
HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD
(Special Original Jurisdiction)

FRIDAY, THE NINTH DAY OF JANUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE PULLA KARTHIK

WRIT PETITION NO: 30211 OF 2024

[ 3301 ]

Unemployed, RJo.
Foreman Trainee

...PETITIONER

Between:

AND

1

Laxmidevi Ajay, S/o Thirupathi, Age 27 years, Occ
H.No.18-695, Ramnagar, IVlancherial-504208, Asst.
Electrical Hall ticket: 2212285OOO1 1,

2

The Singareni- Collieries Company Limited (SCCL), Represented by its
Chairman and Managing Director, Singareni Bhavan Red Hilis, Hyderabad

The General Manager, Personal Welfare and RC the SCCL Recruitment Cell,
Kothagudem, Bhadradri Kothagudem.

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Article 226 o'f the Constitution of lndia praying that in the

circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High Court may be

pleased to issue an appropriate Writ, Order, or Direction, particularly in the

nature of a WRIT OF MANDAMUS, declar'e that the action of the 2nd

Respondent in changing the correct options from Prelimina ry Keyl Response

sheet to Final Key/Question Paper Preview for Question Nos. 26 (Question ld

630680217894), Question No.27 (Question ld 630680217921), Question No.63
(Question ld 630680380422), Question No. 64 (Question Id 630680380429), and

Not considering objection raised for Question No. 65 (Question ld

630680389642) in the respondent company SCCL for the post of Assistant

Foreman Trainee (Electrical) examination conducted on 06. 08. 2024 pursuant to

the Notification O2l2O24 dated '15. 05. 2024 is illegal, arbitrary, discriminatory,

and in violation of Articles 14, 19, and 21 of the Constitution of lndia

consequently direct the 2nd Respondent to refer the Question Nos. Question No.

26 (Question ld 630680217894), Question No. 27 (Question ld 630680217921),

a

I

I
I
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Question No. 63 (Question ld 630680380422), Question t',J r. 64 (Question ld
630680380429), and Question No. 65 (Question ld 6306803ti, 642)

lA NO: 1 OF 2024

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the (:i cumstances stated

in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to

direct the 2nd Respondent to refer the Question Nos. euest < n No. 26 (euestion

ld 630680217894), Question No.27 (Question ld 6306802 1j)211, euestion No.

63 (Question ld 630680380422), Question No. 64 (euestiorr td 630680380425\,

and Question No.65 (Question ld 630680389642) pursuar'r to the Notification

0212024 dated 15.05.2024, pending disposal of the Main Wri. retition.

lA NO: 2 OF 2024

Petition under Section 151 cPC praying that in the ( i cumstances stated

in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to

STAY the further process of selection to the extent of Assistrr rt Foreman Trainee

(Electrical) pursuant to the Notific ation o2l2024 dated 1{ .os.2oz4 until the

independent subject matter expert committee submits is report, pending

disposal of the Main Writ Petition.

Counsel for the Petitioner: SRI RAMESH CHILLA

Counsel forthe Respondents: SRI P.SRI HARSHA REDDY, S C FOR SCCL

The Court made the following: ORDER

I



IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE PULLA KARTHIK

WRIT PETITON No.3O21L OF 2024

Date: 09.OL.2O26

Between :

La-xmidevi Ajay
. Petitioner

AND

The Singareni Coliieries Company Limited,
Represented by its Chairman and Managing Director,
Singareni Bhavan Red Hills, Hyderabacl and ar'lother.

.. Respondents

ORDER:

This Writ Petition is filed under Article 226 of the

Constitution of India seeking to declare the action of respondent

No.2 in changing the correct options from the preliminary

ke,y/response sheet to the final key/question paper preview for

Question Nos.26 (Question l.D. No.630680217894), 27 (euestion

I.D. No.63068O277921), 63 (Question i.D. No.63068O3aO422) and,

64 (Question I.D. No.630680380429) and in not considering rhe

objection raised with respect to euestion No.65 (euestion I.D.
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No.6306803896a2) in the examination concrt cted by the

respondent companY for the post of Assistant Fc reman Trainee

(Electrical) on 06.08.2024 pursuant to Notihcati' n No'O212024

dated l s.Os.2024, as illegal, arbitrary and vioiati"' of Articles 14'

lgand2loftheConstitutionoflndiaandtocorrlequentlydirect

respondent No.2 to refer and re-evaluate Questiolr Nos'26, 27,63,

64 trnd 65 (bearing Question I D' Nos 130680217494'

63O68O217g2t, 630680380422, 6306BCi 80429 and

630680389642 respectively) through an irr ependent and

competent exPert committee.

