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WP(C) !q-, 175 (Ap) of 201Q

Shri lleelam Talum & Ors,

l/'5.

Arunachal Pradesh Public Service Commission & Ots.

Advocates for the petitioners: Mr. A Hela

lv1r, M. Linggi.

Advocate for thd respondents; Mr. A. Apang,

Sr, Advocate, 5C APPSC,

WP (c) N0,486 rAP) of 2078

Kuleruo Pul & Ors.

The State of Arunachal Pradesh & Ors

Advobates for the petitioners: Mr. S. Mow

l-1r. M. Opo

Mrs. N, NaCa

l4r. M, Moln
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Advocate for the respondents:

wP(c No, 636 (A )o f20

Mr. S.D, Loda

Mr. A. Apang,

Sr. Advocate, SC AppSC

8

Remi Mize & 0rs,

Vs.

Arunachal Pradesh public Service Commission:& Ors.

Advocates for the petitioners: Mr. D. Panging

l',1r, V. Jamoh

,Ms, D. famuk

Mr. M. Doji

ivls. E. Perme

Mr. M. Gtbi.

Mr. G. Basar

Mr.0, Tayeng .

Mr. Marge D

Mr A, Modi

Mr. D. Jhony

Advocates for the respondents:

... Petitioners.

... Respondents.
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Sr, Advocate, 5C APP_SC

Mr, R, Sonar
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Mr. R, Taku

Mr, T, Devi

Mr. H, Eapu

WP(c)N 0, 604( P) of 0 o
Shri Tazing TaggU & Ors.

Arunachai pradesh public Service Conrmission & Ors,

Adyocates for the petitioners;

Vs,
... Petitieners.

... Respondents. .

Advocates for the respbndentsl

tr$

Mr. N, Ratan

Mr. K, Loya

Mr. T, Taggu

Mr. R. Ngorirle

Mr. M, Ninu

Irtr, B. Tajik

Mr, O. Sitek

Mr. B. Murtem

Mr, D. Panging

Ms, D. Tamuk

Mr, M, Gibi

Mr..iYarge D

rvi. n, Rpang,

.Sr. Advocate, SC.AppSC

Mr, R, Sonar

Mr. L. Tapa
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Mr. T TaKU

Mr, T, DeVi

Mr. H, Bapu

::: BEFORE ::;

HON'BLE I.{R. ]USTICE NELSON SAILO

Dates of Hearir,g : 20th & 21" lune, 2019 and

. 24'n to 27'' June, 2019.

Date of )udgment ; I 6t\ q.E*U.zal1 .

]UDGMENT AND ORDER (CAV)

475 andl86-e[,,J0J8.,are fi:ed by the petitioners alleging vEriouS anomalies

and irregularities committed in the Arunachal Pradesh Public Service

Combined Competitive Preliminary Examination - 20i17 (lhe Prelims). WP(C)

No. 475 of 2018 covers alleged anomalies in various subjects while WP(C) N0'

486 of 2018 is in respect oi Ccmmerce subject only,

2, WP(C) Nos. 636'.and 004 of 2018.tn the other hand are filed bv the

candidatgs,JaXhp. were- suc:essf ul.- in. lhe Prolirns' bul- were-pr:eveotrefl 
^ 

f ro nt

appearing in,.the Main Examinalion (the Mains) due to the prevailing situation

aL,bbereleva[Llime.,,sinceconsideratlonanddeterminationofthese2(hvo)
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writ petitioris will only arise depending upon the outcome in the first 2 (two)

wrjt petitlons, WP(C) Nos, 475 and 486 of 2018 are therefore being taken up

for consideration first

3, 8e it stated at the outset that this Coud vicJe Order dated 14.11.2019

passed in WP(C) NOs, 475 and 486 of 2018, directed the Vice Chancetlor, Rajiv

Gandhi Universily (the RGU), Doimukh to constitute an Expert Committee

comprjsing of a panef of 5 (five) eminent faculty meinbers to examlne the

kregularities alleged in th9 2 (hvo) rvrit petitions in the cond.uct of the Prelims

by,the Arunachal Pradesh Public Service Commission (the Conrmission) and to

submit the report bel'ore this Court ln a sealed covered within a period of 45

dayi from lhe date of receipt of a certified copy of thb Order. The said 0rder

however, was put to challenge by the Commission before a Division Bench of

4o
this Court in W.A,:,Ai0,-.ta59.BLi0llSmnd the Division Bench vidq an intelim

Order dated 26.Q2.2019, stayed the Or.der dated 14.l1 2018..gending
4lr'3'

consideration of the appeal. It was also observed by the Division Eench that

the pendency ol the appealwill not be a bar for the writ Couft to corisider the

writ petitions on merit and in acccrdance with law

4, . Mr. Niloy Dulta, [he learned Advocate General, Arunachal Pradesh

refering to the Order dated 26,02,2019 passec, in W A, No 359 of 2018

sUbmits that the writ appellate court was oF the view that.the interim order
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dated 14,11,2018 was passed by this Court even,before.arriving at a definite

conclusion on merits in the writ petitions and therefore, the sdme was stayed.

He submits that while doing so, the appellate Court did not debar the writ

Court From consldering the wrlt petitions on merit and in accordance with law,

As such, there is no impediment for this Court to consider the writ petitions.

5, The issues involveC in WP(C) No. 475 and in WP(C) No. 486 of Z0tB

being similar, the factuai matrix of [he case as projected by the petitioners in

WP(C) No. 475 ol 2018 is being referred to hereunder for brevily and

conven rence.

5, The Governor of Arunachal Pradesh in exercise of the powers

ionferred by the proviso to Artiile 309 of the Constitution of India framed the

Arunachal Pradesh Public Servj:e Combined Competitive Examination Rules,

2001 (the Rules of 2001) which came into force w.e.f 02,03.2001 to regulate

recruitment to the said Service. The Commission as per the Rules of 2001 is lo

hold a combined Competitive Examination in fwo stages Viz; Prelims and

Mains Examinations as prescribed lhereunder. The Mains comprises of two

. components, i,e,, written examination and interview.

7. The Contmission vide an Advertisement issued'under Memo No. PSC'

R(Ay09/201€dated0g.05,20lTinvitedapplicationsforadmissiontothe

Prelims for flling up 57 posts in various categories as mentioned in the

:
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Advertisement, Thereafter, the number of posts' were increased vide

Addendums dated 25.05,2017, 20.06.2017, 17.09'2017, 25.10,2017 and

28,05.2018 taking the ,osts t0 111 bui later, reduced to r05 posts. The

petitioners submitted their respective application by selecting the optional

subject of their choice and t,ren, sat for the Prelims held on 26.11.2017 al 14

examination centers.

