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L

Building# U ,Qgésgecretarra“t-Sector 9, @han igarh through its

AR\

Director,
iy

Chandlgarh Deluxe
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Zs Mandeep Singh Kamth Roll No. 230.
8. Surinder Pal Stngh, Roll No. 215, respondent no. 5 to 8

through its Legafl Remembrancer-cum-Director of Prosecution,

La and Prosecution Department U.T Chandigarh, Deluxe
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(Respondents? no. 5 to 8 names are deleted vide order
dated 24.03.2[015)

! ..RESPONDENTS
BY ADVOCATE Sh. Arvmd Moudgil, counsel for respondent nos. 1 to
3. .\
Sh. Paryeen Gupta, counsel for respondent no. 4. -

OA No. 060/00304/2014



ORDER

HON'BLE MR. SANJE%V KA_USHﬂ&, MEMBER (J):-

The applicant ha;‘é impugned the final merit list prepared for
filling up the post of Law Officer in the Law and Prosecution
Department, U.T, Chanfdigarh and also seeks issuance of direction to
respondent no. 2 from this Tribunal to recast the final merit list after
correcting the answer key and prepare frésh final merit list on the
basis of correct answer t<ey He further sought issuance of direction to
respondent no. 2 to appomt him to the post of Law Officer as he falls

at position no. 1 in thefﬁnal me,:rétthst to"‘*be prepared on the basis
/ ﬁ{d "'af
Mﬁ

correct answer key? @
.

2. To aﬁp\precuate the controversy centered round the

SN\ 77 GE

be noted The&pp,llcant Harpal

litigation, few relevant

*facts ma

rth. year 2011.
3

Singh, is a 'Law*Grad ate,nd ompl.etedh‘ls: LLB i

up six posts o

gy /plus allowances.

i,
|
Out of six posts, on:er;eserved"for 8FSC c_astegory, two were reserved

for OBC category and tn‘_‘ree were for General Category. The applicant

dtion Department in
the pay scale of R, 1@‘%30*6*348@9? GP;iRs

who belongs to SC categf:ﬂ%ory, applied being fully eligible in his category.
As per the criteria puft_blished in the advertisement, the selection
process involved two e§sential steps, first a written examination of
objective type (multiple;j choice) question of 100 marks. Each right
answer would carry one;'mark and vfor each wrong answer 0.25 marks
were to be deducted. On the basis of assessment in written
examination, candldates‘were shortlisted,; who were to be called for
second phase i.e. mtervnew The applicant appeared in the written

examination which was Lheld on 17.12.2013 under Roll No. 247. The
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3

result of the same was%ﬂdeclared on 30.12.2013. On the basis of marks
obtained. by céndidates%r, they were shortlisted for second stage i.e. fbr
interview. The applicar?’_’t was called for interview on 09.01.2014 vide .
letter dated 27.12.2013&: before the Selection.Committee. On that date,
the applicant appearedjj_;‘iand was interviewed by Selection Committee.
Final result was declare?d on 30.01.2014 where the applicant was kept
at S.No. 1 in the wai}:ing list and respondent no. 4 was declared
successful against the r%zserved post of SC. The respondents published

the answer key on their website on 12.02.2014 from where the

applicant came to know?{that at least four answers to the questions i.e.

55, 75, 79 and 99 in .are incorrect in answer
key. Thereafter, @ -..representatlon on
13.02.2014 req tq ctlfyﬂthe answer key and

fﬁointment for the

recast the mgrit, T e T
“' = . ~ '_‘__‘l' - _..‘, u

4 issued by

candidate (nés;%%jdent qd. G ted 24. u |

sh supporting

official respondents, the apphca twésdwecte'ﬁtii furnj
text to substantic te* e%smn made in }s-e éj;j“Fes ntratlon which the
&fwglmendn w4 presentation, the

N %

applicant approached thls Cou : by~ ﬂllng the*present O.A wherein he

impugned the entire selc;ctlon carried out by the respondents for the
post of Law Officer. On ?;4.03.2015, learned counsel appearing for the
applicant made a staterﬁlent at the bar that he has not prayed any
relief against private resbondent no. 5 to 8, therefore, their namesvbe
deleted from the array o]f parties. Accordingly, notice was only issued
to respondent no. 4 whd{se selection is under challenge and name of
other respondents no. 5 to 8 was deleted from the array of
respondents. !

