicant contends that the basis of assessing the
relative merits of the candidafes-adopted by the
Selection Committee was erroneuous and violatiwve

of articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution.

Te The first question that naturally arises in
this case is whether the dispute raised herein
appropriately f£21ls within the jurisdiction of this
Tribunal. We invited the views of the parties on

this guestion. Mrs. Réj Kumari Chopra, learned
counszl for the respondents, contends that it does

not concern a service matter even though the applicant
himself is a Governmen£ servant and, tberefore, this
Tribunal 1s not competent to deal with it. Dre.

D.C. Vohra, learned counsel for~the applicant, on the

' |
other hand, contends with equal vehemence, that the
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subject-matter of the application is, indeed, a
service matter and that, therefore, this Tribunsl

is competent to deal with'it.'

8. As we have already indicated, it has not been
easy for us to.deéide the guestion of jurisdiction in
this case. The jurisdiction, powers.and authority

of this Tribunal h=Ve been set out in Section 14 of the
Administrative Tribunals ’ct, 1985.(the Act) . It

would be useful to0 extract here sub-section (i) of the

said Section, which is relevant for our present purposess: -

"14. Jurisdiction, powers and auvthority of the
Central Administrative Tribunal. (1) Save as
otherwise expressly provided in this Zect, +he
Central sdministrative Tribunal shall exercise,
onaxd from the appointed day, all the jurisdiction,
powers and authority exercisable immediately
before that dzy by all courts (except the
Supreme Court) in relation to-

(a) recruitment, and matters concerning
recruitment to any All India Service or
to any civil service of the Union or a
civil post under the Union or to a post
connected with d efence or in the defence
services, being, in either case, a post
filled by a civilian;

(b) all service matters concerning-

(1) a member of any 311-India Service; or

(ii) a person (not being a menber of an All
India Service or a person referred to in
clause (c) appointed to any civil service

. -0f the Union or any civil post under the
Union; or

(iii) a civilian {(not being a member of an
211 India Service or a person referred to
in clause (¢) appointed to anv defence
servicas or a post connected with defence,

and pertaining to the service of such member,
person or civilian, in connection with the affairs
of the Union or of any State or of any local or
oter authority within the territory of India or
under the control of the Government of India 6r

of any corporation (or society) owned or controlled
by the Government;

(c) all service matters pertaining to service
in connection with the affairs of the
Union concerning a person appointed to any
service or post referred to in sub-clause-
(1ii) or sub-cluse (iii) of clause (b), being
a person whose services have been placed
by a State Government or any local or
other -authority or any corporation (or
society) or other body, at the disposal
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of the Central Government for such appointment.

-6 - _ .

(Expianation; - For the removal of doubts, it is
hereby declared that references to "Union" in this
sub=-sec*ion shall be construed as including referen-
ces to a Union territory,)"
9. ' It is common ground that thepresent case does not
fall within clause (a) because the issue raised here has
nothing to do with recruitment or matters concerning
recruitment to any civil post under the Government. Nor
does clause (c) have any application here because the applicant
is not a person whoée services have been ﬁlaced at the
disposal of the Central Government by a State Govarnment
or a local body or corporation. Again, sub-clause (i)
and sub-clause (iii) of clause (b) have no %mplication
here eitter.. We have, therefore, to consider thé question
of jurisdiction here with reference to sub-clause (ii) of
clause (h). Paraphrasing the said sub-clause, we are
required to deéide whether the subject-matter of the
present dispute would constitute a service matter
concerning a'persquTnot being a member of an All-India
Sérvice or a person referred to in clause (c);7
appointed to any civil service of the Union or any civil
post under the Union 3nd pertaining to the service of such
person in connection with the affairs of the Union.
Since the applicant is a member of a civil service and
is also working in that capacity under the Union
Government, any dispute raised by him which relates to

service matters pertaining to his service in connection

with the affairs of the Union, would fall to be
considered by this Tribunmal. What we are required to
examine here, therefo;e, is wheher the Subject-matter
of the dispute raised in this application'is (i) a
service matter and if so, (ii).whether it pertains to

the service of the apvlicant in connection with the affairs

of the Union. ’V tg«’:;'JAJL/I'