8, However, aiter the Pre'ims was conducted, a number of representations

were filed before the Commission, alleging mass copy pasting from unreliable

websites, errors in queslions papers, out of syllabus, unsealed questions

1ii
.if.$t

therefore, conducted an inquiry

It was also rejlresented that there were

and ambiguities in questions and optional

intdrest oF candidates, The Commission

into the complaints and upon finding that

there were anomalies, the Prelims held on 26'11'2017 was cancelled vide

Order dated 15.12'2017 (Annexure-3)' Thereafter' a notice vide Memo No

PSC-R(Ay0e/2016 (v0t-l), daled 24.04,2018 (Annexure'4) 'was issued

date for re-conducting the Prelims and the

use the admit cards issued to them earliel"

notifying 29.07.2018 as the

papers, lack of moderation etc,

several anomalies' discrePancies

answers, which Prejudiced the

candidates were informed to

'Prellnu was accordingly, re-conducled on 29 07:2018' However' anonlalies

similar to the previous ones, crept in again and the aggrieved candidates

submilted a number of representations which included' 3 separate

;II |ti
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representations filed by candidates of Commerce, Civil Engineering and

Geography optional subjects on 30,07.20 18, 30,07 ;20 t|and 0 1.08. 20 I 8 (date

ol receipl) respectively before the Chairman and lhe Secretary of the

Commission, The Commission on receiving the representations took the

opinion ol the panel subject experts on lhe 3 optional subjects and they

rendered their opinions throu3h email, adm jtting that there were 30, 49 and 3

questions in Geography, Commerce and Civil Engineering respectively which

were out of syllabus. The Commisslon accepted the opinion and dropped the

identified questions in the 3 optional subjects and after allotting marks on pro-

rata basis, declared the results on 02 08 2018

9, Thereafter, a representation was filed by 75 students who had opted
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Geography as their optional subject on 10,08.2018, alleging technical

er,rorlanomaly in Geography Series 'C', 0n the basis of their representation,

the Commlssion constituted a Six Member Committee to verify and rectify the

technical/machine,error in Geography'C'series The report said there u/as

technical/machine error in Geography'C' Series, and the Cornmission again

being convinced rleclared the second phase result on 16'08.2018, in which all

the 76 students were l'ound qualified'l'or the Mains.

10. Again on'21.08.2018, another representation was filed by candklates

praying for constitution oi an Expert Conrmittee, headed by a Senior Professor

rh
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to lool: into their grievances. They prayed that they be given compensatory

marks 'or all the questions or the examination in Comnrerce subject to be re;

conducled and if not, they should be allowed lc appear in the Main

Examir:arion pending redressaJ of their grievances. However, as the

Commis;ion did.not conslder their prayer, the Commerce students got their

papers :hecked by senior Prcfessors oF the RGU. Upon finding that there were

as many as 100 questions oui of syliabus, they approached tlis Court by filing

WP(C) No. 417 ol 20L8,The wril petition was disposed of with a direction to

,the respondent' authority concerned lo dispose the representation dated

20.08.2018 (2108,2018) by a reasoned and speaking orQer, As was directed,

the Commjssion then disposed lhe representation vide 0rder dated

24.b9.20'-5. However, during the pendency of WP(C) No. 417 of 2018, a

representation dated 03.09,2018 was filed.before the Governor as well as

before the Secrelary oF the Commission by some of the candidates, praying

.ior the Prelims to be conducted again but as the same was not considered,

WP(C) No 475 of 2018 was lhen filed with a prayer for the constitution of an

Expert Conmittee. That is how Order dated 14,1L2018, directing the Vice

Chancellor of RGU to constitute an Expert Committee to look into the matter

and tO subnit a reporl in a sealed cover within a tinte frame as stated earlier

came to be passed.
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Uso
11, lYr. A, Hela, the leamed counselfor the petitioners in WP(C)N0,475

(AP) of 2018 submits that after the Preiims was re-conducted on 29.07.2018,

the Commission declared the results on 02,08.20i8 i.e., within three days

time becalse after the representations by three different g*ional subject

candidates was submitted, it found all the representations to be legitimate and

[he anoma.ies to be lrue. -he Cornmission being aware of the fact that nrore

representations may be forthcoming, declared the results in three days tirne

so that if any representation is filed by any other candidate, it will be in

,vioJation o[ Clause 28 of t,re Anrnachal Pradesh Public Service Commission

Rules of Procedure & ConCuct of Examlnation Guidellnes 2012 (the 201-2..

Guidelines) as it provides that no representatlon/complaint *ifl Ue ente,taipeO-

after lhe de:laralion o[ results, The learned counsel subnlits thal thereafter,

76 students of Geography optronal paper who were given 'C'Series question

paper and wro dld not qualify, filed their representation on 10,08.2018 under
.icrr

f

the influence of the All Arunachal Pradesh Student Union (AAPSU), allegjng

that there were artomalies/technica I error:s in answer keys in 'C' Ser,ies

question paper. The Commissjon then on 14.08.2018, constituted a six (5)

member Expert Commitfee comprising of 
.. 

1 Controller of Examinatlon, 2

Section Offlcers, 1 Computer Proqrammer and 2 Technica.l Experts vide an

order clated i4.08 20'l.8 to verily the technical/machine errols only. Referring

to the Speaking order clated 24.0-q.201.8, the learnerj counsel submits that the
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sland oi fhe Commissicn is thal the giievances regarding correction of

Geography optional paper of 'C'series is completely,.differcnt from the issue

aised by the Commerce candidates. In Fact, while addressing the

technical/machin e error in respect of 'C' series of Geography optional paper,

the Technical Experts verified and checked all other optional papers including

comnlerce optional paper to see if there were similar errors but no error was

found, Accordingly, the Technical Experts certified that they verified all other

papers and found them to be correct, Thereafter, on 
-16.08.2018, lhg Sggofl-

phase resL,lt was declared, dgclaring a;; the 76 .Geogra1hy Students qualified

for the Mairs,

72, Mr. A. Hela, the learned counsel submits that all'the above actions

have collectively been termed by the Commission as the action of an expert

committee rn order to mar:ipulate the petitioners as weil as the Court. He

submits that the Commission in fact has never conslituted any expert

comrnittee and that the gdevan.es of the petitioners can be well appreciated

kom the representation Filed by them on 01.09.2018 before the Governor of

the Stale anJ the Secretary of the Commission [ANNEXURE-i0 (Series)] on

behalf of candidates of all the optional subjects Through the representation,

they haVe clearly pointed qut the anomalies in all the optional subject

induding act of plagiarism, m3ss copy and paste from single/one source, out

of syllabus questions in all subjects, incorrect questions, spelling errors,.
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question with wrong options, lack ol moderation, no normalization of marks of

diverse subjects (e.9. Maihematia and English), violation of statutory rules

and not maintaining lransparency in conducting such prestigious examination,

The learned counsel submits that as for the nature of examination by the Six

l4ember Expert Comm,ttee, the same was purely and only to verify the

I ' technical/machine mistakes

13, l'1r. A. Hela further submits that the Conrmission is absolutely sllent on

the contentions and grievances raised in the representation dated 03.09.2018.

