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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND AT RANCHI

L.P.A. No. 64 of 2020

Dr. Nutan Indwar @ Nutan Indwar, D/o Sukru Kharia, R/o New
Area, Near Jogo Pahar, Morabadi, P.O. Morabadi, P.S. Bariatu,
District Ranchi, Jharkhand.

Appellant

-Versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand.
2. The Secretary, Health, Medical Education and Family Welfare
Department, Govt. of Jharkhand, having its Office at Nepal
House, P.O. And P.S. Doranda, District- Ranchi, Jharkhand.
3. Jharkhand Public Service Commission, through its Chairman,
Circular Road, Ranchi, P.O. & P.S. Sadar, District- Ranchi.
4. Secretary, Jharkhand Public Service Commission, Circular
Road, Ranchi, P.O. & P.S. Sadar, District Ranchi.
5. Dr. Swati Murmu, C/o Principal Secretary, Road Construction
Department, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi
6. Dr. Pooja Samanta, C/o Secretary, Department of Health,
Medical Education and Family Welfare, Government of
Jharkhand, Ranchi
7. Dr. Raja Babu Hembram, C/o Secretary, Department of Health,
Medical Education and Family Welfare, Government of
Jharkhand, Ranchi
8. Sumitra Hansda, C/o Secretary, Department of Health, Medical
Education and Family Welfare, Government of Jharkhand,
Ranchi

Respondents

WITH

L.P.A. No. 49 of 2020

Ms. Sabita Kumari, daughter of Naresh Yadav, resident of
Govind Nagar, Kamre, Ratu Road, PO Kamre, PS Ratu, Town
& District Ranchi (Jharkhand).

Appellant

-Versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand.
2. The Principal Secretary, Department of Home, Project
Building, PO Dhurwa, PS Jagarnathpur, Town & District Ranchi
(Jharkhand).
3. The I.G. Prison, PO & PS Dhurwa, Jharkhand, Ranchi.
4. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission, through its Secretary,
having Office at Kali Nagar, Chai Bagan, PO & PS Namkom,
Town & District Ranchi (Jharkhand).
5. The Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Kali Nagar, Chai Bagan, PO & PS
Namkom, Town & District Ranchi (Jharkhand).

Respondents
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WITH
L.P.A. No. 74 of 2020

. Subhash Sharma, son of Ishwar Sharma, resident of
Village Muandu Tan Ward No.28, PO & PS Jhumri Tilaiya
District- Koderma.
. Rupesh Kumar Yadav, son of Parmeshwar Yadav,
Resident of Tonkala, PO Jarhi, Police Station Dondari,
District Garhwa.
. Nitesh Kumar Mandal, son of Bhola Mandal, resident of
Village Margadih, PO Ratabihiyar, PS Gandey, District
Giridih.
. Ajay Kumar Bhogta, son of Kamlesh Ganjhu, R/o Village
Kakodih, PO Sanji, PS Ghatotand, Dist. Ramgarh.
. Arun Kumar, son of Nemchand Saw, resident of Village
Kalhabad, PO & PS Barkatha, District- Hazaribagh.
Appellants
-versus-
. The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management having its Office
at 1%t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
. Deputy Inspector General of Police having its Office at
HEC Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through its
Secretary, having its Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.
. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having its office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.
Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 76 of 2020
. Pawan Kumar Sahu, son of Dinesh Prasad Sahu, resident
of Dak Bunglow Road, Road No.2, PO PS Khunti, Dist.
Khunti, Jharkhand.
. Jitendra Gop, son of Manmath Gop, resident of village
Sasia, PO Ettam, PS Basia, Dist. Gumla, Jharkhand.
. Sanjay Kumar, son of Lalo Saw, resident of Jado Babu
Chowk, PO PS Boddom Bazar, Dist. Hazaribagh
Jharkhand.
. Janmejay Kumar, son of Jagdish Ram Kewat, resident of
Kaparkatta Tand Main Road, Chitarpur, PO PS Chitarpur,
Dist. Ramgarh, Jharkhand 825101.
. Rajdeep Yadav, son of Krishna Yadav, resident of House
No.24, Bharajo, PO Bharajo, PS Hazaribagh, Dist.
Hazaribagh, Jharkhand.
. Arbind Kumar, son of Prameshwar Prasad, resident of
Kesra, PO PS Tatijharia, Dist. Hazaribagh, Jharkhand.

