
Approva! by AICTE

As per law, Universities do not require AICTE approval. Only
institutions which are affiliated to Universities require approval. As
ARKA JAIN University, Jharkhand is a Self-Financed University
established by a State Act, it does not require AICTE approval. This
standing of law is notified in the case of Bharathidasan University Vs
AICTE. The copy of the relevant judgment is given below.

Attachment:

. Reply to a RTI by AICTE

. Details of case Bhartidasan Vs AICTE

. Copy of Public notice of AICTE in this regard

. Reply of Director, AICTE to Director, Technical Educational & Training , Orissa Govt
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Council for Technica.l Education Act, 1987 lhereinafter referred to as
the AICTE Actl and the statutory regulations made thereunder by
the AICTE, partlcularly Regulation No.4, which obligated even an
University to obtain such prioi approval. The stand of the appellant-
Unlversity was, as it is now before us, that the appef lant-Univer s ity
will not faf.I under the definition of Technical Institution as defined
under Section 2(h) of the AICTE Act and consequently. the
r.egulations made for seeklng prior approval of the AICTE even by the
Universities to conmence a course or prograrune in technica.L
education or a new departrAent for the purpose, were in excess of the
regulation-naking po'!.rers of the AICTE and consequently, are null
and void and cannot be e
the extent it obligates
approval from the AICTE.

The learned Sinq
the AICTE by applying a!

nforced aqainsL Lhe aopel.lanL-UniversiLy Lo
e.'ien Lhiversities to seek and secure such prior

fe
d foLl

Bench
Ra o a.l
rep. B

as a c
made by the Univeisity. Wh

Division Bench, the learned

'Judge has chosen to accept the stand of
he ratio of the decis.ion of a Ful.I

desh Hi t reported in M. Sambasiva
a University, Hyderabad

Ors Andhra Law Tirnes 6291 and
f rde cancellation of the admi s s rons

en the matter was pursued before a
-Judges in the Division Bench also felt

of the Andhra Pr,
ias.rsambia.iah .&- or
y its 'Registrar &

onsequence thereo

convinced of the rallo l.aid down by the E-'u1l Bench of th.-a Andhra
Pradesh High Cour:t.'and,rejected the appeiil; necessltatinq the
appellant-University.'to come to this Co..ur!..'.. Since the approach
adopted by the learned Single Judge and the Division Bench are on
the same lines as thi one adopted -b!...tire Fr-rII pench of the Andhra
Pradesh High Court,',wh-ich the Madras High Court has al-so purported
to folfow, it would be. Just and necessary to refer to the said decision
and also consider the c'o!-rectn6ss or othe-rlilse ,of.. tbe ratio in the said
dec i s i on.

rn M. sanJcasiva Rao (suprql, while adverting, to the relevant
provisions of the Univers ity: G.rant s Coirn.ission Act, 1956, the
Andhra Pradesh State Council for: Higher Education Act, the A.P.
Universities Act, 1991, the AICTE:Act aDd the A.II Iidia Council for
Technica] Education (Grant of apfr'ovat for startind ne!r Technj-caI
Institutions, introduction of couiqdq or prograum6s and approval of
intake capacity of seats for the cor:).rSes.9I- Prograry0es ) RegqfaLions,
1994 [hereinafter referred to as 'the RegulationEJ. the High Couit
arrived at a conclusion that the ArCTE Aat- beifid a spec-i:tf law on'.a
particular category of education, overrides even the.University Grants
Comrission Act, which, in the opinion of the High Court, was in the
nature of a gener.al law in regard to inpartlng of edu-cation by . '
Universities in genera] in respect of commoii,'mdtter,s covered
thereunder. In spite of both the Acts beingr..those nade by the
Par.liament within its fegis.Latlve competence eieil as fater la!i, the
AICTE Act was held to be binding. As for the r6lative operation of the
AICTE Act and the state Act deait lrith therein, it was. held that the
AICTE Act occup.ied the field and that, therefore, the State Act has to
yield and consequentty statutory l:egulations nade are not only valid
ind had the force of law as a subordinate legislationi'but no question
of repugnancy between the Regulations and AICTE Act or'.any '
alleged excess exercise of power 'in framing such regulatiq",", ut9:9 