2. Heard Sri Ramesh Chilla, learned counsel f rr the petitioner

and Sri P.Sri Harsha Reddy, learned Star-rd i rg Counsel for

Singareni Coliieries Company Limited, app trring for the

respondents.

3. The case of the petitioner is as follows:

The pclitioner belongs to the BC-A corr munity and, in

response to Employment Notification Nc ' )2 12024 dated

15.05.2024 issuecl by respondent No. 1 , invitinp applications for

the post of Assistant Foreman Trainee (Electr'< a1) comprising a
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total of 24 posts, he applied for the said post and appeared for the

rvritten examination conducted on 06.Og.2024. Subsequentll , the

preliminary key was made ava able on the website on 13.og.2024

and the ca-ndidates were allowed to submit objections to the same

from 13.08.2024 to tS.Og.2024 by uploading supporting

documents or material in pDF/JpEG format as attachments. The

petitioner's responses for euestion Nos.26 (euestion I.D.

No.6306802 17894), 27 (euestion I.D. No.6306802 tT92t), 63

(Questron I.D. No.6306S0380a22), and 64 (euestion I.D.

No.63068038O429) were tallying with the preliminary key, and

therefore, no objections were required to be frled in respect of

these questions. However, the petitioner raised an objectior_r in

respect of Question No.65 (euestion I.D. No.6306803896a2).

Thereafter, the final key/question paper preview. rvas made

available on 26.09.2024, wherein the petitioner noticed that thc

respondents had a,ltered the options from the preliminary ke1, lor

Question Nos.26, 27, 63 and 64, while the objection raised by the

petitioner in respect of euestion No.65 was not consrdered.

Hence, the petitioner hled the present Writ petition.
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4. Learned counsel for the petitioner sub nits that the

petitioner sectrred B 1 marks and holds 47tn t t nk and il the

additional mar-l<s for those questions were counr( ( , the petitioner

wor..rld rank among the top candidates in the B( -A community,

thereby securir-rg one of the two posts reserved ft' that category.

Further, the petitioner raised arr objection to only r ne question, as

the remaining questions reflected correct . t s\f,rers in the

prelimir-rary ke-v and therefore did not warrant anr rbjections. It is

further submitted that in similar circumstancer; thrs Court, in

W.P. Nos.1 1810 ancl 18335 of 2O2O, uide order dr ed 03.03.202 1,

disposed of the said Writ Petitions by directing tht resltondents to

refer the dispr-rted question therein to an expert r: rmmittee u,ithin

a reasonable perlod and the said order \\rrt; subsequently

confirmed by a Division Bench of this Court uiclt: udgment dated

29.10.2021 ir.r W.A. Nos.126, 133 and 406 of 2\) )-1 . Further, in

the case of Bihar StafJ Selection Commlssion 1 Anrn Kumarl,

the Hon'ble Supreme Court laid down the lar regarding the

referral of erroneous questions to an expert comrt ttee. Therefore,

learned counsel prays this Court to direct the resl ondents to refer

L 12020) 6 SCC 362
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the disputed questions in the present case to an expert committee

on similar lines. ln support of his contentions, learned counsel for

the petitioner relied upon the judgments of the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in Manish Ujwal and Others u, Maharishi Daganand

