
 
 

Shri	Prakash	Javadekar	
Minister,	Ministry	of	Human	Resource	Development	
Government	of	India	

6	April	2017	
	
	

Most	Urgent	
	

Dear	Shri	Javadekar,		

This	 is	 to	 bring	 to	 your	 kind	 attention	 the	 serious	 violation	 of	 the	 UGC	 Act	 of	 1956,	
Jawaharlal	 Nehru	 University	 Act,	 1966	 and	 the	 Central	 Educational	 Institutions	
(Reservation	in	Admission)	Act,	2006	No.	5	of	2007	(hereafter,	CEI	Act)	in	the	guise	of	the	
implementation	of	the	University	Grants	Commission	(Minimum	Standards	and	Procedure	
for	Award	of	M.Phil.	/Ph.D.	Degrees)	Regulations,	2016	(hereafter,	2016	Regulations).	The	
arbitrary	 implementation	 of	 the	 said	Regulations	 has	 led	 to	 the	 following	unwelcome	
consequences.		

I.	Intake	Reduction/No	Intake		

The	impact	of	the	new	admission	policy,	framed	arbitrarily	and	without	the	approval	of	
the	 Academic	 Council,	 based	 on	 the	 2016	 Regulation	 is	 devastating.	 The	 admission	
policy	(dated	21	March	2017)	has	resulted	in	86%	decrease	in	the	intake	for	2017-
18	 in	 the	 M.Phil./PhD,	 M.Tech/PhD	 and	 Direct	 PhD	 programmes	 in	 JNU.	 Many	
M.Phil./PhD	 programmes	 have	 no	 admissions	 in	 2017-2018.	 As	 of	 now,	 many	
Centres	in	the	university,	which	are	exclusively	research	centres,	will	have	no	teaching	all	
of	 next	 year.	 The	 freeze	 in	 intake	 converts	 “minimum	 standards	 of	 education”	 into	
“standards	on	no	education”.	 It	will	 irretrievably	harm	the	academic	programmes	that	
were	 so	 far	 vibrant	 and	 academically	 robust	 setting	 higher	 benchmarks	 for	 doctoral	
research,	apart	from	obliterating	the	opportunity	to	higher	education	for	generations	of	
students.	 If	 the	 JNU	 administration	 is	 allowed	 to	 continue	 with	 such	 arbitrary	
unilateralism,	research	and	teaching	will	suffer	irreparably,	and	thousands	of	students.		

II.	Violation	of	Provisions	of	Reservation		

Clause	 5.2.3.	 and	 Clause	 5.3	 of	 the	 Regulations	 reiterate	 existing	 reservation	 policies.	
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Without	doubt,	the	most	important	provision	for	reservation	was	made	through	the	CEI	
Act	2006,	which	 fixed	the	minimum	intake	 in	all	programmes	at	54%	above	the	
existing	 intake.	 Figures	 of	 the	 intake	 under	 the	 Act	 (covering	 older	 Centres),	 intake	
approved	 by	 the	 AC	 (covering	 old	 and	 new	 Centres/Schools)	 and	 those	 being	
implemented	by	the	university	are	given	in	Annexure	1.	It	is	clear	that	in	its	unilateral	
decision,	the	University	is	in	grave	violation	of	the	CEI	Act.	In	addition	to	the	provisions	
of	 reservations,	 JNU	 has	 evolved,	 over	 the	 years,	 a	 policy	 of	 affirmation	 action	 for	
educationally	 deprived	 students	 from	 backward	 regions,	 and	 for	 women	 students,	
through	 the	 award	 of	 deprivation	 points	 for	 students	 meeting	 specified	 and	 duly	
approved	criteria.	The	university	administration	has	unilaterally	and	unreasonably	
decided	not	to	award	deprivation	points	in	the	research	programmes,	when	there	
is	nothing	in	the	2016	Regulations	that	proscribes	their	application.	