There is no mention about the same anywhere in tha affidavit-in-opposition to

WP(C) No. 475lZ0I8,l.A(C) No, \991?018, Wri( Appeal No. 359/2018 or in

thb Reasoned and Speaking order dated 25.09.2018. The Reasoned and

Speaking Order'was specifically to.redress the issues raised !y the Commerce

students in their repre-sentation dated 20,08.2018. He submits that fie

petitioners after seeing the findings of the Comntission in Geography,

'r9 consulted Professor ahd Assistant ProfessorsLommerce ano Lrvll Engrneer/r

oF the State and Central Universities to verify as to whether there were

anomalies in the questlons of the 'remaining i9 optional subjects

Consequently, while few of them certified, others orally informed the

petitioners that they found anr-,malies in all the opJional subjects. It was only

thereafter that the petitioners flled their representation and fien the writ

petition before this Court i.e., \fi;P(C) No. a75l2018.
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14. Mr. A. Hela further.submits that after filing of the Wp(C) No. 475/ZOtB,

the petitioners filed I.A. Nc. 199/2018 in which the petitioners pointed out the

findlngs of the Apex Cout and High Courts on invoking ot.'Wednesbury

Principld also known as'Wednesbury unreasonablenessl He submils that Dt.
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{:, , Rajendra K. Eabu and,Dr, Otem Padung, are Senior professors who have been

leaching Commerce to Graduates, PGs ind Ph.D scholais and they have

earned themselves a name in the field of education. Similaily, Professor Dr,

Kiran Kumar, Head of Geography Oepaftment is also a distinguished Professor

in the sucject. They having noliced anomalies in the questioris set on the

subject, their opinion ought to be considered for better resolution of the case.

The learned counsel further submits that lhe alleged comnrittee repoft

presented before this Court and which was also shown to the counsels for the

petitioners includes the name of only four Professors i.e. Z Professors of

15, Mr. A. Hela fu(her submits that the allegation of wrong questions,

singjle sources or units, wrong answer..,keys,
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f-lr Csmmerce subject, 1 ol Civil ingineering and 1 of Geography, 0n the other

hand, the Commission claim5 to have consulted or have taken opinion of

Subject Experts in, all the 22 subjects There were total 76 Geography students

of Series'C', who filed repiesenlation dated 10.08'2018 through AAPSU and

remarkably, all of them gct selected for the Mains. The learned counsel

submits that such action itselr is in violation of the 20i2 Guidelines'

mass coPY Pasting .[rom

{,
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each other and exchange answers keys and thereby, resulting in the selection

of candidaies from the such centers to be comparatiyely hlgher than the other

centers, The petitioners somehcw could procurs two affidavits of the students

of padcular examination centers affirming and declaring the double seating

arangemel:s at Two Examnation Centers. fhe affidavits are of gijay Gara

S/o Tabi Gara, Roll No, 112852 with Blue Mount, Daporijil as the examihation

center, The other is by Olam Jamoh 5/o Taben Jamoh, Roll No. 114638 with

the Examination Center as.lN College, Pasighat. The two resqits declared by
..

the Commission on 02,08.2018 and 16.08.2018 sli0ws that a total 128

students ware selected as qualified candidates frorn the said examination

ceoters, This, he submits only amounts to violation of Clause 26 (ii) and (viii)'
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of the 2012 Guidelines, He submits that the result declared quite Clearly shows

that studer:s bearing simultaneous/alternate roll numbers have qualified as

successful czndidates and therefore, the matter. should be investigated upon

to find out whether the strrdents bearing alternate roll numbers have marked

wrong answers similarly or not or in the alternative,. a fresh examination

should be re-conducted.

17. Mr, A. Hela submits that fcr students.belonging to far flung areas it was

not at all possible to file representation 'arithin the stipulated time. No

notiFication irviting represent;tion was issued and therefoie, the students 9ot

the opporturity of filing a conrbined representation only on 03.09.1018,

l;'

15

,.-, Lr., ..:i"J"r! .:. t) (



,E; i
r€, :

itl I.[-.

t5
'i4
Iti

ti
ta
Ir{

0i

$i

ii;

fr
i.

li,i

ri

:i

tl
t;
t:
ii
l;i

I;t

ei
A

qsr
polnting anomalies in all the 22 optionai subjects,'The learned counsel submits

that although I.A 199/2018 was filed seeking stay of the Mairu scheduled to

be held on 10,11,2018 but it was allowed to be held resultjng in

protests/dharnas created oy the students. As a result, 
-u" 

.!11?u 
number..of

students, 650 to 700 approximately, out oF the 1339 students coutd not give

the Mains leading to multlplic,fy oF proceedings, as the gualified candidates
(\
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who couid noI gjve Mains filed petitjon for the Exams to be re-conducted and

further, those who gave the examinalion have filed a writ petilion for

declaration.of the re!ults. The Commission has dealt with the jssue is such a

manner that it had caused chaos and an unsatisfactory feeling amongst the

students and further, if re-examination is not conducted, it will only be an

unending legal baltle.