. Appellants
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-versus-

The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management having its Office
at 1% Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through its
Secretary, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS
Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.

Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.

Deepak Kumar, son of Bechan Saw

Maghnath Mandal, son of Phani Bhushan Mandal

Pramod Kumar Mahto, son of Ramnaresh Mahto

Sudhir Kumar Yadav, son of Baleshwar Gope

Rajesh Ranjan, son of Surendra Prasad Bhagat

10 Sumit Saurabh, son of Shiv Shankar Prasad, resident of
Traport Gali, PO PS Jhumri Tilaiya, Dist. Koderma.

Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 77 of 2020

Pradeep Kumar Mahto son of Jagdeo Mahto, resident of

Village Chano, PO Gossaibaliya, PS Barkagaon, Dist.

Hazaribag.

Akhilesh Kumar son of Amrit Prasad Yadav, resident of PO

Gumgi, PS Tisri, Dist. Giridih.

Sikandar Alam son of Aftab Alam, resident of Latehar, PO

& PS- Latehar, District- Latehar

Sanjeet Rana son of Ramchchandra Rana, resident of

village Pipradih, PO Nowadih, PS Markacho, Dist.

Koderma.

Yugesh Prasad son of Haricharan Saw resident of PO

Marbar, PS Mandu, Dist. Ramgarh.

Nitish Kumar son of Sunil Prasad, resident of PO Lari, PS

Rajrappa Project, Dist. Ramgarh.

. Meenakshi Kumari, daughter of Narendra Kumar, resident

of Bhurkunda, PO PS Bhurkunda, Dist. Ramgarh.
Appellants
-Versus-

. The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department

of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
1%t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.
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5. Saroj Kumar, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

6. Meenketan Kumar, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

7. Saawan Kumar, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

8. Vishwajeet Tumbli, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

9. Rakesh Kumar Mahto, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

10. Ashish Kumar, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

11. Vinay Kumar Saw, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

12. Birendra Sharma, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

13. Suraj Chail, Sub-Inspector of Police through the Secretary,

Department of Home, Jail and Disaster Management,

Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

14. Satish Kumar, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

15. Rajesh Kumar, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

16. Ramdew Das, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

17. Kabindra Kumar Poddar, Sub-Inspector of Police through

the Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

18. Anil Kumar Yadav, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

19. Bipin Kumar Yadav, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

20. Gaurav Bhagat, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

21. Sikendar Yadav, Sub-Inspector of Police through the

Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster

Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi
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22. Chhotoo Kumar, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi
23. Sanjay Kumar Yadav, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi
24. Krishna Kumar Gupta, Sub-Inspector of Police through the
Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, Government of Jharkhand, Ranchi

Respondents

WITH
L.P.A. No. 87 of 2020

Sharvan Kumar son of Virendra Paswan, resident of Village
Nawadih Panari, P.S. Hunterganj District Chatra, Jharkhand.
Appellant
-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
15t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.

2. Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

4. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection

Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO

PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.

Abhishek Kumar, son of Pradeep Kumar Rajak

Anup Kumar, son of Kapil Dev Rajak

Ajay Rajak, son of Suresh Rajak

Gopal Kumar, son of Ratan Rajwar

Deepak Rajak, son of Naresh Ram

©oo~NO O

Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 88 of 2020

Prity Kachhap D/o Tijeshwar Bhagat, resident of Village

Chaukani, PO Hesway, PS Sneha Thana, Dist- Lohardaga

(Jharkhand)

Appellant
-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
1%t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.

2. Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.
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Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.

Sunila Linda daughter of Narsingh Oraon

Meera Lakra, daughter of Sukra Lakra

Shobha Toppo, daughter of Bisheshwar Toppo

Sabitri Kachhap, daughter of Somra Kachhap

Sujata Minj, daughter of Bishram Minj

Respondents

WITH

L.P.A. No. 92 of 2020
Sanjay Kumar son of Satish Ram resident of Village Itki PO
PS ltki Dist Ranchi.
Ameet Singh son of Ramdhari Yadav, resident of Village
Bhadauli, PO Sisai, PS Sisai, Dist Gumla.
Vikash Kumar Pandit son of Raj Kumar, resident of Village
Itki, PO PS ltki, Dist. Ranchi.