-
on tie facts of the case having regard to the creation of the AICTE for
the proper planning and coordinated development of technical
eaucatitn ststem throughout the country. The Andhra Pradesh High
Court was of the view that anybody or everyone of the authorities and
insliirrtions concerned with a technical education a-If over the country
would fall within the meaning of Technical lnstitution as defined in
Section 2(h) of the AICTE Act and, therefore, be bound by the
authoiity of the AICTE under the AICTE Act and the Regulations
made theieunder. In cominq to such conclusions, the EulI Bench
tried to draw sustenance from the decisions of this Court ieported in
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Unni Krishnan .r.P. Vs. State of A.P. [1993(1) SCC 645] and State
of Tam.il Nadu Vs. Adhiyaman Educationa.l and Research
Insti.tute and Ors. t1995(4) SCC 1041.
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Shri Shanti Bhushan, Iearned senior counse.l appearing fo! the
appe.Ilant-University, urqed that a university like the appeflant as
defined under Section 2 (i) will not falI within the definition of a
technlcal i.nstitution conLained in Section 2 (h) of the AICTE Act and,
therefore, equally stood outside the purview of Section 10 {1) {k) of
the said Act and consequently not obliged to seek for and obtain the
prior approval of the AICTE for starting a departnent or introducing
new courses or progranmers. The regu.Iations framed by the AICTE
for the same reason insofax as it obLigates even universities to obtain
such prior approvaf, cannoL,be held to be binding or enforceable
against the appellant by the nere fact that the regulation specifica.Lly
states so, notwithstanding the plovisions contained in the Act
stipulati-ng to the contrary and..any regulat.ion so nade will be void
aird unenforceable. Jt was also.urged that lhe decision of the Ful1
Bench of the Andhra Pradesh High Caurt does not lay down the
correct position 6f law and the deeisions of this Court relied upon in
the saj-d decision rea1ly do- oot,.leniliany support to the principlls
u.Itimately faid down therein and, therefore, the Madras High Coult
ought Lo have considered the issues independently and not fol.Iowed
:he ratio of the FuIl Bench in M, Sarnbasila Raos case (supra) . The
strong qrievance ventilated on behalf oflihe appellant is that both the
Andhla Pradesh and Madras High Courts !av,.qconstrue the re]evant provisions of Lhe..Ac
principles of interpretation and a.lsq-1g rvl ng conslde!ation and
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a.Iso and consequently, the prior approval of AICTE has eobtained by even the universities like any otherfor starting any new department or j-nstitute or
insti tution
a new

of the
is said

course or progranme in techn.ical education. The totafitypurpose aod scheme, clairoed to be under_Lyi.ng the enactmentto confer such sweepinq powe!s over a_Ll funct.ional activlties !elatingt.o technical education and the universities cannot claim irmunityfrom such obligation cast under the Act and the regulations made bythe AICTE. The sheet anchor of support for the respondent seen tobe the decision reported in State oi f .U. ana another vs Adhiyatnan
Educationa.L & Research Institute and others (supra) and Jaya -okuI
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EducationaL Trust vs Conmissioner & Secretary to Govelrunent
Higher Education Departnent, Thiruvanathapuram, Xeral.a State
and another [(2000) 5 SCC 231]. in addition to the decision of the
Andhla Pladesh Bigh Court.