18 The learned counsel f.laces his reliance on the following decisions;'

i) l,lanbh tJjwal & Ors. Vs. t'laharishi Dayanand Saraswati.Universi| & )rs'

(2005) 13 5CC 744

ii) )udgment & Order dated 01'fi.2013 of Madras High Court in W.P.(MD)

Nos. 13267 & 14940 of 20li Q' Antony Clara Vs, The State of Tamil Nadu &

)rs.

iiilludgntent dabrt $.a6,2015 of the Apex Court in W'P'(C) No' '?98 of 20i5

(Tanvi Sarwal Vs, Centrcl Soard of Secondary Education & 2rs')

.16

i
i

..1
,il

7i

n

k . :ri:,- ;I: ',.ji.1s.. :,,irili:l r:i,,j;Jr,tUl*:tdl;Ji

',it.:ii
:J ::
:i.l.

it.lt:

':i.l-
j:ii!::

lrir i1

,11rn
::iri
ii ll.
::i:il
:l.ti
A\:

li:
i:,
;:i
::.,
::)lr
tt
ii,{,
t'
!l

ii
il
I

I

I
I



iiii;]
rl ii,-:,'i' i

:i \i'.i

ii:;'.;,

:t!';i :

r::ir'.'
:ii::,:,
iii::i.l'
lii:l:,'
:) ii i:'i:ii(-l
xi?i,l:ti.i.
Si :i:r'
r')'r'
!r' -
iii
;i 
_'i

i ..tt
i ,ii

; ir.iiil
rir:
-l

,li
,:

taiit

x
i{
'1,

E

9

I
t
I

:

i
i

t fi

*-r-- I

i
I
I

II
t

fi
l,j

l$
ir
Iti

);r

1,,
ti

;l
i
nl

l;i

i!:

I
ri;
3.ii
;L
l:

ii
,i
'i.

[-
iJ

&

:,
N,

t'.. 
""

\s
iv) Sanjay Singh & Anr. t/s, {/ppSC, Atlahabad & Anr, (2002) j SCC 220

u) Richa/ & Ors. Vs. Rajasthen public Seryice & Ors, (2018) I SCC Bl

vl) Subash Chandra Verna & Ors. Vs. State of gjhar & Ors. lgg5 Suppt (t)

scc 325.

vii) Judgnent & 1rder dated 28.0L20t5 of the 1risn High Coun 
.n 

Wp(C)

Nos, 10842 & 13086 of 2015 (Madhuntala Btsoyee & 0rS. Vs. Odrsha publtc

Service Conmisston & Anr,),

vtii) Jud.oment & Order dated J0.08,2012 of the punjab and Haryana High

lut n CWP N0,10309 of 2012 (Jitender Kumar & Anr. tls. Haryana public

Service Connission).

19, Mr. S. Mow the learr:ed counsel for the petitioners in Wp(C) No. ag6

(AP) of 2018 reiterates and adopts the argument of Mr:. A. Heia By referring

to paragraph No, 11 of the Affidavit-in-opposition da|ed.05.10.2018 filed by

the Commission, he submits thai only 64 questions..and not 125 questions
:

were examined and therefore, the second representatlon submitted on

21,08 2018 has not at all been addressed by lhe Conrmission. He further

submits that the Commissibn ,1as also not published the answer keys which in

fact could have helped in addressing the issue or if not, given a clearer picture

on the controversy, l-le subm.ts ihat the .anomalies found in the Commerce

17
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ot:ional subject alone warrants re-examination or alternately, a thorough

ex3mination by an expeft committee, l{e submits that.the Comtfrission has

been functioning on its ,whims and fancies and playing tricks/tactics to

complete he examination prccedure as expeditiously as possjble, which quite

obviously gives a slrong scent of its attempts to cover up a big mess. fhe

Commissicn has admitted that there are anomalies in the question papers,

whi:h was beyond its control. Therefore, to make ouf as to whefher such

c

r
anomaJies are part of any corrupt practices or leakage of question paper/ it Ir
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can only be vetified by a constituted SIT

(l

20. In suppo( of his subm'ssions, the learned counsel relies upon the

following authorities; -

i) Nadhunala Sisoyee & )rs. vs, )disha Public Service Commission & Anr.

(Sup:'a)

ii) Wkas Pratap Singh & 1rc. b5. State of Chhatisgarh & Ors. (2001a SCC

494

iii) ). Antony Clara Vs, lhe State of farnil Nadu & 1rc. (Supra)

qv) Pankaj Sharna Vs. State c( )annu & Kashrnir & Ors, (2008) 4 5CC 273

v) l,lehar Singh Saini Vs. Haryana Public Service Connissiqn (20.10) 13 SCC

586
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qs,
/i) Richal & 1rs. Vs, Rajasthan Public Service & 1rc, (Supra)

rii) Kanpur University T,ltough Wce Chancellor & Ors. Vs. Sanin Gupta

(1983) 4 sCC 309

'27, .Mr. A. Apang, Iearned senior counsel and Standing counsel of the

Commission by referring to ihe aifidavit-in.opposition filed by the Commission

in the two writ petitions on 0610.2018 submits that it is the prayer of the

petitioners for se[ting aside and quashing the irirpugned result Notifications

dated 02,08.2018 and 16.08.2018 issued by the Secretary to the Commissicn

where 1339 candidates have been selected for the mains. However, these

selected candidates have nct been made a party to the writ petitions,

Therefore, if the writ petitions are allowed, the rights of the seJected

candidates will be affected. Fe iurther submits that t'ivo of the petitloners.in

WP(C) itlo. 475(AP)l20tB, narrely, Sh. Ajay Kumar Yadav and Beautv Lego

have qualified the prelirns and therefore, the veracity of the signatures in the

Vakalatnami is doubtful and the affidavit sworn is false as weli

22' The learned senior counsel further submits that the question papers nire

not set by the Commission itself but it is out'sourced' TIe queition papers for

preliminary examination 
. 
helcl on 26.11.2017, urhich wa5 subsequently

cancelled due to multiple errors in about 15 optional suDjects was outsourced

tc a Firm for setting the question and ior printing the same' The said firm ltas
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optional subject alone warrants re-examination or alternately, a thorough

, 
examination by an expert comnljttee, He subnrits that the Commission has

been functioning on its r,vhims and fancies and playing kicks/tactics. to

complete the examination procsflr,re as expeditiously as posslbie, which quite

obviously gives a strong scent of its aftempts to cover up a big rness. The

Commission has admitted that there are anomalies in the question papers,

which was beyond its control. Therefore, to make out as to whether such
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anomalies are part of any rorrupt practices or leakage of questlon paper, it

can only b,e verified by a constituted 5lT,

20, In support of his submissions, the learned counsel relies upon the

following authorities:-

i) lladhunala Bisoyee & Os, Vs. )disha Public Servke Contntission & Anr.

(Supra)

ii) Vikas Pratap Singh & lrc. Vs. State of Chhatisgarh & )rs' (21lilla SCC

494

iil) ), Antony Clara Vs, The State of Tamil Nadu & 0r1, (9uOra)

iv) Pankaj Sharna Vs. State ofJatnnu & Kashnir & 1rs' (2008) 4 SCC 273

586
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v) Mehar Siigh Saini Vs. Haryana Public Seruice Contntission.(2010) 13 SCC
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since being black listed anc served with a legal notice. As for. the question

pafers lor the prelims held on 29.07.20L8, they were set by engaging experts

from different Centre and State Government Universities from, outside the

State in the level of Frofessors, Associates professors and Assistant

'Professors. For this, the Comm ssjon maintains a panel of experts in all the

optional subjects. At least lwc sets of question papers were set by two

different subject experts. After the cluestions were' set, they are again

moderated by subject experts. Out of the two sets, one is selected by draw of

lottery by the Commission and then sent to security printers for printing.