Appellants
-versus-

The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
1%t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.
Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi
Sunny Kumar Sunny, son of Bindeshwari Das
Ajay Kumar Ravidas, son of Jagdish Ravidas
Vivek Vishal, son of Shashi Bhushan Rajak
Anil Kumar Yada, son of Naijnath Yadav
Vikash Kumar, son of Arvind Prasad Yadav
Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 103 of 2020

Ganesh Shankar Mahto son of Kanhu Kishore Mahato,
resident of Village Riding PO Kharsawan, PS Kharsawan,
Dist. Saraikela Kharsawan, Jharkhand.

Appellant

-versus-

The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
1%t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
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Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.

Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 104 of 2020
Rashmi Oraon daughter of Late Puran Oraon, resident of
New Police Line Kanke Road, PO Ranchi University, PS
Gonda, District Ranchi, Jharkhand.

Appellant
-Versus-

The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
15t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.
Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.
Sunila Linda
Meera Lakra
Sobha Toppo
Sabitri Kachhap
Sujata Minz
Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 105 of 2020

Md. Parwez Hussain, son of Md. Zahir Hussain, resident of
Nazir Ali Lane, Lower Bazar, PO Church Road, PS Lower
Bazar, Dist. Ranchi, Jharkhand.

Appellant
-versus-

The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
1%t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.
Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.
Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi ... Respondents
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WITH
L.P.A. No. 114 of 2020

Anshika Priya daughter of Late Vinod Yadav, resident of
Bara Bazar Gwaltoli, PO Hazaribag and PS Sadar, District
Hazaribagh, Jharkhand.
Devendra Kumar S/o Rajendra Prasad Saw, resident of
Mango Chowk, PO Tupkadih, PS Balidih, District Bokaro,
Jharkhand.
Manoj Mahato son of Akhileshwar Mahato, resident of
Village Manijhiladih, PO Birajpur, PS Barwadda, District
Dhanbad, Jharkhand.
Sugandha Verma D/o Sahdeo Verma, resident of Village
Okni, PO Hazaribag and PS Sadar and District
Hazaribagh, Jharkhand.
Kumar Gaurav S/o Puran Prasad Singh, resident of village
Jamua, PO Sabejor and PS Sarath and District Deoghar,
Jharkhand.
Niharika Singh D/o Lalan Singh, resident of village
Kalimanda Shiblibari Middle, PO Kumardhubi and PS
Chirkunda, District Dhanbad, Jharkhand.
Appellants

-versus-
The State of Jharkhand
The Principal Secretary, Department of Health, Medical
Education and Family Welfare, Govt. of Jharkhand, Nepal
House, PO and PS Doranda, District Ranchi, Jharkhand.
The Secretary, Jharkhand Public Service Commission,
Circular Road, PO and PS Lalpur, District Ranchi.
The Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Public Service
Commission, Circular Road, PO PS Lalpur, District Ranchi.
Sana Azam D/o Fakhar Azam Ansari, resident of village
Jamshedpur, PO Jugsalai and PS Jugsalai and District
Jamshedpur, Jharkhand.
Shruti Priyanka W/o Madan Kumar Sah, resident of village
Bhatdiha, PO Godda and PS Godda District Godda,
Jharkhand.
Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 115 of 2020

. Manoj Kumar Gupta son of Late Jagdish Prasad Gupta,

resident of 1637 New Road, Meghdoot Sweets, PO
Phusro, PS Bermo, Dist. Bokaro, Jharkhand.

Sandhya Kumari Daughter of Rajendra Prasad Gupta,
resident of Suryavihar Colony, Prathmesh Apartment,
Galin No.5, Flat No.1 (A) Bartand, PS Dhaiya, Dist.
Dhanbad, Jharkhand.

Appellants
-versus-
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1. The State of Jharkhand through the Director, Primary
Secondary & Higher Education, Government of Jharkhand,
having Office at Project Building, PO PO Dhurwa, Dist.
Ranchi, Jharkhand.