we have bestowed our thoughtful consideration to the
submissions made on either slde. When the LegisLative intent ls found
specific ment.ion and expression in the provj-sions of the Act itself, the
sane cannot be whittled down or curtailed and rendered nugatory by
giving undue inpoltance to the so-called object underlying the Act o!
the purpose of cleatj-on of a body to supervj-se the implenentation of
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Courts cannot adorn the mantle of
legis.Iature. It is hard to ignore the leg.islative intent to give definite
meaning to words ernployed in the
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imparting plo ed to maintain
educatiooal s ron of s tandards
statutory authoiity was meant to be conferred upon AICTE to pfay its
rofe more effectively by enactin4

'technical instj.ttition for the puirposes of

the AICTE Act.

the
Section 2 (h) defines

Act, as fo.llows: -

technical instj-tution means an institution, not
being a University, which offers courses or
prograrunes of technical education, and shal4\ ,-/
include such other instiLutions as the CentidY
Government nay, in consultation with the t. 

..

Council, by notification in the official Gazett€,
declare as technica.l institutions 

"l

Since it is intended to be other than a University, the Act
defines j.n Sectj-on 2(i) runiversity to nean a University defined
uoder clause (f) of Section 2 of the University GranLs Commission
Act, 1956 and also to be inclusive of an institution deemed to be a

University under Section 3 of the said Act. Section 10 of the Act
enurnerates the various powers and functions of the AICTE as also
its duties and oblj-gations to take steps towards fulfillment of the
same. One such as envisaged in Section 10(1)(k) is to glant
approval for starting new technical institutions and for 'introducti'on
new courses or plogfammes in consultation with the agencies

of

concerned.
regulations
specifically,

Section 23, which empowers the Council to make

in the manner ordained therej-n emphatically and
nandates the naking of such regulations only not

with the provisions of this Act and the rules. The Act, forInconsistent
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all purposes and throughout rnaintain the distinct ident
existence of rtechnical institutions and runiversities
keeping tune wlth the said dichotony lhat wherever the
the activitj-es of the Unlversity j.s also to be supelvis
aid guided by the AICTE, specific mention has been made
University alongside the technical institutions and whe
University is to be left out and not to be roped in ner
technical institution onl-y j.n Sections ),0, U, and 2212)
necessary and would be useful to advert to Section 10(1.
!"hich would go to show that Universities are mentioned,rechnicaf insrirutions and clauses (k), (n) , (p), (q) , {s)
there i-s conspicuous omission of reference to Universit
reference being made to technical. j.nstitutions alone.
-rportan! !o see that. !4hen the AICTE is empowered to in
cause to inspect any teahnical instj-tutions in Clause (

(1) of Section 10 w.ithout any..'leservation whatsoever, w
to the question oi un.iv_ersitiesa.it is confined and limi
the financial needs or its stanilblds of teaching. exami
research. rhe inspection may f6 riiaae or cause io be ma
department or dep:rrtments only andlthat too, in such ma
be prescribed as envisaged in Sectioir lL of the Act. C
sub-section (1) of Section 10.'dnvisages the AICTE to on
UGC for decfaring any instj.tution imparting technica] e
deemed University and not do any such thj.ng by itself.
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units. A11 these vitafly inportant facets
slgnificance of the scheme underlying the
various provisions seen to have escaped th
Judges, their otherwise wel_I-merited atten
the-ir proper and correct perspective. The
ar.ticulated in M. Sambas.iva Raos case (sup
supposed intention and imagj.ned purpose of

ultra act
ra) on the
the AICTE

constituting it, is uncal.Ied for and ouqht to have b
more so when such an interpretation is not only bo
to the fanguage of the varj.ous ptovisions but also
other statutory authorities like UGC and oniversiti
even as non-entities by making the AICTE a super power with adevastaLing role undermining the status, authority and autonomousfunctioning of those j.nstitutions in areas and spheres assj.gned to
them under the r:espective Iegislations constituting and governing
them.