23, Mr. A. Apang, the learneC senior counsel submits that there were 22

optionai subjects for the prelims held on 29.07 2018. For this, the Commission

had to engage minimum 44 subiect experts from butside the State. Similarly,

for moderation, at least 22 subject experLs were consulted which indeed is a

homogeneous tasks to get the question papers set' After getting the question

papers set and moderated, one sef is chosen by draw of.lottery by the

Commission and then given to the security printer for printing, Thb printer

after'printing the question papers, seal thenr in packets which are meant for

each exam hall/room in differ0nt Examination Centres as per the roont plan

provided by the Conrmission. The sealed question packeis are delivered by the

assigned printer to the commission and which in turn are handed over to the

Cenhe Superintendent.with seals intact, The sealed packets meant foi gach
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exam halJ/roonr is then opened by the Assistant Centre

Superintendent/lnvigila tors in presence of the candidates just before ihe

commencement of the examination. The Comrnission designates a particular

Officer to co-ordinate the whole process of question sqtting beginning with

contacting subject experts from the panel approved by the Commission, till

the final stage oF printing and delivery of sealed question papers to the

,Commission. In case ol any leakage, the designated officer will be held

responsible.

24, Mr, A. Apang, the learned senior counsel thus submits that from the

above steps taken, the Commission has no means of accessing the question

papers, Even if any member of the Comniission has access to the question,

the issue of copy pasting or out of syllabus question or wrong answer to. a

question or multiple answer to a question elc., cannot be detected, Such

errors can be only detected by the concerned experts who are specialized in

the subject. lle subniits that strictly speaking, the question of copying,

pasting, out of syllabus questions, wrong answers etc,, are not in the hands of

the Commission, It entirely depends upon the sincerity, honesty and integrity

of the subject.experts. The Commission tn(-rintains a panel of subject experts

in the level of Professor or Senior Assistant Professor from Government in

Universities. Thd Commission maintains guidelines for selting question p.rpers

and the guidelines clearly stipulate that the questions shall be from the

21
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syllabus, there shall be no copy pasting, there shall be.proper scaling etc.,

arnongst others. Syllabus of each subject is also provided to the subject expert

from whom questions are to be set. The iearnecl counsel subntiis that in the

event of a situation where the exanls are to be re-conducted, the entire

process as stated hereinabove will have. to be repeated.

25. Mr. A. Apang, the learned senior counsel further submits that while the

Conrmission admits that there were errors like out of syllabus question, wrong

answers etc,, which were subsequently redressed as brought before it, some

'enors in general studies papers as poihted out very lately were faced by rill

the candidates equally. The Commission is of the view that the candidates

should cover eKensively the entire syllabus and beyond as there could be

felated questions, while preparing for the highest recruitment examination of

thq State. The Commission believes that the 1339 successful candidates aIe

amongst those who Weparcd well extensively keeping in mind the syllabus of

the mains as well and also had wider and more in detailed coverage of the

General Studies,paper. The overall nterit is based on the total marks scored in

General Studies and the optional subjects put together.

26, Mr, A, Apang, the 
.learned 

sdnor counsel also submits that the

Commission was led to cancelling the last prelims held on 26.11.2017, after

having found that there was many copy paste questions, Wrong guestions, out
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of sylJabus and wrong options etc. The results tvere not yet declared and

therefors, the prelims could be re.conducted, However, after the prelim was

.re-conducted, the results were notified on 02.0g,20fg and 16.0g.201g.

Thereafter, the date for the mains was notified on 16,0g,201g with a reminder

'on 2708.2018. The petitioners have filed their representation onry after the

notification of mains examination and the last date of subrnission of

application forms for the mains examination,

27, . To sum up his arguments, Mr. A, Apang, learned senior counsel

submits that the preliins held on 26,11.2017 was cancelled by the Commission

on the ground of there being many copy paste questions and decided to hoid

28, 0n 29.07,2018, preliminary exarnination was conducted in l4

Exanrination Centres spread acrossJhe State. For the First.time in i'irtr.y of

the examination, internet was suspendBd in all Examination Centres to

prevent unfair means of using information technology duiing the exams. The

candidates through the Admit Card were inskucted to reach the examination

hall one hour before the commencernent of fhe examination. It was indicated

that the candidates will not be allowed l0 enter Examination Hall after 20

nrinutes of commencement of the exanr and further, ltlobile Phone and

Electronic Gadgets will not.he allowed,0n 30.07.2018, affer the preliminary
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examination, three complaints alleging question to be out of syllobus were

received from 2 candidates, namely, Italo Mega and Tasso Tallu alleging 64

questions lo be out of syllabus jn the Cornmerce option8l sub.pct, Likewise, 10

questions in Civil Engineering optional subject'was said to be out ofsyllabus,

0n 31.07,2018, comptainl was received from candidates who opted

Geography as their optional subject alleging copy pasting and out of syllabus

guestions. The representations were addressed by gefting the guestions

veiified from lhe subjecl experts. On receiving the repofts frorn the subject

experts, the Commission ,Ooptirg the methodology of awarding marks on

pro-rata basis. 0n 02 08.2018, lhe scanning of OMR sheetS wdre completed

and the results were tabulated and the result declared in which 1263

candidates were iound'to be qualified and eligible to appear for the mains.

29, Mr. A, Apang, the learned senior counsel in support oF his submission

, relies upon the following authorities:'

i) Tridip Kunar Dingal & Orc, Vs, State ot Wxt Eengal & 1rs., Q009) I SCC

768,

ii).t.5. Yadav Vs, State of Llttar Pradesh & Anr', (2011) 6 SCC 570,

iii) Wkas Pratap Sinqh ,9 1rs. Vs. State of Chhattisgarh & 1rs., Q013) 14 SCC

494.
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iu) Ran Vijay Singh & Ors, Vs. State df Utt , pradesh & 1rc., (2015) Z SCC

J57.

v) Judgntent & )rder dated j4.06.2018 ot,the Apex Court in Civi/ Appeal No.

5s38/201s (uttar Pradesh publk servrce. commission through its chairnan a ii
Anr. Vs. RahulSingh & Anr.) 
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30. The learned senior counsel by referring to Tr.idip Kunar Dingat & Oo.