10. e take up first the Question whether the
subject-matter of £he dispute pertains to the service |
of the applicant in connection with the affairs of the |
Union. Obviously, the applicant in his capacity as a
civil servant of the Government of India is governed by
the general rules of service like the Fundamental
Rules, Supplementary ﬁules, Central Civil Services
(Conduct) Rules, Central Civil Services (Classification,

~ Control & Apﬁeal) Rules and so on. He would also be
governed by special rules applicable to officials of‘the
Indian Foreign Service Group 'B'., If any of the
conditions of service set out in these Rules is violated,

he\would have cauée for complaiﬁt and could rightly

come befors this Tribunal. It is also settled law that

in additiont rules prbmulgated under Afticle 309 of.

the Constitution, conditions of service canalso be

regulated by executive orders issued. from time to time

in so far aé such orders do not conflict with the Rules

H

made under article 309 or with any Article of the

|
|
|
l
|
|
|
l
|
1
|
|
l
Constitution. 1Inthe present case, under a scheme 1
evolved by the Government of India, some seats in 1
modical colleges were reserved for children of Government 1
officials working in Indian Missions abroad. C&8nwe say that 1
reservation of seats in colleges for children of
Govermment officials form part of the corditions of 1
service of such officials and, therefore, pertain to
their service in connection with the affairs of the Union ? 1
Now, sﬁeaking generally, an emplover does not t ake +the 1
responsibility for the hpbringing or the education of |
tle children df.his employees or of maintenance of their- |
families .+ by him.' However, the Government as a model .
employer concerned about the wslfare of its emuloyees,

has framed rules, inter alia, for reimbursement.of school

fees payable by Government officials for the education of

D%
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their children under certain conditions. Here aléo,

it is upto the Government servant concerned, either o
educate his children or not, and if he decides to educate
them, it is again for him to choose the educational
institutioi} to which his children should go or the

course of education which they shoula undergo., In

other words, the Government only ensures that a
Government servant has the wherewithal to educate his
children in the manner he may choose by giving him
additional allowance for the purpose. If the Government
gives such financial help, .canwe say that the Government
is also bound to help its officials in obtaining admission
for their children in institu%ions of education ?
Here zgain, by setting up central schools all over ¢7
the country, Ceptral Engineering Colleges and so on,kﬂvML
some preference has to be given in the matter of

admission to children of Central Government employees,
the Government of India has sought to promote fre

welfare of its officilals: at the same time, the
CGovernment does not normally interfere with the admission
prolicy of tﬁese institutions, thereby leaving it to the
children of Government servants to gain admission on their
own ., Thus, ndrmally, admission to educational
institutions of children of Govermnment servants as

such is not the concern of Government which only seeks to
proﬁﬁe more and more facilities fox the purpose in a
general way. In the present case, the Government has

aone even furiher by reserving certain seats in

medical colleges for children of its employzes serving
abroad though under the normal standards of emvloyer-
employee relationship in Govermnment service, it is not

obliged to do so, ~ All that the Government did by

obtaining some seats in medical colleges for which it

could nominate children of its officials serving abroad

was to extend a helping hand to its employzes in the
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matter. If tomorrow, this scheme of reservation is

AVEn
%aaeaézgzand children of Covernment emplovees serving
abroad aré left to their own resources in the matter of
gaining admission to mediczl colleges, no Government
servant can say tlet his right as s Government
servant has been infringed and raise a grievance on
that count. Thus, it seems to us that the action
of the Government in getting sexts in medic il ® lleges
reserved for candidates to be nominzted by it out of
deserving children of its officials serving abroad; is
something ex-gratia and does not create an enforceable
right in favour of its employees, On this viéw, the
facility extended by the Goverhment to its emplovees
cannot be treated as a condition of their service such
that the Government servants can make a grievance df the
manrer in which the grant of the facility is actually
regﬁlatedf In any case, it would be stretching things
too far to hold that ailotmenﬁ of a seat in a medical

cbllege for the child of a Government servant is a

matter pertaining to his service in the Government.

