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Judgement

G.R. Majithia, J.—This Letters Patent Appeal is directed against the order dated
November 21, 1988, of the learned Sing Judge dismissing the writ petition filed
by the appellant for issuance of a mandate to respondents Nos. 1 & 2 to appoint
her as Lecturer in the Public Administration Department.

2. An advertisement dated October 31, 1985, appeared in the Daily Tribune
inviting applications for the posts of Lecturers in various departments including
the Public Administration of respondent No. 1. We are only concerned with the
post of a Lecturer in the Public Administration Department On February 20,
1986, another advertisement appeared in the Dauly Tribune inviting applications
for various posts of Lecturers in different departments including for a post in
Public Administration. On November, 1986, third advertisement appeared in the
Daily Tribune inviting applications for the posts of Readers and Profressors in
various departments including that of Public Administration The appellant applied
for the posts of Lecturers Public Administration advertised on October 31, 1985
and February 20, 1986 respectively. Selection was held simultaneously for the
two posts of Lecturers in Public Administration. Shri Baldev Singh was selected
but appellant''was placed at No. 2. She contends that she will be deemed to have
been selected against the second post of Lecturer which was advertised on
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February 20, 1986, and not filled in: She ought to have been issued the
appointment letter against the second post of Lecturer Respondent No. 3 applied
for the post of Reader pursuant to an advertisement dated November 10, 1986.
fie was selected as a Lecturer not as a Reader. The post of a Reader was
converted into a post of Lecturer and respondent No. 3 was appointed against
the said post.

3. The respondent-University admitted that Shri Baldev Singh was placed at No.
1 by the Selection Committee but the appellant was placed only on the waiting
list and it conferred no right on her. Through the advertisement dated November
10, 1986, applications were invited for the post of Reader and the appellant did
not apply for that post since she was not eligible. It justified the selection of
respondent No. 3 as Lecturer pursuant to his application for the post of Reader.

4. The University did not deny that the second post of Lecturer in Arabic, Public
Administration, advertised on February 20, 1986, was not filled in. It did not
controvert the plea of the appellant that the Syndicate in its meeting held on
November 7. 1987 approved the recommendation of the Selection Committee
selecting Baldev Singh and the appellant as Lecturers against the posts
advertised vide advertisements dated October 31, 1985 and February 20, 1986,
respectively. The selection of the appellant had been approved by the Syndicate.
The University could not refuse the appointment to the appellant once the
selection has been approved by the Syndicate. Respondent No. 2 could not
refuse to comply with the decision of the Syndicate. Respondent No. 3 was not
appointed against the second post of Lecturer to Public Administration He was
duly appointed against the post of a Reader which was converted into the post of
a Lecturer. The second post of Lecturer has still not been filled in. As observed
earlier, the appellant''s selection was approved by the Syndicate. The respondent
cannot deny appointment to the appellant. The denial amounts to abuse of
process of law and has to be remedied. The learned Single Judge is in error in
declining relief to the appellant on the ground that she has no right to the post.
There is absolutely no justification to deny the appointment once her selection
has been approved by the Syndicate. Respondents Nos. 1 and 2 failed to bring
any material on record to justify their action of refusing appointment to her.
Maybe mere selection does not confer a right on the Select for an offer of
appointment. But if the selection has been approved by the highest body-the
Syndicate, then it Can only be refused for strong compelling reasons which have
not been pointed out It appears none exists. The second post of the Lecturer
could not have been'' filed by appointment of the third respondent and the entire
approach of the learned Single Judge proceeds on wrong premises. The whole
procedure and the attitude shown by the first and second respondents are so
obnoxious calling for serious strictures. But the nobility of the office we hold
prevents us.

5. For the aforesaid reasons, the judgment dated November 21, 1988, of the
learned Single Judge is set aside and respondents Nos. 1 and 2 are directed to
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appoint the appellant against the second post of Lecturer in Public Administration
for which she was duly selected by the Selection Committee and her selection
was duly approved by the Syndicate. However, it is made clear that selection and
appointment of respondent No. 3 is not disturbed. The appeal is allowed
accordingly but with no order as to costs.
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