(Supra)subnils that the Apex Court agreed with the finAing of the Tribunal

that in the absence of selected and appointed candidates and without

affording opporrunity of hearing them, their selected could not be set aside. In

the instant case as well, since the selected candldates have not been made a

party, the rvrit petitions cannot be entertained for want of non.joincler ot

necessary parties. Similarly, by referring lo J.S. yadav (Supra), the learned
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senior counsei submits that in service jurisprudence, if an unsuccessful fi
f

candidates challenges the-seiection process, he is bound to implead at least f,
ri

some of the successiul candidates in the representative cap,rcity, which 
fiI

otheruise has not been dbne in the instant case, il

31, With regard to award of pro-rata,nrarks, the learned senior coilnsel

relies upon tlre case of Vikas Pratap Singh & 1rc. (9upia), wherein the Apex

Court on the facts of lhe given case held that on re'evaluation, S questions

were found to be incorrect and were deleted, Marks were then allolted on
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pro-rata basis in accordance with the examination tonduct rules. This

according to the Apex Court was a valid decision and could not be said to

have caused any Wejudice to any stake holders, 8y iefe lng lo Ran t/iay

Singh & 7rs, fsupra), fheiearned senior counsel submits that t,ie principles.oF

natural justlce cannot be extended beyond reasonable and rational limit and

cannol be carried to such absurd lengths as to make it necessary that

candidates who have taken a public exa.mination should be allowed td

participate in the process of evaluation of their performances. or to verify the

correctness of the evaluati00 flcrdB by the examiners by. themselves

conducting an inspection of an answer books and y'eternrining whether there

'has been a proper and fair valuation of the answers.by.the examiners, He

submits that the principles lairl dorryn by the Apex Court is that Court should

be extremeiy reluctant to substitute its own views as to what ls wise, prudent

,and 
proper in relation to acadentic ntalters in preference to those formulated

by Professional men possessing Technical Expertise and rich experience oI

actual day to day working of educational institutions and the departrhents

controlling them. The learned senior counsel submits that the decision

.:
rendered in Ran Vijay Singh & Orc. (1upra)was also relied upon by the Apex

Courlin RahutSingh& Anr, (supn), wherein it was held that where there are

, 
conflicting views, then the court must bow down to the opinion of the experts
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by exercising great restraint and not over stepping lts jurisdiction to upset the

opinion of the experts.

32, I have heard the submissions made by the learned counsels for the

rival parties and I have perused the materials available on record,

,,'33, fhe facts broadly as can be noticed are lhat a preliminary examlnation

for the Arunachal Pradesh Public Service Combined Competitive Examination

for various posts was held on 26.11.20 !7 at 14 Examination Centres but due

to various representations submitted lo the Comnission alleging mass copy

pasting from unreliable websites, errors in'question papers, out of syllabus,

lack of moderation etc., the Commission conducted an inqulry into the

complaints and upon finding and accepting the anomalies, it cancelled the

examination vide Order dated 15,12.2017. Thereafter, prelims wa! re'
.

conducted on 29.0?.2018 but aqain, similar anonralies cropped r,rp and the

aggrieved ,rnO,Ou,u, submitted a nutnber oF representations. Representations

from the candidates who particularly optri tnu optional subjects ot

Commerce, Civil Engineering and Geography was received by the Ccmmission

whereafler, the Commission took tlie oplnion of panel subject experts on tlte

three optional papers. Upon getting tireir opinion that some of the questions

were out of syllabus, it decided to cJrop the ldentified qu,estions in the three

optional subjects .anrj allot marks on pro-rata basis The r'esulf was then
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Vn
,i:::,j, I declared on 02.08.2018.'lhereafter, yet again 75 students from the

Geography optionalsubjecls submitted their repiesentation alleging technical

errors in Geography.'C' question l:apers, The Commission then,constituted 6

'Member Commitlee t9 verify and rectify the technical errors. pursuant to the

veriFication, the 2"d phase result was <leclared on 16,08.2018, where all r:he Z6

students were found to be qualified for the Mains,

34. Thereafter again on 21.08 2018, another representation was filed by

candidates prayinq for constitution ol Expert Comnlittee headed by Senior

Professors to look inlo their grievance, As the Commission did not consider

their prayer, the students asked their papers checked by the Senior Professors

of RGU, who found that as many as 100 questions were out of syllabus. As

such, they approach this Court by filing wP(C) No.41712018, which was then

disposed of wilh a direction to the respondent authority concerned to dispose

of lhe representation by a reason and speaking order' However, even as the

,said writ petition rryas being disposed of, another writ petition ie,, WP(C) No.

'475|2OLB ,,,ras filed with a prayer for constitution of an expert conrmiftee.

Therefore, even though rhe Cornmission.disposed of the representation of the

petitioners in WnlC; No, 41712018, by. way of a speaking crder d'rted

?.4.0g,2018,the subsequent writ petitions remain to be considered'
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35, As regard the claim of the Commission of having given nlarks on pro

rata basis because of the anomalies found in the three (3) optional subjects of

Commerce; Civil Englneerlng and Geography, I am of the view that it witi be

gainful to abstract the relevant portign of the decision of lhe puryab and

Haryana High Couft in Jitender Kunar & Anr. (Stlpra) as below:-

"The action of the Commission t0 delete the ques[ions which were

adnitted by the paper-setters to be.discrepant and granting marks to the

candidates for the said.questions, as far as the papy of Generat Studies is

concerned, can be said to be justified as the said paper was common to all the

candidates and, therefore, no prejudice has been caused to then as all

discrepant questions have been deleted and the benelit to those'questions

were granted in the forn of equal narks to all the candidates No undue

benel'it was thus conferred on any of the candidates, but this pararneter would

not pass the test ol ieasonableness and equality when it is. applied to the

optional Dapers where discrepancies have been found in the Electrical
1.,

Engineering, Ge7graphy, Physics and Political Science & International

AeUiiors, wherein 2, 5, I anri J questions respectively wuifound discrepant

:

and were deteted lecause of which as nany nark5 were given to the

candidatcs of saitl optional papers.
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Lt)
The effect thereof was that the candiddtes of these optionat papers

without attenpting the luestions were given ful marlcs proceeding on the

assumption that they raould have given cQffect answers to theie questions

and thus were assigned full narks, An argunent can be raised that by

deleting these questions, they would be deprived of an oppoftunity to attenpt

these nuntber of questions and, therefore, tney nave been conpensated by

the marks on detetion'of the said questions. But this cannot be accepted as

each narks counts in a conpetition eipuiatly when it has been so pleaded

and adnitted that in general categoO, at the cut Off ntark Of tJ4, there are

134 candidates bracketed, 5o each mark rs impoftant. There is always a

possibili\l that if the candidates of these optionatpapers when catled upon to

attenpt the new set of questions.in place ot' the deleted questions, they could

have got any number of narks, Eut.then undue benefit has been confered

upon the candidates of these opti1nal papers which may have the possibility

of excluding meritorious candidates fron the zone of consideration. It cannot

be lost sight of the fact thdt the prelininary examination is only a screening

test i.e. a step towards hkins the nain exanination which would deternine

the eligibility of a candtUate for ntoving on to the .next itep of personaliU test