In Unni Kr:ishnans case (supra), this Court qras not concerned
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with j-ssues of the nature now sought to be raised and the
observations made ther:ein in the context of dj.sputes peltaiDing to the
powers, rj.ghts and extent to which the State Legislature or
Government could interfere, regu.l-ate or prohibit the rights to establish
and run plofessj.onaf colleges cannot be taken out of their context and
purpose to be plessed into service in this case. As a matter of fact,
even this Court, which formulated a scheme to prevent evils of
capitation fees etc.. specificaL-Ly excluded frorn -its purview colleges
run by the Goverlunent and the Universities. Equally, the
consideration in Adhiyaman Engineering College case (supra), the
question r.ras as to the re.Iative scope and extent of contro-I of a
professiona.I engineer:ing. college by the State Government in the
teeth of the AICTE Act and. the pcwers exercisab.Ie by the AICTE
under the provisions of lhe.said Act. Rules and Regu.lations made
thereunder, The decisidns, Lhe correctness of which are under our
cons.idelation in this/ case.l"hqlre not kept into consideration before the
nature and characlii of.-tie issues raised in the two decisions of, this
Court noticed above before retying upon the observations contained
therein in dealing fith the rights of an university constituted under a
State endctment, iihich, apart-fron Lhe enactnent constituting it, is
governed by the provisions of the UGC Act, atso made by the
Parfiament. The decision of .the Andhra Pradesh High Court in M.
Sancasiva Raos case (supra.) has undu.Iy oversimplified and
underscored the status,.pirsition, as wefl as the importance of the
UGC by stating that the UGC was concerned onty with the object of
providing grants and,,iinancial assistance to educational institutions
and serving as a recommendatory and regulatory body conp.letely
loosing sj-ght of ils'superior, vital. and exclqsive ro.Ie ordained to it by
the Parliament itself as an expe.rt,.tiody in regbrd to co-ordination
and detelnination of standards- in' institutiorib for higher education or
research and scientific alid technical institutions, and the standards
of teaching and examination in universities, even in. the absence of
the UGC and that too without a proper and conparative consideration
of the relative scope and effect of the lespective ro]e of the UGC as
weL) as the AICTE.

It is by oov,, ne1l- settiqd , that Parliament his gnacted the
Univers.ity Glants Comnission Act, 1956 as well as the AICTE Act.
198? in the purported exercise of the powers envisaged in Entry 56 of
List-I of the vIlth schedul-e to the' Const ituLion of.India, which reads as
Co-ordinati.on and determination of standards in institut.ions fo!
higher educati.on o! research and scientiflc and technical institutions.
It was pernissible for the Parliament to enact a law with the object
and aim of co-ordination and deternination of standards among a
particuLar class or category of institution:, which may deal with
different kinds of education and research as also scientific and
techn.ical- i.nstitutions of different disciplirie.s 9nd specialised bran
of even such disciplines. The Parlianent. whilei enacting the AICTE
Act, was ful]-y alive to the existence, in fu.l1 fo.rce and effect the
provisions of the UGC Act. 1956, which specifically dealt with the c
ordination and determination of standards at universj-ty level of l

institutions as well as -institutions for higher stud.ies of the categ

o- ..' .

oty oa
class other than but deemed to be universit.ies and yet roped into'the
definition of technical institutlon only institutions hdt-.belng a