3 Official respo;r”ident nos. 1 to 3 and respondent no. 4 have

1l §
filed their separate written statement. Official respondents did not
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dispute the factual acc{jhracy with regard to notifying the vacancies for
the post in question aﬁmd selection process undértaken by them. They
have also taken a p(aa that the applicant cannot be allowed to
challenge the selection?once he had already appéared in the selection
process and being unsé-,lccessful, he cannot be allowed to impugn the
selection. They submitﬁed that as per the settled proposition of law,
candidates after becom:ing unsuccessful for the post cannot challenge
the selection in which fhe himself participated that too without any

protest. They have placﬂed reliance upon the Simarjit Singh Tiwana

Vs. State of Punjab, 2‘-012(4) SCT 328, Dhanajay Malik & Ors. Vs.

M
State of Uttaranchal &;Ors riFE'LZH(')(JB(@I) SCC*515 and judgment in case

F
of Ramesh Kuma/ .ﬁ‘?" i

h Cou rt of D m'u AIR 2010 SC 3714. It

f w " L @'
has also been suph:ilatted thaty : Afyhas coém'*e ed the material
fact with rega rc@ IS|OF ml‘»epr sentatlonﬂated 13.02.2014

i

which was ¢ nvE_yed to hlm Yordcrs ated 19 03. 5&4 therefore, it

has also be!n Ejyed thatr pre< ®A b is-'missedfgh the ground of

concealment of mat enal‘fact

4. Or.w\rnenif‘f

ﬁfﬁh%y ave submlttewthat&he' allegatlon made in

his representation™| asmalrega:'d'“gb‘eenfa \;‘Jﬁérejngerefore unless the

applicant impugned thellfwg‘ecls'ﬂ""ﬁ"(off|C|al,,-re’spondents decision), the
present O.A is not mair‘iﬁ‘tainab!e in ifs‘ present form. They submitted
that they have answereé the allegation made by the applicant in reply
to their para 4 (xi) to 4 (3(iii), reads as under:-

“That in reply to these sub-paras, it is stated that the
applicant was given the question paper of Set B when he
appeared fof the written test held for the post of Law
Officer. The appllcant vide Annexure A-7 informed that the
Question Nos 55, 75, 79 and 99 in the Answer Key have
been shown iwith wrong options and according to him the
correct answers to the aforesaid four questions would have
the options as mentioned in his request dated 13.02.2014
(Annexure A i7). The answering respondent vide Annexure
A-8 advised. the applicant to give supportive text to
substantiate ‘his version made in his representation dated
13.02.2014 and vide Annexure A-9, applicant supplied the
requisite information. After the receipt of the requisite

4 F »
. {
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lnformatlon, a detaaled commumcatlon vide Annexure R-1
dated 19. O; .2014 was sent to the applicant, wherein it has
been mentnﬂoned that the subject of law is an art and not a
science anq sometimes, either, the candidate or question
paper settled fells into trap of available text or legal
precedent WhICh generally vary from time to time and case
to case. Not only this, vide aforesaid memo, each and
every questlon as pointed out by the applicant was
answered as the answering respondent in order to know
the correctness of the contentions raised in the
representatlon dated 13.02.2014 examined the case in
detail. It was conveyed that his contentions regarding
Answer to Questnon nos.55, 75 and 79 are devoid of any
merit because of the reasons mentioned in Annexure R-1.
As regards the Question no.99, it was conveyed that it was
a clerical m|stake but the applicant had tick-marked as
option ‘C’ WhICh was a wrong answer. It was also conveyed
that the appllcant had not attempted Question no.55 and
treating thé answer of Question No0.99 being wrong
(although not admittedixand.adding one more number into
the marks gf#the apphca.nt he®would have been able to
secure t e“'otal fn{%kseas 5875 gvﬁf“étws total (written test
plus i terVIew) are less than*'theﬂm ﬁkS secured by the
candidate, who wa: rle :ted for th%’ post of Law Officer.
Furtherwlt s, SU!mettled t,iat in case such benefit of
Quest4on noﬂ 9 bi’hg%v@ro houghiﬁ‘ot dmitted) is to
b eétwndec@th sal ,prﬁl( ntAno dlscrm"n"matlon of any