Sarrrstruati Uniuersitg and others 2 and Mad.hgarnam

Broadcasting Limited a. Union oJ India s and also on the

judgment ol the High Court of Delhi in Om Pro,kash Verma u,

National Testing Agencg & anothef

5. Per contra, learned Standing Counsel appearing for the

respondents submits that the respondents issued Employment

Notilrcation No.O2/2024 dated 15.05.2O24 for hlling up vacancies

in various Executive and NCWA cadre posts, including 24

vacancies for the post of Assistant Foreman Trainee (Electrical),

T&S Grade-C (External). The petitioner herein submitted Online

Application No.SCCL0224OO|2937 for the said post and u,as

issued Call Letter No.22122a5OOOl1 to appear for the Computer

Based Test, u'hich was conducted on 06.08.2024 at various

2 (2OO5) 13 SCC 744
3 (2023) 13 SCC 401
o w.e.1c) tto. t t sao ot 2023 and cM App No.52064 and 52065 of 2023

dated 09 .o2 .2024
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centers locatecl in Hyderabad, Khammam, Karimne gar. Waralgal,

Siddipet, Sathr-rpalli and Kothagudem. The preli: inary key was

displal'ed on 13.08.2024 and objections from the c rndidates were

acccpted up to 15.08.2024. Accordingly, a total cl 222 objections

were received for the post of Assistant Fttl eman Trainee

(Electrical), T&S Gracle-C (External).

(b) The entire recruitment process, inclur ing the design

and development of the softrvare application form. eceipt of online

applications and preparation of the provisional merit list, was

entrusted to M/s.Educational Consultants lndia I imited (trdCIL),

a Mini Ratna Category-l Central Public Se: or Enterprise,

Government of India. pursuant to the MoU date<l i 3.O3.2024. It is

furtl-rer submitted that alter receiving the objecticr on preliminary

ke)', M/s. EdCIL constituted a Subject E>1 ert Committee

com prising the follor'ving members to examin': the objections

received from candidates:

Highest
Qualification+

I

Designation Experience

Post
Graduate

Institution
)r vernment
'c 1 technic College,
'r lakad. Kerala.

(l vears 
]

No

Lectu rcr
l

Assistant
Professor

I

L 4 years
il
kDocLorate

N,l Institute of
.e ncc &

1

2
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Technolory,
Modinagar, Uttar
Pradesh.
ITS Engineering
College, G reatcr
Noida, Utlar
Pradesh.
SGI Engineering
College, affiliated to
Bikaner Technical
University, Sikar,

4
Assistant
Pro[essor

Ra asthan

The committee examined in detail and reviewed all

objections by referring to relevant literature, textbooks and study

materials to ensure accuracy and after making the necessarl

corrections to the preliminary key, the final key was displayed on

26.O9.2024 by specifying the questions on which objections i,r,ere

raised along with the valid reasons for the answers. Regarding the

questions in dispute, the answer keys for Question Nos.26, 27,

63, and 64 u,ere modif,led, as the committee opined that the

objections were valid and required correction. For Question No.65

(Question l.D. No.630680389642), the committee opined thar no

correction was necessary. As per the hnal key, the pelitioncr

secured 81 marks in the Computer Based Test and obtained 47th

rank in the provisiona,i merit list

10 years Post
Doctorate
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(c) lt is lurther submitted that the judgrr r nts relied upon

by the petitioner pertain to the referral of dispu: d or erroneous

questions to an expert committee. Whereas, in r I e present case,

the objections raised u,ere duly referred to tl-r: subject expert

committee and fina1 kev was issued on 26.O9.2(t'.4. Further. the

selection list lor the post of Assistant Foreman Tra .nee (Electrical),

T&S Grade-C (trxternal) \\:AS displayed on t re vvebsite on

26.1O.2024 and candidates within the zone r,1 selection were

intimated to attend the original certihcate verific ttion scheduled

on 07.11.2024. Accordingly, the verification of oli linai certif,rcates

of the selected candidates \\ras completed .nd the entire

recruitment/ selection process for the aforesai<l post has been

concluded. Therefore, thcre are no merits in the'y'rit Petition and

the same is liable to be dismissed in limine

material available on record

7. A perusal of the record discloses that the. t etitloner applied

for the post of Assistant Foreman Trainee Ole<:trical), T&S

6. This Court has taken note of the subrn i ;sions made by

learned counsel lor the respective parties i I d perused the
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Grade-C (External), pursuant to Employment Notification

No.O2l2024 dated 15.05.2024, he was subsequently issued Call

Letter No.2212285OOOI1 ar-rd appeared for the Computer Based

Test conducted on 06.08.2024. Tl;,e response sheets for the said

test were displayed on I3.08.2024 and the candidates were given

an opportunity to submit objections regarding the preliminary key

up to 15.08.2024. A total of 222 objections were received lor the

said post.

