
The ruling in the case of P.A. Inamdar & Ors. v. State of Maharashtra & Ors. (2005) 

 

In the case law of P.A Inamdar & Ors. Vs. State of maharashtra & Ors(2005) 6 SCC 537.the supreme court 

held that non -minority unaided private educational institution does not come under the purview of the 

reservation policy of state and they can make admission according to their choice????? 

 

Yes, that's correct. In the case of P.A. Inamdar & Ors. v. State of Maharashtra & Ors. (2005), the 

Supreme Court of India held that non-minority unaided private educational institutions do not fall under 

the purview of reservation policies enforced by the state government. The court ruled that such 

institutions have the autonomy to determine their admission procedures, including the right to admit 

students based on their own criteria and without being bound by reservation quotas mandated by the 

state. 

This decision was significant as it upheld the autonomy and rights of private educational institutions in 

India, particularly regarding admissions. It reaffirmed the principle that these institutions have the 

freedom to establish their own admission criteria and policies, provided they do not violate 

constitutional principles or other relevant laws. 

The judgment had far-reaching implications for the education sector in India, particularly in terms of the 

balance between autonomy of private institutions and the state's role in ensuring equitable access to 

education through reservation policies. 

The ruling in the case of P.A. Inamdar & Ors. v. State of Maharashtra & Ors. (2005) essentially reinforced 

the autonomy of non-minority unaided private educational institutions in matters of admission. key 

points and implications of this ruling: 

1. Autonomy of Private Institutions: The judgment affirmed that non-minority unaided private 

educational institutions have the autonomy to determine their admission procedures. This 

means they can establish their own criteria for selecting students and are not bound by 

reservation policies or quotas mandated by the state government. 

2. Non-Interference by the State: The ruling emphasized that the state cannot interfere in the 

admission process of such institutions unless they are receiving aid or grants from the 

government. If an institution is entirely self-financed and not receiving any form of aid from the 

state, it has the freedom to conduct admissions independently. 

3. Constitutional Validity: The Supreme Court clarified that this autonomy of private institutions is 

not absolute and must be exercised within the framework of the Constitution. Any admission 

criteria set by these institutions should not violate constitutional principles, including the right 

to equality and non-discrimination. 

4. Scope of Reservation Policies: The judgment clarified that reservation policies enforced by the 

state government apply primarily to government-aided institutions and those established by the 

state itself. Non-minority unaided private institutions, being privately funded, are not obliged to 

follow these reservation policies. 



5. Implications for Education Sector: This ruling had significant implications for the education 

sector in India. It upheld the freedom of private institutions to establish their own admission 

criteria, fostering competition and diversity in the education landscape. However, it also raised 

debates about the balance between autonomy and the state's role in ensuring equitable access 

to education. 

 