III.	Violation	of	the	University	Act	and	Principles	of	Autonomy	

The	University	Act	provides	for	discussion	and	decision-making	in	the	various	bodies	of	
the	 University,	 through	 a	 well	 laid	 out	 process	 of	 consultation.	 In	 the	 past,	 all	 UGC	
Regulations	 have	 been	 adopted	 by	 the	 university	 through	 this	 process,	 thus	 ensuring	
consistency	with	all	other	provisions.	

i. There	are	provisions	in	the	Regulations	which	need	be	interpreted	properly	in	
the	light	of	the	distinctiveness	in	the	nature	of	the	university	and	the	courses	
that	it	runs,	

ii. There	are	specific	provisions	where	the	UGC	Regulation	specifically	requires	
that	procedures	be	discussed	and	finalised	by	university	bodies.	

iii. There	are	provisions	in	the	Regulations	which	have	to	be	carefully	moulded	
into	the	universities	existing	decision-making	structure	(for	example	the	role	
of	the	Committee	on	Advanced	Studies	and	Research	at	the	School	level	and	
the	RACs	proposed	in	the	Regulation).	

However,	in	the	implementation	of	the	2016	Regulations,	the	university	has	unilaterally	
imposed	its	own	interpretation	of	specific	clauses,	which	in	our	view	are	not	tenable	and	
is	in	violation	of	the	University	Act,	which	the	Vice	Chancellor	is	required	to	uphold.	

III.	Erroneous	Interpretation		and	implementation	of	the	2016	Regulations	

The	extent	of	 the	 seat	 cut	 in	 JNU	has	very	 little	 to	do	with	 the	UGC	Regulations,	
which	even	if	observed	to	the	letter,	cannot	yield	to	a	reduction	of	86%	of	seats.		
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1. The	 calculation	 of	 the	 intake	 by	 interpreting	 the	 UGC	 Notification	 to	 imply	 that	
supervisors	have	to	be	allocated	even	while	students	are	doing	course	work	over	one	
year	has	led	to	decreasing	the	mandated	supervision	for	faculty	in	violation	of	clause	
6.5	of	the	Regulation.	

2. Ignoring	 that	 the	 2016	Regulation	 is	 not	 retrospective,	 clause	 6.5,	which	 specifies	
student-teacher	 ratio,	 has	 been	 applied	 retrospectively,	 as	 research	 students	
admitted	in	the	past	years	are	being	counted	against	each	faculty.	

3. The	2016	Regulation	specifies	a	two-stage	process	for	the	entrance	examination	for	
research	programs,	in	which	qualifying	in	the	written	examination	is	a	pre-requisite	
for	appearance	in	the	viva-vice.	Nowhere	do	the	Regulations	state	that	the	weightage	
given	to	the	viva	voce	is	to	be	a	100%,	but	this	is	the	model	the	university	has	adopted.	

4. The	 2016	 Regulation	 is	 silent	 on	 its	 impact	 on	 the	 specifics	 of	 the	 Integrated	
M.Phil./PhD	and	M.Tech/PhD	programme;	however,	such	silence	does	not	imply	that	
the	programmes	are	to	be	delinked.	Yet	this	move	has	given	rise	to	a	delinking	of	the	
integrated	M.Tech/PhD	programmes	without	approval	by	statutory	bodies.	

5. The	2016	Regulation	specifies	that	Research	Supervisors	must	be	regular	teachers	of	
the	University.	In	the	interpretation	that	JNU	has	given	to	it,	regular	appointees	will	
not	be	allowed	to	supervise	students	until	they	are	confirmed	to	their	position.	This	
is	a	discriminatory	interpretation.		

6. In	the	admission	announcement,	the	JNU	administration	has	ended	up	violating	other	
notifications	 of	 the	 UGC.	 In	 many	 of	 the	 Science	 Schools,	 and	 despite	 the	 2016	
regulations	 providing	 for	 it,	M.Sc.	 has	 been	 dropped	 as	 an	 eligibility	 condition	 for	
admission	in	the	PhD	programme,	and	a	requirement	of	an	M.Phil.	degree	imposed	
instead.	Since	many	Central	Universities	do	not	even	have	M.Phil.	degrees	in	many	of	
the	Science	disciplines,	this	will	reduce	admissions	to	JNU.	Furthermore,	even	though	
the	UGC	Regulations	allow	universities	to	set	different	admission	procedures	for	those	
candidates	who	have	qualified	for	the	JRF,	the	JNU	administration	insists	that	even	
such	 students	 must	 also	 sit	 for	 the	 JNU	 entrance	 exam.	 This	 is	 in	 violation	 of	 a	
widespread	practice	across	universities	(including	JNU),	whereby	candidates	with	JRF	
are	 invited	 for	 the	 interview	 directly.	 This	 will	 make	 JNU	 science	 extremely	
uncompetitive.		