it

11. We nowp turn to snother aspect of the
matter, whid is, no doubt, closely connected wi th
whét we have alreadyexaminéd. Is the subject matter
of the presenﬁ disputé a service matter? For this, we
have to refer to the definition of this expression in
section 3 (g) of the Act:

"3 . Definitions.- In this Act, unless the context
otherwise requires,- : :

X¥X KXX KAHNX XXX

(g) T"service matters”, inrelation to a psrson, means
all matters relating to the condition of his seryice

%
8

in connection with the affairs of the Union or of anvState or

of 1ocal or other authority within the territory of India
or under the control of tha Government of India, or,
as the case may be, of any corporation (or -=ociety)
owned or controlled by the Government, as respects-

(i) remuneration (including allowances), vension

RN
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} | +and other retirement benefits:
(ii) - *tenure, including confirmation, senlorlty,

promotion,. reversion, premature retirement .
and supersnnuations:

(iid) leave of any kind:
(iv) disciplinary matters: or
(v) any other matter whatsosver:

We have earlier expressed the view that the actien of the
Government in ohtaininé seats from ﬁedical colleges for
E children of its officials is an ex-gratia action ~nd
| cennot Ee described. as a.condition ofvservice of its
employeses. If we are right inthis w4 ew, the first
part of the definition extracted above, namelv,"all
matters relating to the condition of his service"
would have no applia tion to the facts of the present
’case. Furfher, the question raised in this applieation
does not fall under sub-clauses(ii) to (iv) extracted
-above. Can it be brought under sub-clause (v), namely,
any other matter whatsoever" ? Prlmarlly, the
expression "service matters® is defined to mean "all
" matters relatlng to the CondlthﬂS of hws service in
‘ii’ ‘connec%lon with the affairs of the Uni on....“ The
sub=-clzuses following this derlnlc1on merely enumerate the
various situations or matters that would be covered by it.
In other words, the expression ”an? other matter what50mver"
is used to mean any matter not spec1f"cally enumerated in
'sub-clwuses (1) to (1v) but yet fall1ng under the
main deflnlrlon, narmely, "all matters relating to the
conditions of his service", If a particular matter
sought to be raised does not con%tliute a condltzon of

serv1ce, in the first 1nstange, itwould not obviously be

Sub-clause (v) is, no doubt, a residuary sub-clause but

its scope is also limited by the main definition, i.e.

f  covered by any of the sub-cleuses (iv) to (v).
|
]
]
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it has to be a condition .of service in connection with
the affairs of the Union-.l We.:.are, the refore, of the
view that the subject-matter of the dispute dces not

fall within thebdéfinifion of the expression "service
matters" ape aring in section 3 (qp of the 2ct. For
this reason itself, this application deserves to be
dismissed, Bu£ Simce counsel on both,sidés addressed

ué in détail on the meri*s of the application, we proceed

to deal with that‘aépect of the matter also.

12, : The contention of Dr. Vohra, apraring on

- behalf of the applicant, is that the applicant's daughter

had, accordlno to the FertlflCite 1ssued v the school

in which she was otudYAng in the USAI obta;n%év 98 %

marks in the qualifying examlnatlon, while the five other
candidates, who wére placed abovelher, had secured lower
per centages. -The applicant’s daughter had obtained

TAY grade in two of the subjecﬁs-namely, Physics aad
English and B + in the remaining two subjects namely,
Chemistry and éiélogg; Thg Armandale High Schod,
Annandale, Virginia, USA, in which she studied had issued
a certificate to this effect and gga_also clarified

that 'A' grade meant 94 to 100 per cent of the total

‘marks while B+ meant 90 +o 93 per cent. Adopting the

mean between t his rahge of marks, the applicant should

have been treated as having obtained 97 % marks in two

subjects and 91.5%marks in each of the other two subjects

and on this basis, the overall per centage of marks obtained

by her should have beeb worked out at 94.2.’ As against this,

the Selection Committee had adorsd 91 per cent over-
all in her case thereby bringing her down below the