othem‘candndates“”v?/ho appeared for

k”ndgoould be OarY
t efsaid wrltten te's-t La,tOffier} |rrespect|ve of the fact

that tythey were QJ;VEn "ot

e' her‘Set “ASet-B SBsd-C Question
Paper,ﬁs for t e purpos ibofﬁe%mmatlonﬁjakmg this into
acceunt, if one mo ari to be a'wagged to every
candldate whosoe\‘/ ppe rFedein rltten est, then the
respond 4 woulﬁ be ab‘ @} ecure gne more mark
andi the act ire ains that the appI{lcant}seeured less marks
as co red toq %ﬁespondent no.4.#1t ms not out of place
to ment«ror‘ﬁ“ﬁthat T_I;\ i&contenf:”"‘ians of¢ thefpphcant regarding
the wroiﬁ‘g answers |n the Quesuoﬁ Paper is also an

e

afterthoughttand he astried toddy his claim on conjecture
and surmlsesw %"tlﬁa‘ﬁ‘ﬁlﬁﬁt found any wrong question
in the written test, he should have, there and then
reported the r‘rnatter to the Centre Superintendent or to the
other ofﬁcers/ofﬂcnals of the Law & Prosecution
Department who were present. He could have immediately
after the co“mplet|on of the written test, made some
representatuon to the office of answering respondent,
which he failed to do so0.”

They have also submitteo that the applicant had secured less marks

than respondent no. 4 ‘;}who has also performed well in interview,
therefore, he was awartjed 15 marks whereas the applicant was
awarded only nine marks; therefore, there is no discrepancy as alleged
by the applicant in his rc%presentation and in O.A, as such petition be

dismissed being devoid of merit.
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5. Respondena: no. 4 has also filed short reply wherein he
submitted that he had secured 68 marks (53 in written + 15 (in

interview)) whereas tﬁe applicant secured 66.75 marks (57.75 (in

\
b

written) + 9 (in mteranew)) It is also submitted that the allegations
leveled by the appllcant is false and without any basis. The official
respondents have assessed the entire question as per the answers
indicated in the answer%fkey. Pending O.A, the official respondents have
got two expert reports on these four questions i.e. one report dated
15.09.2015 from Rajiv Gandh| Nat|ona| University of Law, Punjab and
second report dated 18. b3 2016, from Panjab University, Chandigarh.
6. The applrcant-vas ‘weUSas fprlvate respondents have filed

additional plea}g’/’r‘

report submltted b

Way afﬂdavnt andf éubmrt-ted that both the

respondents'_' t'e“&agam reloq.nnto the,mat " and geade the issue
before taki AU ’
Anurag Agarv ‘
15.03.2017, bwt;

any solution.

7. We have heard SKMukash Rao? learned counsel for the

w '

applicant, Sh. Arvind Moudg|l counsel for respondents no. 1 to 3 and

Sh. Parveen Gupta, coun,sel for respondent no. 4.
I

8. Sh. Mukeshii Rao, learned counsel for the applicant

vehemently argued that impugned selection of respondent no. 4 is

liable to be set aside as ﬁt has been found that there are discrepancies

in the answer key qua questions no. 55, 75, 79 and 99. To

]l
substantiate his arguments, he submitted that these four questlons

were re-assessed and asl per two expert reports, the applicant will get

higher marks then tﬁe private respondent no. 4, therefore,

[ @
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7

appointment of private requndent be set.aside and resultantly the
applicant be offered ap?‘pointment. |

9. Per contra; Sh. Arvind Moudgil, learned counsel for the
official respondents ve%_hemently argued that there is contradiction in
the reports submitted ];:’;by two independent expert bodies, therefore,
right course to settle tl‘%ﬁe issue that court may take its own view based
upon the material and ;fstatute as all these questions are in legal filed
whereas, Sh. Parveen éupta, counsel for respondent no. 4 abart from
submissions made by eounsel for official respondents, submitted that
respondent no. 4 is EOntinuing to work as Law Officer with the

M

Chandigarh Admlmstratl@n for the..last more;than three years and is

f’:-ﬂ é’;’g‘

He secured kmore ynarks in.interview

also pursuing his
then the appllcant%m |s' @nIya Lawgraduate,and‘consnderlng his
higher quahf'catfgﬁ in '_ ey ted. He also

has< been c-ssxissed by the

v i
Ia”y‘ against respondent no.

examiner and %'secure' ; ig;hmarksﬂthan.the app‘]rtant There is a

no allegationfof misre.p'ﬁe*‘setatlo 4Ol Foul‘

’Ejg\q'erefore he prayed

ettmg appomtmen

jci}at since respondent

i
ore than three years and

4 that he played

that O.A be dus\%s

no. 4 is continuing in 'serv;ace for tl

: %astly, ~sh,;?§‘up£q"‘rarg

i
13 last B

there is nothing agamstggmm, therefore, if any adverse order is passed
or his appointment is u@‘set, that will affect his entire life. To buttress
his submissions, he placed reliance upon following judgments:

1. Guneet Pal]fE Singh Sodhi Vs. Punjab State Power

Corporation Ltd.rnand another, 2015 (3) SCT 726 decided by

Punjab and Haryana High Court.