IV.	An	administrative	failure	in	communicating	clarifications	to	and	from	the	UGC	

The	 only	 clarification	 received	 by	 the	 faculty,	 yet	 to	 be	 placed	 before	 the	 Academic	
Council,	 does	 not	 in	 fact	 clarify	 the	 issues	 placed	 before	 the	 UGC	 through	 the	 Vice	
Chancellor.	The	said	letter	which	has	no	date	(other	than	a	stamped	date	13.2.2017),	with	
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a	reference	number,	No.	F.1-86/2015	(VIP	Ref/PS)	and	unusual	spelling	mistakes	must	
be	certified	by	 the	UGC	as	an	authentic	and	bonafide	document	(See	Annexure	3).	We	
request	you	to	instruct	the	JNU	Vice-Chancellor	to	circulate	UGC’	communications	on	all	
clarifications	on	the	2016	Regulation,	in	particular,	the	UGC	clarification	on	the	basis	on	
which	admission	policy	of	JNU	was	announced	on	11.2.2017.	If	no	such	clarification	was	
announced,	this	too	must	be	made	available	in	writing.	

We	believe	there	is	an	urgent	need	for	UGC	to	adopt	a	procedure	to	avoid	such	unilateral	
interpretations	of	its	Regulations.	In	the	past	whenever	the	UGC	has	passed	an	important	
Regulation,	these	have	been	put	in	the	public	domain	and	discussed	before	adoption.	The	
UGC	has	also	set	up	various	mechanisms	(Standing	Committees,	Review	Committees)	to	
resolve	anomalies	and	to	make	Amendments	where	necessary.	The	UGC	2016	Regulation	
can	itself	be	treated	as	an	amendment	of	the	earlier	2009	Regulation.	UGC	regulations,	
have,	therefore	never	been	cast	in	stone.	Apart	from	the	questions	raised	in	1	and	
2	 above,	which	must	 be	 resolved	 immediately,	 and	which	we	 commented	 upon	
clause	 by	 clause	 in	 Annexure	 3,	 the	 UGC	 Regulation	 also	 requires	 some	 other	
necessary	 changes,	 which	 are	 included	 in	 Annexure	 4.	 Such	 changes	 are	 as	 yet	
possible	as	the	Regulations	are	lying	on	the	floor	of	the	Rajya	Sabha	and	at	least	
three	MPs	have	entered	motions	to	amend/annul	them.	Indeed,	it	is	not	even	clear	
that	these	Regulations	can	have	the	force	of	law	now	that	they	have	been	objected	
to	in	Parliament.	We	would	be	delighted	if	you	would	suspend	the	implementations	
of	these	Regulations	immediately	and	extend	your	support	to	the	motions	that	have	
been	moved	against	them.	

In	 conclusion,	we	would	 like	 to	 further	 address	 two	 issues	 that	 have	 come	 up	 in	 the	
debates	in	Parliament	on	the	scandalous	reduction	of	seats	in	JNU.		The	first	relates	to	
the	suggestion	that	it	is	only	JNU	who	finds	these	regulations	unacceptable,	and	that	
all	 other	 universities	 have	 complied	 with	 them	 to	 the	 letter.	 In	 a	 survey	 (see	
Annexure	(5)	that	JNUTA	has	done	of	46	Central	Universities,	the	facts	are	just	the	
opposite.	Only	a	handful	of	universities	have	even	notified	these	regulations,	and	of	that	
only	a	few	have	adopted	them.	In	all	such	cases,	barring	JNU,	Universities	have	sought	to	
harmonise	 them	 with	 existing	 statutes	 and	 past	 practices.	 The	 impression	 that	 JNU	
teachers	and	students’	assertions	that	these	Regulations	entail	a	serious	conflict	of	law	
and	will	inhibit	meaningful	research	in	universities	is	specific	to	its	own	programmes	is	
simply	false.	All	we	are	asking	is	that	we	are	allowed	to	address	these	issues	from	
within	 the	 framework	 of	 our	 own	 Act	 with	 due	 process	 and	 deliberations	 in	 a	
reasonable	time	frame,	just	as	every	other	university	should	be	allowed	to	do.		
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The	second	issue	we	wish	to	raise	is	w.r.t.	faculty	appointments.	In	the	past	week	or	
so,	you	have	repeatedly	assured	Parliament	that	admissions	to	the	research	programmes	
of	JNU	shall	be	restored	as	soon	as	appointments	for	over	300	positions	in	JNU	are	made	
in	the	next	few	months.	You	will	be	shocked	to	learn	that	the	JNU	Vice-Chancellor	is	
making	 these	 appointments	 in	 complete	 violation	 of	 JNU’s	 statutes	 and	 clear	
specified	UGC	Regulations.	Through	a	resolution	passed	in	the	142nd	meeting	of	the	
Academic	Council	of	JNU	dated	26.12.2016,	the	Vice-Chancellor	has	illegally	empowered	
himself	 to	make	 additions	 to	 the	 “Panel	 of	 Experts”	 for	 selection	 committees	 for	 the	
appointment	 and	 promotion	 of	 faculty	 to	 each	 Centre/School/Special	 Centre.	 This	AC	
resolution	has	been	impugned	on	the	grounds	of	falsification	of	minutes	by	34	members	
of	the	Academic	Council.		