University as defined in Section 2(i) . Apart from so de.f.ining technical
Institutions so as to be exclusive of oniversity even in empowering
the AICTE to do certain things, speciaf cale seems to have been
conspicuously and delibelately taken to nake specific mention of
universities, whelever and whenever alone the AICTE was expected
to interact with universities and University DePartments as we]l as its
constituent lnstitutions. In the staternent of obiects to the AICTE Act,
the evil sought to be culbed vras stated to be the coming up
indiscrj.ninately of numlcer of private engineering colleges and
po.Iytechnics in complete disregald of the guidelines resufting in
aifut.a standards, unplanned growth, inadequate facifities and lack of
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infra-structural facilities in them and not of any anona.lies arising out
of any university bodies or UGC to even think of either sidelining or
subjugating them by constitutj.ng AICTE. The guarded .Ianguage
ernployed for the sald purpose and deliberate omission to refer to the
universities in section 10 (1) (k) of the AICTE Act while enpowering
ArCTE to accord approval for starting new technical institutions and
introduction of new progranunes or courses by or in such lnstitutions
cannot be ignored to be of any insignj,ficaDce. A careful ana.Iysis of
the various provis.ions contained in Sections 10.11 and 22 wi.II further
go to show that the role of interaction conferred upon AICTE vis-a-vis
universities is limited to the purpose of ensuring the proper
maintenance of norms and standaids in the technical education
sysrem so as to conform td the standards laid down by it, with no
further or dj-rect control over such universities or scope for any direct
action except bringing it to the notlce of the UGC or other authorities
onfy, of any lapses in carrying out any directions of the AICTE in this
regard, foi appr:opiiate action. . l,lhi.Le stating that autonorny of
universities should not mean a pelmiss.ion for autholitarian
functioning, the High Cotrrts by'the construction placed by thern have
viraualiy all.owed such authoritarj.anisn to the AICIE to such an extent
as to belrttle the impoitance a.nd eligant role assigned to the
universities in the Educ;tional systen of Lhe country and rendered
virtually suboldinate to t.he AICTE.
to be the object of cleating AICTE or
construction as has been placed by the
case (supra) which found favour of acc

In our view, that does not seem
p inq of the AICTE Act. Such

of the court .in the
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are not warranted or justified- Therefore, the legulation insofa! as it
compefs the univers.ities to seek for and obtain prior approval and notto start any neh/ department or course or prograrune in technical
education (Regulation 4) and empower itself to withdraw such
approvaL, in a given case of contravention of the regulations(Regulation 12) are directly opposed to and incons.istent with the

to perpetuate an ideologica.l object and ain. which also,
regard to the Statement of Objects and Reasons for the A

provisions of Secrion 10(1) (k)
unenforceable,

of the Act and consequently void and
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The fact that the regulations may have the folce of law or when
nade have to be laid down before the legislature concerned do not
confer any more sanctity or irununity as though they ale statutory
provislons themselves. Consequently, when the pou,er to make
regulations are confined to certain limits and made to ffow in a well
defined canal within stipulated banks, those actually made or shor{n
aod found to be not made within its confines but outside them, the
courts axe bound to ignore then when the question of their
enforcement ari-se and the mere fact that there was no speclfic rellef
sought for to strike down or declare them u.ltra vj-res. particular:Iy when
the party in sufferance is a respondent to the lis or proceedings
cannot confer any furtheii€anctity or authority and validity which it is
shown and found to obviou!]y and patently lack. It !rou.Id, therefore,
be a myth to state thaL ";egulat ions made under Section 23 of the Act
have Constitutional .add leg:il,.'s tatu s, even unmindful of the fact that
anyone or more of ..them a-re fouhQ to be not consistent w.ith specific
provisions of the AcLltself . Thus, the regulations in question, which
the AICrE could not.. have made _so as to bind universities/Ucc within
the conftnes of the powers confer:Ied. upon it, cannot be enforced
against or bind an Un.iverFity in-thd.matter of any necessity to seek
prior approval to corulenae a,-riew department or course and
programme j.n technica.L education in any university or any of its
departnents and constituert institutions,
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To put it in a nutshell, a reading of Section 10 of AICTE Act w111
roake it clear that. whenever the Act onits to.cover a runiversity, the
same has been specifically provide-d in the proiisions of the Act. For
exampfe, lrhi1e under. Cl-ause (k)-,oi-Section L0 only 'technical
institutions ale !ef€lried to, cLause (o) of .section 10 provides for. the
guide.Lines for admissidn.d-f students to 'technical institutions and
'Unj-versities j-nparting technical education,./If we look at the
definition of a rtechnical instituti,ori undai Sectioir'2 (h) of the Act, it is
clear that a 'technical institutiQ. canndt include a 'University. The
c.Iear inteotj.on of the Legisii}'luie is..not that al1 institutions whether
University or otherwise ought'to be treated as 'technj'caI instilutlons
covered by the Act' If that was the intention, there was no difficulty
for the Legislature to have merely Plovided a defj-nition of 'technical
institution by not excfuding 'Univeroity flon the definition thereof and
thereby avoided the necessity to use alongs,ide both the words
'technical institutions and University j-n severa-I plov.is.ions in lhe Act.
The definitj.on of ttechnical institution 'excludes from its pulview a