2. Harinder Pal Smgh Vs. State of Punjab & Ors. (CWP No.
18419/2013 decided on 03.11.2014 b)

\)\

OA No. 060/00304/2014
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3. Vikas Prata;'g Singh & Ors. Vs. State of Chhattisqarh &

Ors. etc (Civil fiAppeal Nos. 5318-5319 of 2013 decided on
09.07.2013) .

4. Buddhi Nath Chaudhary Vs. Abahi Kumar, 2001 (3) SCC

328. "

10. We have hééard learned counsel for the respective parties
and have gone througt%‘ the pleadings, judgments cited by them with
their able assistance.

11 Conjunctivegiperusal of the pleadings as noticed above and

the arguments advanceffél by learned counsel for the respective parties,

A raised. alarm against the respondents by
S rge,
submitting that h v'has not been properl ssessed or not awarded

L VA H -
D ( Na

it is clear that the applsij.ean

as the answer

}

xkey to those

Ute governing

! During the

here that there is no c[;spute qua tWo sets of papers involved here
which the applicant andéthe private respondent no. 4 had attempted,
they are set B and C. ’jSet' B question paper was attempted by the
applicant whereas set é by the private respondent but questions are
same with change of seiquence in number. For proper adjudication of

the matter, we deem it iappropriate to reproduce these two questions

i.e. 55 & 75 as under:- ;

I

"Q. No. 55 T;"he Lok Sabha is called in Session for at least
how many times in year?

(a) Twice
(b) Once
(c) Thrice:

J/r ﬁ OA No. 060/00304/2014
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(d) Fouritimes
i
Q. No. 75.yIn execution of a decree for the maintenance,

salary of a person can be attached to the extent of
(a) One fifth

(b)  One third
(©) Tv(@o third
(d) One fourth”

Though the official respondents have taken advised from two

I
I\

independent institution:s about these questions and both reports

submitted by experts aﬁe different with each other as the answer given

by experts are different; The relevant paras of their opinions, are also

reproduced as under:- ;i

Punjab

1 Str
The Law Secreta’r‘;yw% ﬂ af

Chandlgarﬁ\d ’ﬁmmstratlen" i

In relatlo%o abo¥e sbJ 2N
quest|ons Gited it is satéﬁ
Q 1. 'Ijhex.L%k Sabha\s calle
times m)%year? Faa i

Tw|ce s : ."‘
C hrl.cer
( )\ 'l,' fflg . X o . :‘
Answerais *a) f'\;}vqce “ /

'E.‘x
(Article 85 of*'t‘he CGnStItUtIO% least ’we sessions in practice

may be three in e'ﬁfear but‘a‘t“l;east twe#n a year)
W

Q2. In execution of a decree for the maintenance, salary of a
person can be attached to the extent of

(a) One ﬂfth (b) One third

(¢) Two thlrd (d) Four fourth

Answer is -(b) one third
( As per Section 60 (ia) of Code of Civil Procedure 1908, though
the opinion of the courts are different there are decisions in
which the court has attached one fourth, one fifth amount of
salary also)

2" report by Paniab University-

Proceedings of the |meet|ng of the Committee constituted by the
Registrar to give correct option/answers to four questions of the
written test for ﬂlllng up the posts of the Law Officer conducted
by the Law & Prosecution Department, Chandigarh
Administration as sought by the Law Secretary, Chandigarh
Administration vide letter No. SA-LD-2016/2586 dated
03.03.2016. The meetlng was held on 18.03.2016 at 12.00 noon

OA No. 060/00304/2014
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in the syndicatei‘rob”‘rh of the umversnty the following members
were present:- b

1) Prof. Emerltus\Dr Virender Kumar..... Chairperson

2) Prof. Nishtha Jaswal Member |

3) Prof. Vijay Nagpal Member

4) Sr. Law Ofﬂcer ....... Convener

The correct optlon/answers to four questlons as sought by the
Secretary Chandlgarh Administration vide letter no. SA-LD
2016/2586 dated: [03 .03.2016 are as under:

Questions Nos. Answers Documentary Proof

1 ) The answer stands covered
; : under Article 85 (1) of the
Constitution of India.