• This	tampering	is	a	gross	violation	of	the	JNU	Act,	as	the	Selection	Committee	
is	 a	 statutory	 body.	 Clause	 27.2	 of	 the	Act	 clearly	 lays	 down	 that	 for	 Selection	
Committees,	“the	Vice-	Chancellor	may	nominate	three	experts	in	the	concerned	
subject	out	of	the	panel	of	names	approved	by	the	relevant	statutory	body	of	the	
University”	i.e.	the	Academic	Council,	which	holds	this	power	exclusively.		

• This	is	also	a	violation	of	the	UGC	Regulations	on	Minimum	Qualification	for	
Appointments	 of	 Teachers	 and	 Other	 Academic	 Staff	 in	 Universities	 and	
Colleges	and	Measures	for	the	Maintenance	of	Standards	in	Higher	Education	
2010.	 These	Regulations	 only	 allow	 the	Vice-Chancellor,	 allowing	 him	only	 “to	
nominate	 three	 experts	 in	 the	 concerned	 subject	 out	 of	 the	 panel	 of	 names	
approved	 by	 the	 relevant	 statutory	 body	 of	 the	 University.	 If	 the	 VC	 can	 hold	
Selection	 Committees	 in	 which	 he	 is	 both	 the	 Nominating	 Authority	 and	 the	
Recommendatory	 Authority,	 the	 independence	 of	 selection	 committees	will	 be	
seriously	compromised.	

We	hope	that	you	will	agree	that	such	an	egregious	violation	of	the	JNU	Statutes	
UGC	 Regulations	 cannot	 be	 allowed	 to	 be	 the	 process	 by	 which	 faculty	
appointments	are	made	by	a	quorum	stacked	by	the	Vice-Chancellor.	Annexure	6	
appends	 the	 appeal	 some	 JNU	 teachers	 had	 made	 to	 the	 Visitor	 of	 JNU,	 Shri	 Pranab	
Mukherjee,	which	provides	all	the	background	history	you	many	need.		

We	 thank	 you	 for	 giving	 us	 the	 time	 to	 apprise	 you	 of	 all	 our	 concerns.	As	 JNU	
teachers,	we	have	 suffered	physical	 attack,	 threats	 to	 life,	 and	a	 sustained	defamation	
over	 the	past	 year.	 Some	of	 these	attacks	have	 come	 from	 those	highly	 inflected	with	
political	power,	but	we	believe	that	the	government	of	India	must	be	above	a	politics	that	
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seek	 to	 demonise	 a	 community	 of	 dedicated	 scholars	 and	 their	 students.	 By	 the	
government’s	 own	 metrics,	 our	 university	 is	 one	 that	 objectively	 meets	 the	 highest	
standards	of	intellectual	inquiry	and	research	excellence.		We	request	you	to	ensure	that	
scurrilous	allegations,	that	have	no	basis	in	fact	about,	about	the	conduct	of	affairs,	are	
not	condoned	by	the	government	of	India,	and	are	effectively	and	immediately	countered	
by	you	personally.	

Yours	truly,	

	

Prof.	Ayesha	Kidwai	 	 	 	 	 Dr.	Pradeep	Shinde	
President,	JNUTA	 	 	 	 	 Secretary,	JNUTA	
	