'Un.iversity. When by definitj-on a rUniversity is excluded from a

'technical institution. to j-nterpret that such a clause or such an
expression wherever the expressitn 'technical institution occurs wi.Ll
include a 'University will be reading into the Act what is not provided
therein. The power to grant approval for starting new technicaf
-institutions and for introduction of new courses or programmes in
consultation wj-th the agencies concerned is covefed by Section 10(k)
which would not cover a \University but onfy a rtechnical institution'
If Section 10(k) does not cover a 'University but on-l ll a 'techlical
instj.tution, a regulation cannot be framed in such a manner so'as 'to
apply the regulation franed in respect of ttechnical iiltitution to
uppfy fo, Uiiversities when the Ait mainta.ins a complele dichotomy
fl't".." a rUniversity and a 'technica-I iostitution' Thtis, we have to
focus our attention mainly to the Act in question on the language
adopted in that enactment. In that view of the matter, it is, therefore'
not even necessaly to examine the scope of other enactments o!
whether: the Act plevails over the University Act or effect of competing
entries fa]ling under Entries 63 to 65 of List-I vis-A -vis Entr:y 25 of List-
III of the Seventh Schedule to the Constitution.

The fact that initially the syndicate of the appellant-university
passed a lesolution to seek fo! approval from AICTE and did not
-pursue the natter on those lines thereafter or that the other similar
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entlties were adopting such a course of obtainj-ng the same and that
the Andhra Pradesh High Court in M. Sambasiva Raos case (supra)
taken a particufar view of the natte! ale not reasons which can be
countenanced in law :o non-suit the appeflant. Nor such reasons
could be relevant or justifying factors to draw any adverse finding
against and deny relief by rejecting the cfaims of the appellant-
university. We a.l-so pl.ace on record the statenent of the lealned
senior counsel for the appellant, vrhich, in our view, even otherwise is
the correct position of .Iaw, that the challenge of the appellant irith
reference to the Regulation .in question and clain of the AICTE that
the appellant-university should seek and obtain p!io! approval of the
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t or commence a new course or
ation does not mean that they have no

obligation oi duty to co to the standards and norms laid dolrn
by the AICTE for the p se f ensuring co-ordinated and .integrated
development of tec a1 ion and malntenance of standards.

he sons sta

AICTE to start a depar
plogranme in technical

c o ns eque
above, we al-low the appeal and
unde.r challenge by dismissingde the

the writ
of law dec
reoorted in M. Samba s i Rao
considered to lay down

case (supra ) cannat also be
the orrect positioo of law. No costs.

j
filed in Hi Court. Hav ing regard to the position

by us, th on f the Andhra Pradesh High Courtc

J.
IS Rajendra Babu

J.
I Dor:aisq,any Raju ]

September 24, 20A1.
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Advt. No. : UB/04(03y2010

PUBLIC NOTICE
ll has.rrnc to tlE nodoe o(All lndia CouncilforBhical €ducation {AICT€) that a
nurnbcr of lhe iastitutions arc oflaiqg te<*nlcal oducatbn prograrrrnG oo th6k
campuscs;/rooted premis6 in kancffso mode andro( h collaboratioo rvt0r some
univcrsitics. ln this regard following is..darified {or tre benefit of inslitutirns
involvod in such aciivitios as well as the sludonts eftrolted therein.