2. The Secretary, Primary Secondary & Higher Education,
Government of Jharkhand, having Office at Project
Building, PO PO Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi, Jharkhand.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Chairman,
having Office at Namkum, PO PS Namkum, Dist. Ranchi.

4. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission, through its
Controller of Examination, having Office at Namkum, PO
PS Namkum, Dist. Ranchi.

Respondents

WITH

L.P.A. No. 117 of 2020
Neha Noopur D/o A.K. Rajak, W/o Bikash Kumar, R/o
Opposite SBI Customer Care, Telidih Road, PO
Narayanpur, PS Chas, District Bokaro, Jharkhand 827013.
Appellant
-Versus-
1. The State of Jharkhand.
The Secretary, Jharkhand Public Service Commission,
Ranchi, Circular Road, PO GPO, Ranchi 834001
Pooja Kumari
Kumar Arnav Swaroop
Preeti Kumari
Avinash Kumar Harza

N

o0k W

Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 125 of 2020
Kushma Kumari S/o Shri Mohan Gope, resident of Village
Nawagarh Serka, PO and PS Bishunpur, District Gumla.
Appellant
-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through its Chief Secretary,
Government of Jharkhand, Project Bhawan, Dhurwa,
Ranchi, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

2. Department of Human Resource and Development,
through its Principal Secretary, having Office at Project
Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

4. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection

Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO

PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi

Prabhat Ranjan

Rajiv Singh

Subhash Arya Respondents

No o
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WITH
L.P.A. No. 126 of 2020

Kumari Punam Jyoti D/o Shri Krishna Deo Prasad, resident of
Village Kesda, Tatijharia, Bishnugarh, PO PS Tatijharia,
District Hazaribagh.
Appellant
-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through its Chief Secretary,
Government of Jharkhand, Project Bhawan, Dhurwa,
Ranchi, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

2. Department of Human Resource and Development,
through its Principal Secretary, having Office at Project
Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

4. The Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection

Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO

PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi

Ravi Shankar

Vikas Kumar

Birendra Prasad

No O

Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 127 of 2020

Neha Kumari D/o Shri Om Prakash, resident of Village

Bhendra, Nawadih, PO Bhendra, PS Nawadih, District

Bokaro.

Appellant
-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through its Chief Secretary,
Government of Jharkhand, Project Bhawan, Dhurwa,
Ranchi, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

2. Department of Human Resource and Development,
through its Principal Secretary, having Office at Project
Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

4. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection

Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO

PS Namkom, District Ranchi.

Indu Kumari

Santosh Kumar Yadav

Rakesh Ranjan

No o

Respondents
WITH

10
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L.P.A. No. 128 of 2020
Saheb Ali son of Shri Akbar Ali, resident of Village Karnal
Market, PO PS Marafari, District Bokaro (Jharkhand).
Appellant
-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through its Chief Secretary,
Government of Jharkhand, Project Bhawan, Dhurwa,
Ranchi, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

2. Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, having Office at 1 Floor, Project Bhawan,
PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

3. Deputy Inspector General of Police, Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

4. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through its
Secretary having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS
Namkom, District Ranchi.

5. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection

Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO

PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi

Pankaj Sinduria

Mahesh Kumar

Suraj Chail

0N

Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 133 of 2020

Sunny Kumar Verma son of Krishna Nandan Verma, resident
of Dr. Rajendra Prasad Road, Castair Town, Subhash
Chowk, PO PS Castair Town, District Deoghar, Jharkhand.
Appellant
-Versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Home, Jail and Disaster Management, having Office at
15t Floor, Project Bhawan, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.

2. Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

4. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO
PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi Respondents

WITH

L.P.A. No. 183 of 2020

1. Raju Kumar Choudhari son of Raghunath Mahto, resident
of Kapilo, PO PS Suriya, District Giridih (Jharkhand).

2. Sanjay Kumar Sahu son of Gopi Chand Sahu, resident of
Rangamati, PO Roshanatunda (Isri Bazar), PS
Nimiyaghat, District Giridih (Jharkhand).

