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IN THE GAUHATI HIGH COURT

ITANAGARBE NCH

wPlcl No. 35 |A\P)2O11

Sfin taje %.a1ing,

Age[ a6out 2E )etrs,
S/o Late tapor *Lajng,
lilltge-Lhgram,
a.o. s(, rP.s. -Iafrfia
cDistrict - 'l)pper Suqatuii
Arutucfra[ cPratesL
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The State of Arunachal Pradesh represented by the Chlef
Secretary, Government of Arunachal pradesh, Itanagar.

The Arunachal Pradeeh Publlc Sewlce Commlsslon,
represented by the Chalrman, Arunathal Pradesh Public
Service Commission.

The Secretary, Arunachal Pradesh Publlc Servlce
Commlsslon, Itanagar.
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for Respondents No.2 and 3, Arunachal Pradesh Public Service

Commission (APPSC).

2. In the instant proceeding, the petitioner Mr. Taje Maying, has

approached this Court, seeking a direction requiring the Responderrt

No. 2(Arunachal Pradesh Public Service Commission, represented by

its Chairman), to re-evaluate the answ(:r scripts specially the

Question No. 1(a) of the General Studies Paper-II, Question No. 5(a)

and 5(c) of the Sociologl Paper-II, and Question No. 6 [A](ix), B(x) and

D(ii) of the General English Paper-I, ancl also to award all the

consequential benefits to him, if on re-evaluation, he is found entitled

to such benefits.

3. The facts necessary for disposal of this proceeding, in brief, are

that the petitioner, aforesaid, being eligible, participated in Arunachal

Pradesh Public Service Combined Competitive Examination

Ood/-

the year 2010 with Sociolo , as an one of the

ory papers whichaddition to other compul

includes General Studies and General English.
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regard to the answers, he had given against Question No. 5(a) and

5(c) of the Sociologr Paper-ll, carrying 20 marks each, the Second

Evaluator has not awarded any marks although the First Evaluator

gave him 14 marks against each of the Questions, aforesaid.

6. ln respect of Question No. 6 [A](ix), B(x) and D(ii) of the General

English Paper-I, and Question No. 3(B),4(A) (B) and (D) and Question

No. 8(c) of the General Studies Paper-II, one of the two Evaluators

have awarded him more marks whereas the other Evaluator awarded

htm Zero marks. In respect of Question No. 13 of the General Studies

Paper-Il, both Evaluators have awarded him Zero marks whereas the

answer he had given against the said Question was quite correct as is

found evident from the answer scripts of other sugcessful candidates.
i7. It is the specifrc claim of the petitionr:r that bne Ms. June Ringu

who was selected for absorption against the pgst in A.P.P.S., has
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against any of the posts, offered by the Arunachal pradesh public

Service Commission (APPSC).

9. Thus, according to him, the mistake on the part of the

Conrmission not only shattered his future but has done irretrievable

loss and damage to him. He, therefore, asked this Court to issue

appropriate writ requiring the Respondent No.2 to re-evaluate the

answer scripts aforesaid and in the event of re-evaluatiou of the

anslver scripts, if he secures more marks, then necessary direction

may be issued by this Court to put him in the place where he ought

to have been, had the Evaluators not committed any mistakes

aforesaid.

10. The Respondents No. 2, the Arunachal Pra[esh Public Service

Commission (APPSC) and Respondents No. 3, SEcretary, Arunachal

Pradesh Public Service Commission, have frled a joint alfldavit-in-

opposition. In the said affrdavit, the answerin respondents have

stated that the Commission never denied any re ests made by the

instant petitioner for access to his answer scrip . It is the specific

claim of the Commission that for varieQr of reason ,o er PSCs of the

country and even the U.P.S.C. do not furnish ua

scripts even when requests are made c
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necessary information was communicated to the petitioner vide its

letter dated 15.02.2011.

L2. Though the petitioner has alleged that answer scripts of lubject

more than one were not properly evaluated, yet, in his argurnent,

Iearned counsel for the petitioner has r:onfined his allegation only

against the evaluation done in respect of Answers No. 5(a) and 5(c) of

the Sociolory Paper{I, each carrying 20 marks only. Being so, I

would consider whether the Evaluator committed any mistake/error

in evaluating the answers rendered against Answers No. 5(a) and (c)

of the paper aforesaid. In that connection, learned counsel for the

petitioner has referred me to the information fouhd available in page

13. On perusal of the aforesaid pages i, i tfr" . writ petition,

particularly Page No. 42, I have found that though the First Evaluator

gave 14 marks against each of the arrswers,: rendered against

Question No. 5, the Second Evaluator did n.ot givel any marks against

any of those Questions. On the other hand, h gave 18 Y2 marks

ade no attempt toagainst Question No. 8 although the petitioner
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t-
each of the questions answered makes it arnply clear that the Second

Evaluator did not properly evaluate the answers rendered in respect

of question No.S (a) and 5(c) of the Sociology Paper-ll.

15. The above anomalies are all testirnony to the fact that the

answers written against the Question No. 5(a) and 5(c) need to be re-

evaluated by another Evaluator. In the event of such evaluation, if

the petitioner stood qualified, the Respondent No.2, Chairman,

Arunachal Pradesh Public Service Comn:ission (APPSC), Itanagar,

shall put him in a place in the list of the selected candidates which

he would have secured had there been no. mistake on the part of

Second Evaluator in evaluating the answers against the questions

aforesaid and accordingly, recommend th,: case ,of the petitioner to

the State Government.

16. The entire process starting from re-evaluation of the answers

against the Questions No.S(a) and 5(c) of the Sociolory Paper-II by a

newly appointed Second Evaluator up to the recommendation, if any,

in the event of the petitioner being found qrralifie for the same, shall

be completed within a period of 60 days from the date of receipt of a

certilied copy of this order.

17, Wifi the above directions, this
i

allowed to the extent indicated above. 
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