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Leave granted. ~The appellants after having passed the
12t h Exam nation, wi'th a percentage of marks ranging from 63
to 65% sought admission in B.Ed Course. But they were not
successful and, consequently, they approached the H gh Court
under Article 226 of the Constitution-and -challenged the
sel ection of candidates for admission on the grounds, inter
alia, that the districtw se distribution of seats anong four
districts, nanely, Parbhani, Nanded, Beed and Latur to the
extent of 200 seats, 460 seats, 310 seats and 640 seats
respectively, was bad. The Wit Petition was disnmssed by
the Hi gh Court by its judgnent dated 24.6.1997 agai nst which
the present appeal has been filed.” Learned counsel for the
appel l ants has contended that adm ssion to B. Ed Course was
based on a comon admission test and, therefore, the
distribution of seats to different districts was bad. It is
contended that a comopn nerit |ist should have been prepared
and, on that basis, adm ssion should have beenallowed to
the students who figured in the merit list. —The _question
whet her there could be a districtw se distribution of seats
was considered by this Court inthe case of Mnor P
Raj endran vs. State of Madras and Qthers, AR 1968 SC 1012
= 1968 (2) SCR 786, and it was held that for the purpose of
adnmi ssion to the First Year Integrated MB.B.S. Course, the
districtwise distribution of seats was violative of Article
14 of the Constitution. It was, inter alia, observed as
under:- "(11) The question whether districtw se allocation
is violative of Article 14 will depend on what is the object
to be achieved in the matter of adnmission to  nedica
col | eges. Considering the fact that there is “a |larger
nunber of candi dates than seats avail abl e, sel ection has got
to be made. The object of selection can only be to ' secure
the best possible material for adm ssion to coll eges subject
to the provision for socially and educationally backward
cl asses. Further whether selection is fromthe socially and
educational | y backward cl asses or fromthe general pool, the
object of selection nust be to secure the best possible

talent fromthe two sources. |If that is the object, it mnust
necessarily follow that that object would be defeated if
seats are allocated district by district. It cannot be and

has not been denied that the object of selection is to
secure the best possible talent fromthe two sources so that
the country may have the best possible doctors. |If that is
t he obj ect , t he ar gunent on behal f of t he
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petitioners/appellant is that that object cannot possibly be
served by allocating seats districtwise. It is true that

Article 14 does not forbid classification, but t he
classification has to be justified on the basis of the nexus
between the classification and the object to be achieved,
even assuming that territorial classification may be a
reasonabl e classification. The fact however that the
classification by itself 1is reasonable is not enough to
support it unless there is nexus between the classification
and the object to be achieved. Therefore, as the object to
be achieved in a case of the kind with which we are
concerned is to get the best talent for admssion to
professional colleges, the allocation of seats districtw se
has no reasonable relation with the object to be achieved.

If anything, such allocation will result in nmany cases in
the object being destroyed, and if that is so, t he
cl assification, even if reasonable, would result in

di scrimnation, inasnuch as better qualified candi dates from
one district may be rejected while | ess qualified candidates
from other districts may be admitted fromeither of the two
sources. " Thi's decision was folllowed in (M nor) A
Peri akaruppan vs. State of Tami| Nadu & Os., AIR 1971 SC
2303 = 1972 (2) SCR 430 = (1971) 1 SCC 38, in which it was
laid down as wunder:- "Before a classification can be
justified, it must be based on an objective criteria and
further it nust have reasonable nexus wth the object
i ntended to be achieved. The object intended to be achi eved
in the present case is to select the best candidates for
being admitted to Medical Colleges. That object cannot be
satisfactorily achieved by the nmet hod ~adopt ed. The
conplaint of the petitioners-is that unitw se -distribution
of seats is but a different manifestation of t he
districtwise distribution sought in 1967-68 has sone. force
t hough on the material on record we will not be justified in
sayi ng that the wunitw se distribution was done f or
col l ateral purposes. Suffice it to say that the unitw se
distribution of seats is violative of Arts. 14 and 15 of
the Constitution. The fact that an applicant is free to
apply to any one unit does not take the schene outside the
m schief of Arts. 14 and 15. It may be renenbered that the
students were advised as far as possible to apply to the
unit nearest to their place of residence." The |aw, thus,
having been laid down clearly by this Court, the H gh Court
was not justified in dismssing the Wit Petition. ~Since it
is not disputed by the respondents that for the purpose of
admi ssi on to B. Ed Cour se, seats wer e di stributed
districtwise wthout indicating any material to~ show the
nexus between such distribution and the object sought to be

achieved, it would be violative of Article 14 of/  the
Consti tution. Unfortunately, the whole natter relates to
the year 1995 and, today, after a |lapse of five years, it

woul d not be possible to direct that the appellants may be
admitted in B.Ed Course. Al that can be said is that if
any further steps are taken by the respondents for fresh
adm ssion to B.Ed Course, the appellants should also  be
given an opportunity to seek admi ssion in that Course. The
appeal is, therefore, dismssed but without any order as to
costs.