Appellants

11
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-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through its Chief Secretary,
Government of Jharkhand, Project Bhawan, Dhurwa,
Ranchi, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

2. Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management having Office at 1 Floor, Project Bhawan,
PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

3. Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, Dist. Ranchi.

4. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

5. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection

Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO

PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi

Ashish Kumar

Rakesh Kumar Mahato

Vishwajeet Tumbli

0N

Respondents
WITH

L.P.A. No. 193 of 2020

Pankaj Das son of Shri Om Prakash Das, resident of

Vivekanand Nagar, Nichitpur, PO PS Katras Bazar, District

Dhanbad (Jharkhand). ... Appellant

-versus-

1. The State of Jharkhand through its Chief Secretary,
Government of Jharkhand, Project Bhawan, Dhurwa,
Ranchi, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

2. Secretary, Department of Home, Jail and Disaster
Management, having Office at 15 Floor, Project Bhawan,
PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

3. Deputy Inspector General of Police, having Office at HEC
Administrative Building, PO PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi.

4. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO PS Namkom,
Dist. Ranchi.

5. Controller of Examination, Jharkhand Staff Selection

Commission, having Office at Chaibagan, Kalinagar, PO

PS Namkom, Dist. Ranchi.

Saawan Kumar Sahu

Vinay Kumar Saw

Birendra Sharma Respondents

WITH

L.P.A. No. 266 of 2020
Sonu Priya daughter of Sri Rajendra Prasad, resident of 8,
Tupudana, PO Hatia, PS Dhurwa, District Ranchi
(Jharkhand).

N

Appellant
-versus-

12
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1. The State of Jharkhand through the Secretary, Department
of Personnel, Administrative Reforms and Rajbhasa, Govt.
of Jharkhand, Project Building, PO Dhurwa, PS
Jagannathpur, Ranchi, Jharkhand.

2. Secretary, Department of Personnel, Administrative
Reforms and Rajbhasa, Govt. of Jharkhand, Project
Building, PO Dhurwa, PS Jagannathpur, Ranchi,
Jharkhand.

3. Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission through Secretary,
Kalinagar, Chhay Bagan, PO PS Namkum, Ranchi,
Jharkhand.

4. Secretary, Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission,
Kalinagar, Chaay Bagan, PO PS Namkum, Ranchi,
Jharkhand.

5. Examination Controller, Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission, Kalinagar, Chaay Bagan, PO PS Namkum,
Ranchi, Jharkhand. Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE RAJESH SHANKAR

For the Appellants: Mr. Krishna Murari, Advocate
Mr. Rajvardhan, Advocate
Mr. Ritesh Pathak, Advocate
Mr. Deb Nandan Dubey, Advocate
Mr. Mukesh Kumar Dubey, Advocate
[L.P.A. Nos. 64 & 117 of 2020]
Mr. Manoj Tandon, Advocate
Mr. Sidhharth Ranjan, Advocate
Ms. Neha Bhardwaj, Advocate
Mr. K.S. Chhabra, Advocate
[L.P.A. Nos. 77 & 133 of 2020]
Mr. Ajit Kumar, Sr. Advocate
Mr. Shresth Gautam, Advocate
Mr. Rahul Kumar, Advocate
Mr. Padmanav Shahdeo, Advocate
[L.P.A. Nos. 74, 76, 87, 88, 92, 103, 104 & 105 of 2020]
Mr. Amritansh Vats, Advocate
Mr. Shivam Anand Pathak, Advocate
Mr. Amartya Choubey, Advocate
Ms. Oishi Das, Advocate
[L.P.A. Nos. 125, 126, 127, 128, 183 & 193 of 2020]

For the Respondents: Mr. Rajiv Ranjan, A.G.
[L.P.A. No. 64 of 2020]

Mr. Sanjoy Piprawall, Advocate
Mr. Prince Kumar, Advocate
Mr. Jay Prakash, Advocate

Mr. Rakesh Ranjan, Advocate
[in all cases]

Ajit Kumar, A.C. to G.A.-V
[L.P.A. No. 64 of 2020]