2 1 (©) | The answer stands covered
‘ under Section 60(1) (IA) of
the Code of Civil Procedure.

T

=

3 (d) The responses to these two
4 f ﬂ(..:laf),ane---'—ff':‘&--en‘a.t_<;;yme~{£tions namely 3 & 4 are
il LSt essentially based on first
il ,ﬁ_ﬂf »F;'p?hf’aple emanating from the
perusa?@ of the relevant
wa istatutorsy proyisions contained
g wsLimitatioh %Act read with
_ :.','.* WL {&ﬂy’ ,p’r%?vrsnons*ofﬂ'c C
3 L 3
.L'
12. Ir{ isxto be JP’ote *fhereaéphcan%:dld not attempt
o oo (e
question noﬁssm/vhereasiprlvat*?res@dent‘_r{o 4 a ted for and
! z r £ -
,\
|

0
teﬁ by both the

E/@as been 0O

candidates, the appllc«:antwd‘-zt of choice t| mar qc) , whereas
77 ﬁ\.(kk /}/ / j
private respondent (b) F’i”s per-t-he o_%mlon glven by the two expert
q\“\l' ?“ /

reports there is no dlspute*as, they sald,that the®Lok Sabha session is

called for at least tW|ce| in a year-and as- such right answer to this
question is “a”. Respondent no.4 has said it is thrice by marking his
choice as “c¢” and was awarded one mark for this which is otherwise,
for this question he is not entltled for any mark, rather 0.25 mark has
to be deducted therefore he will lose 1.25 marks out of total marks.
With regard to questlon;75 in set B same as in set C, the apphcant
gave his choice as “c” wéereas the private respondent has ticked ‘b’ as
his choice. As per recor;d 0.25 has been deducted from applicant’s
marks for giving wrong af’l‘nswer and the private respondent was given 1

mark.

OA No. 060/00304/2014
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13. As per a%plieent.Jarguments and as per the material
available,' 2/3 of the salary can be ordered to be attached for
satisfying maintenancef'fdecree. Therefore, the applicant submitted that
the answer given by téhe private respondent is wrong, as one mark
given to him is also wré)ng rather 1.25 marks are to be deducted from
his total marks. Therefefre, total 2.25 marks are to be reduced from his
total marks. Accordingl}"‘/, his marks will be lower than the marks to be
'given to the applicanti;j It is important to note here that there is
difference of opinion qdfa answer to this question between two expert
reports, where one says 1/3™ salary can be attached whereas other

pOSIthilgﬁ«EergeS n-tagt\r\he applicant will get

no. 75(wh|ch is q tédtion ho. 76 in set B) i.e.

report says 2/3™ Thus,

1.25 marks for questlé

as wrong and 1

Uiﬂ come to 68.

fg— q‘:stlon no.55

14. Now we will consider the last argument raised by the
learned counsel for privéte respondent no. 4, to allow him to continue
on the post as if his api%’oointment is upset at this stage, it would hot
'only impinge upon the ecé:ionomic security of the private respondent and
their dependants but also adversely affect his career. This would be
highly unjust and grossl?y unfair to him, who is innocent appointee of
an erroneous evaluation%‘ of the answer scripts. As noticed above, we
are of the considered:: view that no fault can be attributed to

1!

respondent no. 4 in secunng an appointment, nor can he be accused

of making any m|srepresentatlon deceit or the kind and therefore it

L OA No. 060/00304/2014
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would be rather unfai:jr and v_unjust to disturb his appointment after
three years. The appliigant was declared unsuccessful after evaiuation
of answer script and by giving him marks less marks in the interview,
and respondent no. 4 %case was considered for appointment. Though
point raised by the afbplicant with regard to wrong answer of two
questions in answer ke‘i’_‘:y will affect the entire selection, but since no
one other than the app:ijicant has abproached this court by challenging
the selection of select;ed candidates on this ground, therefore, the
judgment in this case v?will not give rise any cause of action to any
other similarly situated fcandidate Admittedly, the error committed by
official respondents in the"'mattergftevalu%tlon of the answer scripts
could be attributeg! to' gs‘go?\dent no. 4 as*h.é;?%nelther been found

r m|srepresentat|on in being

to be have

D
m“\n

appointed qus Q‘::- Fi rearatuo“ﬁ:;pf he erroneous
model answer Key or the SpéCl;@US result}conbnbuted3 iim. Had the
contrary been .ui‘rwe casc¥t 4 \lavVe, Justified thgir fouster upon