8. In this regard, M/s. trdCIL, a Mini Ratna Category-l Central

Public Sector Enterprise, Gor.ernment of India, u,as entrusted lt'ith

conducting the entire recruitment process pursuant to the MoU

dated 23.O3.2024. The record discloses that after receiving the

objections from the candidates on preliminary key, it had

constituted a Subject Expert Committee to examine the objections

raised by the candidates. The Expert Committee was provided

vgith the preliminary answer key and all the objections received

from the candidates. The Committee undertook a detailed

examination and revieu, of the objections, referring to relevant

literature, textbooks and study materials to ensure accuracy.
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1ts thorough analysis, the Corr rnittee suggested
corrections to the valid objection,; identified in the
k.y. The details of the objectiorr; rcr;cived on the
key ald the action taken in r.( s pect of euestion

Nos.26, 22, 63,64 and 65 are as follows:

rrl ObJectio
ns

rece ived

Question ID Answcr iD
PreliInlnary Key Firel (cy Refcrence

k"t'
change(l

lTii",;-
I tcv

63068C j lj48i;
(4t

630C),30:,.r59r
(.4)

r 'lllcclflci a- a"rt-

,\u thor A.t. Sawhr ey
Lott on Look for tl e mostrcccr)t cdition or Astandird edition used rn\orrr .ourse or it.l.l oase(
2r)O to l0O

Elc( t
and I26 5306802 t7Asa 630680845484

(2) 5

63068021792 I
(r) 4

chan d

Book "I-ower EIe

a)306801482685
(31 630680E + 

'r;94(4)

R^lF!.rnt Ct)afrer . Lrok rnlhe ' hdpter on "C rrrenr
Sou rr e Inverters"
lntcflL,r Operatton a n.lControl" Thesese.lions
t!,prcall] co(,er tfr"prrncrplcs of crrrrentsoLlrc( rnvcr ters, their
opcrat tonal chararrer rstics
,rn(l hu\\,rh.y rnrcrdc q.irh
load 

- 
In Jredrncc St-gfir

rne jrd cd,tion.\oLr nIAhr r.lcr to ,.pes
i99 6 20

])csrgn" by Ned Ivlohan
M Undetand and

Wilhanr P Robbins

llook ''Elecrrrc D

Contrrters,

'Io.e

Apph( atrons

l

l

I

I

l

63 6306803804 22
kcy
changed

2

L l

64 i;:0680J80429 Oartf)aO I.t SZ Z t:t

Conceprs an.tI \pplr(atrL,ns,, Ly Ga rtamShrof[ I).levarlr Chzrnter.
o^k llr rhe chdprer or ,.AC

i)rrres and Control
l\lerhorts' or ,Control 

, t ACIorors_ Thescchat)re.s
I vpr.allv 

"or.. ,uiin,,..ontrol strategies for AC
Ul llcs, lncludrng srator

kc-v
changcd

630680
(2)

-t )7 t2t2)

!!'1.!n t Sp( (1fic

', zz I osooaozn,ytt J

I
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Pates: In the 2012 edition,
You mrght refer to Pages
r42-t5a

l
l

:

630680 r5 i 9028
(3)

18
Ncr

acuon
rcqurrcd

(13O680 I519028
(3)

Book: "Elcctric Machincry
and Power Syslert
Fundanrentals" by Stephcn
J. Chapman Rclclant
Chaplcr r took rn Lhe
chaprcr "MoLor
Charac(cnstics oI N1o lo rs-
These chapters t]'prc:rlh'
cover the various graphs
used (o reprcsent mol or
perforr]lance, rnclLl(llng
speed torque
charactcristics. Specrfic
pages: In the 201 I cdition,
you can rerer to pagcs 292-
310.