Mrs. Sunita Kumari, AC to Sr. SC-II
[L.P.A. Nos. 128 & 183 of 2020]
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Mr. Gaurang Jajodia, A.C. to G.P-II
[L.P.A. No. 114 of 2020]

Ms. Ruchi Mukti, A.C. to A.A.G.-IA
[L.P.A. Nos. 74, 87, 92, 103 & 133 of 2020]

Mr. Aditya Kumar, A.C. to Sr. S.C.-I
[L.P.A. Nos. 76, 77, 88, 104, 105, 126 & 193 of 2020]

Mr. J. F. Toppo, GA-V
[L.P.A. No. 64 of 2020]

Reserved on 21.04.2026 Pronounced on 07.05.2026
Per : Rajesh Shankar, J. :

These appeals have been filed challenging the common order/judgment
dated 20.12.2019 passed by the learned Single Judge in a batch of writ
petitions (led by W.P.(S) No. 3151 of 2018) filed by the respective writ
petitioners/appellants whereby the decision of the Jharkhand Public
Service Commission (JPSC)/Jharkhand Staff Selection Commission (JSSC)
treating the candidature of the writ petitioners/appellants under general
category, has not been interfered on the ground that they failed to adhere
to the conditions as stipulated in the respective advertisements and
consequently their writ petitions have been dismissed.

Initially, the present batch of Letters Patent Appeals as well as other
Letters Patent Appeals were placed before a Co-ordinate Bench of this
Court and vide order dated 02.03.2023, the Bench observed that in an
almost similar fact-situation, there were conflicting views of different
Division Benches of this court as in some cases, the ratio laid down in the
case of Ram Kumar Gijroya Vs. Delhi Subordinate Services
Selection Board & Another reported in (2016) 4 SCC 754 had been
followed, whereas in some other cases, it had been distinguished/not
relied upon. The Bench thereafter referred the said cases to the larger

Bench for determination of the following issues: -
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A. Whether "Ram Kumar Gijroya” must be applied in every
case irrespective of the facts of the case, provided the caste
certificate is produced at the time of verification of the
documents?

B. Whether Clause 9(gha) in the Advertisement No. 2 of 2016
and a similar stipulation in the other advertisements run
contrary to the Constitutional mandate under Articles 14, 16
and 335 of the Constitution of India?

C. Whether providing a condition in the advertisement that the
caste certificate in the proper format should be in possession
of the candidate on the last date for making the application
failing which his/her candidature shall be considered under
unreserved category is an exercise of excessive delegation of
power and/or beyond the powers conferred upon the

Commission?

Subsequently, L.P.A. No. 50 of 2020 was de-tagged and L.P.A. No. 118 of
2020 was disposed of by passing a separate order. Thereafter, the
remaining cases (i.e., the present batch of appeals) were placed before
the Full Bench of this Court and the said Bench answered the issues
referred to it vide order dated 15.09.2025 passed in the case of Dr.
Nutan Indwar @ Nutan Indwar Vs. State of Jharkhand & Ors.
reported in 2025 SCC OnLine Jhar. 3189 directing that the present
batch of appeals be placed before the appropriate Bench for deciding the
same on merit keeping in view the observation made by the said Bench

on the issues referred to it. Pursuant to the said direction, these appeals

have been placed before this Court.

15



2026:JHHC:13599-DB

Heard learned counsel for the parties at length and perused the materials
available on record.

Mr. Krishna Murari, learned counsel for the appellant of L.P.A. No. 64 of
2020 namely Dr. Nutan Indwar @ Nutan Indwar, submits that the said
appellant was in possession of her caste certificates issued in the
prescribed formats of the State Government as well as the Central
Government from much before the cut-off date of submission of online
application form, however she inadvertently mentioned the particulars of
the caste certificate issued in the prescribed format of the Central
Government while uploading her application.

It is further submitted that the said appellant rectified her mistake and
submitted the caste certificate issued in the prescribed format as
mandated under Clause-9(gha) of the Advertisement No. 02/2016 during
the documents verification, however the same was not accepted by the
JPSC and her candidature was treated under “General Category”.
Resultantly, she was not selected for the advertised post despite the fact
that she had scored more marks than the cut-off marks i.e., the marks
obtained by the last selected candidate under the “Scheduled Tribe”
category.