(viva-voce). In the light of the above, it cannot be s.aid that'no prejudice has

been caused to thte candidates of other suttiitcts W gftnt of nnrk to'the

candidates 0f the optional subieEts where the questions have been lound to
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be inconect/dlscrepant. The only option under these circunstances is to hold

re-exanin.ation for the said optional papers, But this step can be taken only

after the Conmittee ot Experts has submitted its report to the Conmission.

During the course of hearing, thls Couft had asked counset for

rapondents to prolide subJect-wise break-up ol the merit of the candidates in

which questions have been found to be incorect/y'lscrepant. In response

thereto, the said infornation has.been sUpplied. In the subject of Geography,

5 narks hare been assigned to the candiclates becausb frve questions have

'1.'

been deleted. Thecuboffnarks in the general category,ate 134, Itwe add up

lire narks to this 134, the cut-off narks would become 139 tor the candidates

of Geography which would suggest that 105 candidates have got entry into

the list because of these live marks, tn the category of scheduled castes

where the cut'off na;ks are 120, 19 canddates have made the cut'off nrarks'

In the BC category, I candidates and in the ex'seruicemen cate7ory, one

candidatb. In Polticat Science &lnternational Relations whire three questions

are wongl after deducting three narks, 3l candidates in the general category

did make the grade, Il in 5C category, 5 in 8C category and 3 in ESI'I

, category. Similarly, in Physics where there is one ' wrong question' tuo
,.
candidates have nade it to the tisf of cuboff candidates in the general

category. In the Electrical Engineering, none of the candidates las been

benefircd, This woi.ld denonsttdte the inpact of the marks granted to {he
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candidates of the optional subjects in u,hlch the questions have been found to

be enone.ous when deleted, l4ore the nunber of wrong questions nore the

candidates have crossed the cutuff marks, This highlights the effect of the

decision of the Conynission. The Coutt is aware of the fact that by the

decision of the Connission to delete the incorrect questions, the candidates

have been deprived of the rtght to attempt those qt)estian|. lut when the .

' equity is balanced, it cannot be presuned that all candidates in these optiondt

subjeds, where the questions are found to be wrong, would have answered

those guestions correctly, especially tvhen each mark has an overwhelning

effect on the cut-off marks t'or noving on to the next step of the

exanination".

36, Similarly, in the present case, fair as it may seem. on'the award of

compensatory pro'rata marks against the out oi syllabus questions but

however, by applying the ratio of the above decision, it appears that the same

will only be against the principle of natural and equitable justice. At the cost of

repetition, it may be stated that the Ccimmission itself admilted/accepted that

tlrere were errors in the question papers, out of iyllabus quesiions, mass copy

pasting etc., which prompted'them to call for conducting the second prelims'

Even then,. anomalies cropped up in the three roptional subjects and on a

complaint macle by the candidates, the Corhmission fouqd a number of

huestions to be out of syllabrrs ancl whlch pronrpted them to give marks on
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pro-rata.basis Thereafter, anomalies were Found in the Geography'C,serjes

.paper 
which 

.again was looked into by the Commission by constituting 6

member commiltee. A/thOugh the representation was addressed by declaring

'all the complainants to have qualified for the mains, representations alleging

errors in other optional subjects still persisted which led to passirrg of the.

order dated 14.11.2018 directing the Vice ChanceJlor RGU to constitute an

expert comminee,

37, The Orissa High Court.in t',ladhumala Bisoi & Ors. (Supra)white dealinq

, with various allegations and anomaties alleged by the petitioners in the

conduct of preliminary written.exanlination of the Odisha Judicial Service

Examination, 2015 held on 31:05,2015, found severql questions set ln the

examination paper to be not only out of syl]abus but containing grammatical,

typographical errors and questions which had no answers in the options

provided. Although an expert commiltee was constituted to verity the

correctness of such objectlons and the questions so framed but as no finding

was made, the Gourt passecl an inlerim order Oirecting the authority

concerned not t0 declare' the r9sults. Consequently, the preliminary

examinations were directed to be re-conducted. In doing so, the High Court

observed thar the role of the Public service commission is to be considered in

the light of.the provisions of Article'315 of the Constitution of India. The

Commission is bound to conduct examination for appointment to Services of

33
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the State in lerms of the Rules ftamed by the Slate. It is however free to

evolve tl're procedure for the conduct of examinition and while doing so, it

has to follow the principle o( hi play. In the given siluation, a lot ot

anomalies were found and awarding of marks on pro-rala basjs was not founcl

to be the solution, Under the circumstance, preliminary examination was

directed to be re-conducted.

38, ln l,lanish Ujural & 1rs. (Supra) a challenge to the ranking in the

enkance test conducted by the University concerned for admission to medical

and dental courses in various colleges in the State of Rajasthan was

considered. The grievance oi the sludenfs was that various answer keys on

the basis of which all the answer sheets were evaluated were wrong and

consequently, wrong and erroneous ranking was prepared. The Apex Court

held that the University and lhose preparing the answer keys have to be very

careful, Abundant caution is necessary as due to wrong and erroneous answer

keys, students having merit are.ntade a casublty. Accordingly, a re'evaluation

'was directed to be made, To come to such conclusion, the case of Kdnpur

L)niuusitv brough vice chancellor & 1rc' (1upra) was referred to' Paragraph
''Pr" -r

' Nos,15 and 16 of the said Judgment is found to be relevant and is abstracteC '

below:'
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" 15, Tlte findings of the High Court ralse a question of great

inpo.rtance to the student connuniq/. Normatlk one would be inctined

to the view, especially if one has been a papersetter and dn exdntiner,

that the key answer furnbhed by the paper.setter and accepted by the

Univeoity as qorrect, should not be allowed to,be challenged. One way

of achieving it is not to publish the key answer at a/1. If the lJniversity

had not pubtished the key answer along with the result ol'the Test no

controversy would have aiisen in this case. 9ut that is not a correct

way of lQoking at these natters which involve the future of hundreds of

students who are aspirants for adnission to professional courses. If the

key answer were kept secret in this case, the reqedy would have been

worse than the diseaile because, 5o nany students would have had to

\\ ll t

suffer the injwtice in silence, The publication of the key answer has

unraveled an unhappy state of affats to which the Univesity and the

State Governnent must find' d solution. Therr sense of faimess in

publishing the key answer has given then an opportunity to have a

closer look at the systent of exarninations which they conduct, Wha(

has faited is not the co.nputer but the hunan systent

16, Shri Kacker, who appears on behalf of the university, contended

that no challenge should be altowed to be.made to lhe correctness of a

key answer unless, on the face of it, it is wrcng. We ilree that the key.