9, Thereafter, the linal ke)' incorporating the corrections

recommended by the Expert Committee was published on

26.09.2024. As per the hnal key, the petitioner secured 81 marks

rn the Computer Based Test and obtained 47tn rank in the

provisional merit list. Following the hnal key, the selection list for

the post of Assistant Foreman Trainee (Electrical), T&S Grade-C

(Dxternal) was displayed on the rvebsite on 26.10.2024. However,

the petitioner was not selected because of his lower merit

Subsequently, the candidates u,ithin the zone of selection were

intirnated to attend the original certif-rcate verification scheduled

on 07. 11.2024 and the entire recruitment/ selection process for

the aforesaid post has been concluded

63068038964265
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10. Before adverting to the settled principles 1e

Hon'ble Supreme Court, this Court ltnds it necess

the judgments relied upon by the learned <

petitioner. The reliance placed on the judgments t

{1 supra), Madhgannam Broadcasting Lirnite c

Prakash Vertna (3 supra), as well as the orderli

W.P. Nos.11810 and 18335 of 2O2O, is inapposite

cases, the grievance pertained either to t

consideration of objections, lack of reference to i

or demonstrable errors apparent on the face of rl

present case, however, the objections raised b1

n ere admittedly referred to a duly constituterl

Committee, rvhich examined all objections r' r

standard textbooks and study materials. Th (

modihed wherever the objections were found

retained where no correction was warranted.

factual matrix in the present case is materially 11

not \\,arrant interference.

Pl{,J
wp 3O2l|-2O24

id clou,n by the

ar_v to deal u,ith

ounsel for the

I Manish Ujual

(2 supra), Om

of this Court in

In all the said

le absence of

ny expert body,

e record. In the

the candidates

Subject Expert

h reference to

answers were

o be valid and

Therefore, the

[ferent and does

t
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1 1. Here, this Court deems it approPriate to refer to certaln

judgments of thb Hon'ble Supreme Court laying do"vn the iaw on

the role of Expert Committees in examination and recruitment

matters.

L2. In Ran Vliag Singh u' State of lJttar Pradeshs ' the

Hon'ble Supreme Court has held as under:

30- The Iaw on the subiect is thercfore' quite clear and

we only propose to highlight a feu' sigruficant conclusions'

TheY are:

30.1. If a statute, Rule or Regulation governlng an

examination permits the re evaluation ol al answer shcet or

scrutiny of an answer sheet as a matter ol right' lhen thc

authority conducting the examination may permit il;

30.2. If a statute, Rule or Regulation governrng an

exarnination does not permit re-evaluation or scrutiny o[ an

answer sheet (as distinct lrom prohibiting it) then thc court

may perrr,rit re-eva,luation or scmtiny only if it is demonstrated

very clearly, without any "inferential process of reasoning or by

a process of rationa-lisation" and only in rarc or exceptional

cases that a materia-l error has been committccL;

30.3. The court

scmtinise the answer

should not

sheets of a

at a,ll re evaluate

candidate it has

or

no

' 1zo rs1 z scc asz



l4

the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held as under:

"12. The law is well settled that the onus is on 1lt

to not onlJr demonstrate that the key answer is incor'-t

lhart it is:r glartng mistake which is totally appar'(

inlcrential process or reasoning is required to shoq' L

:rn swer is wrong The constitutional courts must e {

restraint in such matters ald should be reluctant trr

plca challenging the correctness of the key answers

Uniuersitg case (supra), the Court recommended a s1 :

PK,J
Wp 302I L 2024

\l
\l

\

expertise in the matter and academic matters ar' )est left to

acadcmics:

30.4. The courl should presume the correcl Less of the

kcv alsrvers and proceed on that assumptionl antl

30.5. In the event of a doubt, the benefrt r;) 'ould go to

the examination authority rather than to the cat didate'

(emPha s s suPPlied)

(ii) ln tlttar Pradesh Public Sertice Commission t Rahul Singh6'

ca;ldidate

:t but also

:lt ald fro

at the key

rcise great

:ntertain a

In Kanpur

.cm of:

(l) mod.ralion:

(2) avoiding ambiguitf in the questions;

(3) prompt decisions be taken to exclude susPecle 1 qucstions

arLd no marks be assigncd to such questions'

13. As far as the present case is concerned :vcn before

publishing the first list of key ailswers the Commissior had got the

kcy answers moderated by two Expert Committees Thereafter'

6 (2o tE) 7 scc 254

r#

\
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objections were invited and a 26-member Committee was

constituted to verify the objections and after this exercise the

Committee recommended that 5 questions be deleted and in 2

questions, key answers be changed. It can be presumed that these

Committees consisted of experts in various subjccts for which the

examinees were tested. Judges cannot take on the role of experts

in academic matters. Unless, the caldidate demonstrates that the

key answers are patently wrong on the face of it, the courts cannot

enter into the academic held, weigh the pros ald cons o[ thc

arguments given by bolh sides and then comc to the cor.rclusron as

to which of the answers is better or rnore correct.

14. [n the present casc, we find that a]l thc thrce questions

needed a long process o[ reasoning and the High Court itsclf has

noticed that the stand of the Commission is also supported by

certain textbooks. When there are conflicting views, then the court

must bow down to Lhe opinion of the experLs. Judges are not
dnd cannot be expet'ts in all Jields and, therefore, theg must

exercise gredt restrdlnt and, should. not ouerstep their
jurisdiction to upset the opinion of the experts,"

(emphasis supplierl)

(iii) ln Richal v. Raj@sthan htblic Seruice CommtsstonT, the

Hon'ble Supreme Court observed that the Expert Committee,

constituted for validation of the answer key, had examined all the

objections raised by the appeliants and had provided satisfactory

clarifications. The Commission accepted the Report of the Expert

7 (2018) 8 SCC 8r
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Committee and revised the results accordingiy' I he Court held

that the recom menclations of the Expert Committe: once accepted

bl' tl-re Commissiort, are to be implemented

13. In view of the foregoing discussion, in the ill ;tant case, lt IS

evidcnt that the issues raised in respect of Quest on Nos 26, 27,

63, 64 and 65 (bearing Question I.D. Nos 130680217894,

6306802 17921 , 630680380422, 630680 )'0429, aud

63068038964 2 rcspe ctively) were thoroughly cxarnined and

addressect b1, the Expert Committee constituted lr the purpose'

'lhe linal kc1' r'r'as published only after carelt I scrutinl and

correction by the experts, strictly in accordancc r'vitl-r the Ru1es,

regulations and procedures governing the exami;] rtion' Therefore'

this Court rs of the view that the recruitm 3 lt process was

cor-rducted foliorving all the prescribed procecl tres and under

expel't scrutin1., ensuring fairness and transpare.l ;.y'

L4. As cotrsisterltly helcl by the Hon'ble Supre r re Court in Ran

Vijag Singh's case (5 supra), Rahut Singh's case (5 supra), and

Richa!'s case (7 supra), the Courts must cx'r t:ise restraint in

interfering t,ith expert opinion in academic mr ters and should
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intervene only in cases of patent, glaring or material errors, rvhich

are not present in the instant case. In view of the above

discussion, this Court is of the opinion that there are no ments ln

the Writ Petition and is liable to be dismissed

15. Accordingly, this Writ Petition stands dismissed.

16. At this juncture, learned counsel for the petitioner prays this

Court to direct the respondents to furnish the petitioner the

relevant material as to on which basis the hnal key n'as hnalized

in respect of the disputed questions.

17. Considering the above made submission. it is madc clear

that this order shall not preclude the petitioner from seeking

relevant information, if he so desires, by filing an appropriate

application before the competent authority. In such an everlt, the

same sha-ll be considered, in accordance with lari'.

Miscellaneous petitions, if any, pending shall stand ckrsed.

There shall be no order as to costs.
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HIGH COURT

DATED:0910112026

ORDER

WP.No.30211 of 2024

DISMISSING THE WRIT PETITION,

WITHOUT COSTS
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