five others, In fact, Dr. Vohra argued; in'Physiés in

which the applicant was given & grade, she had taken an

advance placement course for which 5 more per centage points

should have been added. " If that were done, her mwrks in

N G e




Physics for the purpose of assessing her merit, should

have been 101.5 per cent. 3imilarly, she had taken

g

an advance placement course in Biology also in which she
obtained B+ grade: adding 5 per—centage points to her

normal grade marks, her marks -in Biology should have been
taken a.s 95 per cent. If that had been done, her N
average marks in the qualifying examination should h=ve

been 98 per cent and not 91 per cent, as adopted by the

Seléction Ccommittee and she would have had to be pléced

first -in the order of merit among all eligiblé candidates. Of
the five '

/candidstes placed above her by the Selection Committee, .
some had passed the qualifying examination under the

Indian Cent;al Secondary Education Board system or under

the Britl sh system of education ané in their cases, the
Selection Committee had added 20 per centage points to

~heir grade marks. In other words, if a candidate obtained l
A grade in the British or Indian system which was

equivalent to 70 per cent and above; he 'or she was ‘
given an addifional.20 marks when evaluatin%his or her

relative merit. 1In this way, there was a built-in

advantage for candidates who had qualified under the ,
British or Indian system vis~a-vis cagndidates like the
appliant's daughter, who'had'passed the qualifying

examingtion under the American system. This amounted

to ‘dbcrimination =gainst the applicant's daughter.

Thus, not only were the marksof the applicant's daughter

as certified by her School,\reduced:but the marks of

other candidates from British or Indian schools had been

increased and thereby injustice had been caused to the

applicant's daughter.

s

13.~ On the oher hand, the officials of the Ministry,
whey assisted their counsel, Mrs. Raj Kumari Chopra,
explained that the method of grading adopted by the
Selecdon Committee in the instant case had been

applied to all the candidates in the field uniformly and
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was the same as that followed in the past years also.
It had been ascertained by the Ministry that marking

in american schools was more liberal than in schools

. functioning under the British or the Indian system.

Taking into account this fact, it had been decided

that 20 per centage points should be added to +he

wise "\

marks other/attributable to ¢ candidate coming from a

12}

British or Indian schoolsﬁstem. So far as the applicant's

daughter was cor erned, the respondents do not agree
that the overall marks attributable to her should be

98 per cent or even 94.2 %. The weightage claimed by
tle applicant's daughter for having undertaken the
advance placement course was unacceptable bec%use
candidates cbming from the British and Indian schools
had also done ‘advance courses known as 'A' level
courses.. if special credit was given to the applicant®'s
daughter for having done an advance. placement course,
similar credit would have to be given to other candidates
from +he British or Indian systems who had qualified in
'A' level and the result would be the same. Further,
the highest’grade of achievement in the qualifying
examination in American schools was A+ and not A. NO
doubt, the Amandale High School from which the
applicant's daughter qualified, had issued a certificate
that the gragé A+ was not uéed in the grading system

in that'schoolﬁgrt%n; other public school in Fairfai
County. hecording to *he respondents, they had to
adopt a uniform standard of grading of all candidates
coming Zrom the American school sy stem where the
prevalent grading included A+ for the range of marks

from 97 tc 100 %, A for +he rénge between 94 to 96 %,

A-minus for the range between 90 and 93 % and B+ for

the range between 8% to 89 per cent.  Thus, the overall

[ N
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ra rks of the applicant's daughter who had obtained A
grade in two subjects and B+ in two subjects, worked
out to 91 % while all the five candidates above her
got more than that. A certificnte issued by the

same school namelv, Annandale High &chool, in

respect of another candidate who applied in 1988

was not found to be totally correct and so, it was
submitted, the respondents @uld not accept the
certific=te of the school in this case as réﬁresenting
the correct position. Even if the Fairfax County or the
Annandale High School did use +the A+ grade,. the
respondents had to adopt the grading system generally
followed in the US.A, as a whole,'and not in just one
County, which comprised eight grades from f+ to D whgn
making comparisons'between candidates who had qualified
from different school systems all over *he world.
That, according to the respondents, was a more reliable
method than going by what each individual school
certified. It was not as if the selection committee
adopted a different system of.grading during this year
élohe just to keep out thg applicant's daughter., It
had, as a matter of policy and after considérable
discussion, come to the conclusion that (i) marks of
candidates coming ffom the Brit+ish and Indian schools
abroad should be raised by 20 per cent and (ii) when
crediting marks tb candidates from the American.
system, it should be dohe on the eight grade system
(betws=en A+ and D),adopting the mean marks in each
grade for the purpose of assessment. There was no
arbitrariness or any intention to harm any partiéular