(i) Asporscclixr 2(9)d AICIEATI 1987"tedr{cddr.rcafiimbdefnedasurder:-
'tcchnic.al educalion- means programanos of education. researct ard
lraining in cnginecring. technology,..archit€cture. Iowo planning.
managomcnt. pharmacy and appfied,arts and crafis and such other
prog(amme or ar€ils as ttre Conti:rt datrirnent may. h consuhlalion with
lhc Council. by oolilicalion in the Ofticial Gazotte, declare;

(ii) As per se€lioo 2 (h) ofAlfiE'tedtnical institutioos- are dsfined as mder:-
lochnbal inslrtulion' moans ari instiUJtirn, not beir€ a Universily wtlich
offers cosrses or prograrnrnes of tschnhal education. and shall inctude suctl
olherinslitulioos as th€ Central Gixremment may, in consqltation with Ule

. Cotincit. by notilication h th€ Odidal GazetG. dedare as tcchnical
institt.,tirm:

(i;i) As per sectir:n 10 (k) ofAICTE Ac{ r6ad ith teguhrions framod byAlCTE in
exorcising its gslrers confined undor sedixr 23 of AICTE Aci, tectrnical
institrlioo offering lectrnical educatioa programmcs arc required to seek
prior approval ofAlCTE.

Thc llon'blc Supreme Court of lndia in case ol Blratallrrdasan University &
Anothcr vs AICTE & Others has Interproted lhe provisrons of lhe AICTE Acl
and has h€ld lhat although univorsity do nol roquke prior approval ofAlCTE
lo comnrcnco a ne^., department or course and prograrnmes in lechniicat
educarion. however. universities havo obligat'ron or duty lo conform to lho
st3ndards: and norms laid dowt by the AICTE. For lhc purposo of ensuring
coordinated and int€rdled devolopmcnt of technical education and
maintenance of srandards.AICTE may cause an inspocton of lho univoaity.
which has to bo as per tho prryisions under relevanl ruleskegulations of lhe
AICTE, Furtho( all institutions running tochnical education programmcs in
collaboratiofl with any univorsity requiros priorapprofol ofAtCTE.

v) With regard to the above, all tfie institutions otfc(lng tochnlcal education
prog rammes in affiliation/collaboratlon with orany unlversity ln any form
are advised to soek the prior approvauapproval of AICTE, olharwiso lho
technic.l oducation programmos offorsdthrough such lnstitt tions shall
bo notilied as unapprovcd programmas.

TI{E PERSONS PURSUING THEIR TECHNICAL EOUCATION WITH THE
INSTITUTIONS OR ASPIRING TO TAKE ADM'SSION IN INSTITUTIONS FOR
TECHNICAL EDUCATION ARE HEREBY ADVISEO TO ENSURE ABOUT THE
STATU S OF APPROVAL OF THE INSTITUTION AI{O/OR PROGRAMME
CONCERN EO.

Member Socro(arY'
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Yours truly,

F,NO.AICTE/AB/ER/MHRD/VIP
\tl.

To.

Shri Balwant Singh,lAS
Director, Technical Education and Training,
Odisha, At-Killa Maidan, Po-Buxibazar,
Cuttak-753001 .

Sub: - Clarification on AICTE approval status o, specific Universitiesl ,nstitutes.

1 1)lease refcr to your DO lettor I'lo. 7033 daled 291512A17 cn lire abovc suirjcci
2. On verilication of the 17 Universities and {our instilutes lisled in tlre attecirnr(.rri

cnclosed with your letter. il is lound none of these ar€r in the AIC'I'E apprLr,,i:,1
inslitulion list. Eight Universilies reflecled belo\/ howcvr..r. fiRd place as aliiliair,.ril
univcrstlios to AICTE approved institules:-

, Chonnai

3, ll may also bo noted that
lrom AICTE as these are govern NIVY

D ii cc-io r'

oi

un rversit rs not mandatory
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