35i
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dnswer should be assumed to be corect Unless it is proved to be

wrdng bnd that it should not be held to be wrong by an inferentiat

process of reasonlng 0r by a process of rationalisation. It must be

cledrly demonstrated to be wrong, ihat is to say, it nust be such as no

reasonable body of nen well-versed.in the particular subject would

regard as correct, fhe contention ol the tJniversity is falsified in this

Cdse by a large number of acknowledged text-books, which are

comnonly read b1/ students in L/.P. Those text-books /eave no roon for

doubt that the answer guen by the students is correCt and the key

answer is inclrrect,"

39. It may be noticed that the petitioners in WP(C) No. 475 (AP)/2018 has

made an averment that the representations filed on 03.09.2018 requesting

the conduct of a fresh examination of APPSCC Prelims on the ground of

plagiarism/mass copy and paste, one single source, out of syllabus questions,

incorrect questions, spelllng errors, prlnting errors,'questions with wrong

options, lack of moderation, violalion of statutory rules etc. has not been

addressed by the commission in their affidavit-i4-qpposition' All that was

stated is that the representation dated 03,09'2018 was received after fhe

Mains was notified, ln the writ petitio,n, the petitioners have made specific

averments at paragraph Nos.5 to 12 pointing out various anomalies in the

questions of different optional subjects, However, the Cornmission has not

36
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made any particular reply to such averments besides rnaintaining that such

complaints cannot be considered until and unless the entire sglection process

in threestages j,e,, Prelims, Mains & Viva Voce/interview is completed. It may

further be also noticed that the petitioners have taken the specific plea that

students, who appeared for the optional subjects such as Mathematics were

not allowed to use battery operated non-programmable calculators in terms of

Regularization 28 of :2012 Guidelines, The averment has also not been met

with a proper and reasonable response from the Commission.

40, The settled position in law is that the- Court should be slow in

. interfering with the kind of dispute such as the one at hand unless a body of

experts as may have been constituted has made its l'indingS that the

anomalies alleged are well founded. In the present case,.:facts undisputed are

that the first Prelims which was conducted on 25,11.20t7 at 14 Examination

Centers had to be cancelled due to the finding and acceptance of the

Commission that there was mass copy pasting'from unreliable website, errors

tn question papers, out of syllabus questions, lack o[ moderation etc.

Therefore,.Prelims was re-conducted on 29.07,2018, But similar anomalies

arose again which inviied a number of representations from the candidates

including those who appeared for Commerce, Civil Engineering & Geography

optional subjects. The Commission again in respect.of the thrte.subjecB after

obtaining oprinion from the subject experts in the panel decided to drop the
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out of syllabus questions which were identified and allot marks on pro rata

basis, Besides this, ai many as 76 students who optgd for Geography subject

submilted'their representation in respect of Geography 'C' Series question

papers, Although.the result were declared on 02.08.2018 but yet again a

second phase result was declared on 16,08,2018 whereby, all the 76 students

wete declared to be qualified for the Mains. Therefore, from the manner in

which the various anomalies have been detected coupled with the fact that

the Commission itself has accepted the sarne though claiming to have

addressed lt at the same time, t t,rO ,nut the grievances put fonh by the

petitioners in WP(C)N0s,475 (AP)/201S and 486 (APyz01S to be legitimate

and with substance. As such, a prope'r and thorough examination on the

anomalies alleged in the Prelims by an expert committee appears to be

warranted, However, considering the facl that the MainE have already been

tonducted on 10,11.2018, such a recourse does not appear to be the best

option. Rather, I am of the considered opinion tnat it will only be faii to all the

stakeholders if the Prelims is conducted afresh with due care and caution and

in conformily to the laid down norms and rules in this regard, Having taken

this view, I do not find the necessity to dwell upon the other authoritiei cited

rhcorrr:linn nf thp Anex CoLrrt in Tanvi Sarwatby the parties except on the observation of the Apex Court

(Supra) while directing the conduct of examinations afresh in respect oF AII
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Ind ia Pre-Medical & Pre-Dental Entrance Test, 201S. Relevant portion of the

said decision is abstracted below;-

" l1/e are aware, that the abrogaiion of the,exanination, woutd result in

s1ne inconvenience t0 all clncerned and that sdne extra tine woutd be

consumed for holding a l'rcsh examination wrth renewed efforts therefor, This

however, according to us, is the price, the stakeholders.would have to suffer

in order to naintain the inpeccable and iilel,utable sanctity and credibility of a

process of examination, to access the innate wofth and capdbility of the

partkipating 'candidates for belng assigned inter se nerit positic,os

c1nnensurate to their perfarnance based on genuine and sincere endeavors.

It is a collective challengeihat att the role-players would have to meet, by

rising to the occasion and l'u//il/ the task ahedd dt the edrliest, so as to thwaft

and abort the deplorable design ol a nhdless few seeking to highlbck the

process for selfish gain along with the unscrupulous beneficiiries thereol',"

41. In the result, up6n consideiation the case in its entirety, the writ

.petltions are disposed of in the following terms:'

(i) The Prelims conducted on 29,07.2018, the results declared on 02,08'2018

and 16.08,2018 are hereby set aside, In view thereof, ttre uains conducted on.

I0.11,2018 also do not survive and stands set aside.
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(ii) The Conrmission shall now conduct a fresh preliminary examination by

strictly following the Rules, guidelines, syllabus etc. within a period of eight

(8) weeks From loday,

t!,-t

(iii) The Commission shall allow all the candidates who were earlier given

Admlt Cards to appear for the Prelims to be conducted. Admit Card aiready

issued may be used by the candidates for participating in the Prelims and if

the sarne is no lonler retained by the candidate, the,Conrmission shall issue a

fresh one on Iequest.

(iv) In view of the above concltrsion and direction, WP(C) Nos, 636(APy20l8

aY.A9.4qP)12018 arg rendered infructuous and are disposed of accordingly'
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