indivi-dual but to devise a uniform system to accomplish

the difficult task of inter se comparison on merit of

students coming from different systems of education.

o | ' ‘



'under the British.and TIndian systems have to be raised

- 15 -~

14. . The detailed arguments of both the parties

as se£ out abovs, will immediately show that it is

not easf to come to a decision, The'comparative

evaluation of thé merits of studénts coming from

different s?stemé of =zducation is a‘gomplicated matter

which it is difficult, if noi} mﬁg}for laymen to

undertake. It is for exrerts in the field of

education familiar with the marking systems in

examinations in different parts of the world to decide

how candidates from different schools in the world !

should be evaluated. From the explanation offered by i

the fespondents,;we are satisfied that the respondaufs

have indeed made an eafnesﬁ attempt to arrive at o H 3

proper evaluation of the relative meritsof the candidates' :

in the field. wWe are also satisfied that there has | -i

been no favouritism, nor any iﬁteﬁtion to put down ‘

any particular candidate. No system of evaluation

of this kind can be perfect. Ail that we can ask for is i
1

that the respondents make an honest -assessment which

we think, they have doné.. The syétem of eﬁaluation

adopted in this case is the same as that adopted in

past years also and has been applied +*o all candidates

in the field iﬁ'éhe instant case. 'Wé'canﬁot quarrel

with tﬁe assértion_of the respondents~that.marking in

American schools is more liberal than in British and |
l
|

Indian schools and that, therefore, markslobtained . Gj

| o
by 20 per cent to make a fair comparison so long as this sseemr
is uniformly épplied'in all cases. 1Nor can we quarrel A
with the assertion that a uniform system of eva}uation “
has to be applied for children coming from American
schools and recognising eight grades from 2+ to D.

what an individual county or a school in USA may 1

say about the grading system a dopted by it, may not

Jeu
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necessarily be binding on the respondents when they
are evolving a svtem of evaluation of performance
‘based on the practice in the country as a whole. ¢1
We are unable, therefore, to hold that there wos aecnﬂg
arbitrarinéss in fixing/thenwrks of the applicanﬁ’s
daughter on the basis that the range of grade A in
+wo subjects obtained by her was between 94 and 96
per cent and grade B+ betw=en 86 to 89 per c=nt, ?§
repeat what we have said more than once, we are not
experts in the field of education and we can only see
whether any element.of arbitrariness or wanton
discrimination has entered-the plcture which does not
seem to be the case here. we are, therefore, of +he
view that we should not interfere with the decision

of tre respondents in this behalf,

15. Before parting with this appliéation, we may
alsé mention that during the hearing} we suggested to
the senior officials of the Ministry, who apfeared before
us, that they should try and obtain one more seat

from the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare and
allot it to the applicant's daughter, who>is £he

next in the order of merit. we were told on the

date of last hearing that the Ministry has indeed
made a refersnce to the Ministry of Health and family
Welfare and are awaiting their reply. We were also
told thét the Ministry of Health and Family wWelfare
might be in a position to allot an ex*ra seat to thg
Ministry if éome States to which reference has been

8!

made ‘do not claim the seats: reserved for them, e

) e
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hope the Ministry will continue its efforts and
eventually succeed in it and if they do,the
applicant's daughter will also be able to obtain

a seat. We leave the matter at that.

The application is, therefore, rejected
at the stage of admission itself with the above

observations, leaving the parties to bear their own
®sts,.

MU’ Aa.@&"".' | - ?{\/;\91/

(T.3. Oberoi) (PSrinivasan)
Menkr (J) Memte r (A)