& M
’

revaluation and deprivé: this Court
irrespective of his Ien | '

15. Asi S " : I efrespondent that he
is pursing Ph.D and s » fe the.réforé at this stage if his

appointment is set aside} then it willwnot adversely affect him but his
dependant also, therefcijﬂre, we are of the view that while offering
appointment to the appli!_‘cant against the post occupied by respondent
no. 4, the officials respo?ﬁdents are directed to allow respondent no. 4
to continue in service by taking necessary steps to protect his
appointment either by éounting him on an available vacancy or by
subtracting one post %rom future vacancies and adjusting him

accordingly. Our view is;also supported by the observation made by

" the Lordship in case of Buddhi Nath Chaudhary and Ors. v. Akhil
o

L

Kumar and Ors., (200&) 2 SCR 18 where it is also held that even

OA No. 060/00304/2014
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though the appointm%nts were held to be improper, the Hon'ble
b
Supreme Court did no% disturb the appointments on the ground that

the incumbents had é;worked for several years 'and had gained

i
H

experience and observed:

"We have extended equitable considerations to such selected
candidates who have worked on.the posts for a long period."

[ i
I

We also place ﬁeliance upon the judgment of the Hon’ble

jurisdictional High Cour!"tt in case of Sahil Aggarwal Vs. State of

i ‘
Punjab & Ors., 2014(3) S.C.T 813 wherein their Lordship in para 22,
23 & 24 held as under:-,

M
“ 22. The enuncuatlon of = Iaw,:&%s emerges from the aforesaid
cases, is thagﬁlﬁ#caségfsg?amﬁ" candida esare appointed on the

basis of resuit Gﬁ%mpetltlve exam"inamon and later on it was

found thagfhg;é& as some.‘error-celther ﬂth:s%uestlons or any
answer k y, Reir a poumt e sfrs}not to beset aside if they had
worked bn the selgét\e‘cﬁp@ for ghree yeaﬁ§=~ O more, unless
there are ’@ﬁegatnons&%maid’ ”éjm chlef or %epresentatlon
agamsb te selectedh&ca‘ndldates’*ln the pEﬁe‘sent case, the
selection ga_:gd apng‘ ents. were—,;;_ggs as a consequence of the
result of the wntte‘@l test” )e& 2*5/2010. The éest was out-
sourced to an m&e&e Q%P i ;@’ Palm]ab University.
Undlspldted?y the l|as‘ appoi men from the"*waltmg list was
made in March,,.fzelml, e’émng hereby’*for the Iast three years

they are workmg “The appomtme{s on\fhe bdsis of revised

f

%

}“

,fi
f

result a od*rrecuﬁhh} of the answer™ keys were made
subsequen iy, ﬁhence thenapp@mtmen’“t {}e Kumar Manoj
candidates, mho 2Jo ?:memt pogfon ms of the result

declared at the¥firs place cannot be-ﬂset aé'ﬁe even if they have

not got merit posmon in t’éFrﬁﬁ f_thé" & revised result declared
i

after correction of the answer*keys

23. However, as stated by learned counsel for the State, the

seniority and beneﬂts accruing to the candidates earlier selected

and who were appomted on the basis of revised result shall be

strictly in terms of the guidelines given in judgment of Hon'ble

the Supreme Court%’in Rajesh Kumar's case (supra).

24, Hence, the selection and appointment of the candidates,

who were appointed on the basis of evaluation of answer sheets

at first time and who do not find place in revised merit list, does

not deserve to be Set aside. ”

Our view also find support from the judgment of the Hon’ble
jurisdictional High Court mn case of Harinder Pal Singh Vs. State of
Punjab & Ors. (CWP qu. 18419/2013 decided on 03.11.2014 b) and

judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in case of Vikas Pratap

OA No. 060/00304/2014




. b

Singh & Ors. Vs. State of Chhattisgarh & Ors. etc (Civil Appeal

| j

Nos. 5318-5319 of 2013 decided on 09.07.2013) .
16. Accordingly; the present O.A is allowed in above terms. No
i

costs.

(UDAY KUMAR VARMA) (SANJEEV KAUSHIK)
MEMBER (A) | MEMBER (J)
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