It is also submitted that pursuant to publication of the final result, out of
44 vacancies notified for the “Scheduled Tribe” category, only 8
candidates were declared successful and thereby 36 posts remained
vacant. The present appellant is the only left out candidate who has
secured marks more than the cut-off marks and thus, the action of the
Commission in denying appointment to the present appellant is patently

arbitrary and illegal.
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It is further submitted that no prejudice will be caused to any other
unsuccessful candidate by providing appointment to the appellant who
was in possession of the caste certificate in the prescribed format of the
State Government prior to the last date of submission of the online
application form.

It is contended by learned counsel for the said appellant that the
appellant was called for interview by the Commission under “Scheduled
Tribe” category only on confirming her undisputed status under the said
category. Since she had obtained lesser marks than the cut-off marks of
last selected candidate under the “General Category” in written
examination, it cannot be assumed that she was called for interview as a
“general category” candidate. As such, at the time of declaring the final
result, the Commission was wrong in treating the appellant under
“General Category” depriving her of getting the appointment.

Mr. Krishna Murari places reliance on the judgment rendered by the
Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya (supra.)
and submits that once the categorization in a particular category is not
disputed, mere inability to submit the prescribed caste certificate till the
cut-off date should not operate as prejudice to the candidate. Even
otherwise, the delayed submission should not affect the category-wise
selection process as there is no rationale for insisting to produce the
prescribed caste certificate till the cut-off date.

Mr. Krishna Murari also puts reliance on the judgment rendered by the
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Charles K. Skaria and Others
Vs. Dr. C.Mathew and Others reported in (1980) 2 SCC 752 and

submits that possession of a caste certificate in the prescribed format was
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sufficient for claiming benefit of reservation.

Mr. Manoj Tandon, learned counsel appearing on behalf of the appellants
of L.P.A. Nos. 77 of 2020 and 133 of 2020, submits that the JPSC/JSSC
have breached the law laid down by the Full Bench of this Court in the
order dated 15.09.2025 by appointing few candidates who were similarly
situated to the said appellants and thus they deserve the similar relief as
granted to the said candidates.

It is further submitted that admittedly the appellants belong to the
reserved category but they have been treated under “General Category”
in @ most arbitrary manner. The appellants had submitted their caste
certificates in the prescribed format prior to finalization of the process of
recruitment, however the respondents arbitrarily did not take into
consideration the said caste certificates produced by them.

It is also submitted that in the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya (Supra.),
the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that delay in submission of caste
certificate by a reserved category candidate would not oust his/her
candidature for appointment.

Mr. Ajit Kumar, learned senior counsel, assisted by Mr. Shresth Gautam,
appearing on behalf of some of the appellants, submits that under similar
situation, some candidates were given relaxation of submitting the caste
certificates at subsequent stage by the JPSC, whereas it acted arbitrarily
in the cases of the appellants by not giving them the same relaxation.

In response to the above contentions, Mr. Sanjay Piprawal, learned
counsel appearing on behalf of respondents- JPSC/JSSC, submits that the
appellants had failed to strictly adhere to the terms and conditions of the

advertisements fixed for claiming reservation and as such their
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candidatures were considered under “General Category”.

It is further submitted that the Hon’ble Supreme Court as well the
different Division Benches of this Court have consistently held that the
candidates are obliged to strictly follow the terms and conditions of the
advertisement, failing which they would not be able to get the benefit of
reservation.

It is also submitted that admittedly in the online application forms, the
appellants had not filled the particulars of the caste certificates obtained
in the prescribed format, rather the same were subsequently produced
either at the time of document verification or after issuance of the show
cause notices.

It is further submitted that the Full bench of this Court in the order dated
15.09.2025, has upheld the constitutional validity of Clause 9 (gha) of
Advertisement No. 02 of 2016 and similar stipulations in the other
advertisements, which clearly provide that each candidate who is the
resident of Jharkhand State and belongs to SC/ST/BC-I/BC-II category,
has to fill the particulars of his/her caste certificate issued by the Deputy
Commissioner/Sub-Divisional Officer in the prescribed format in the
online application form, otherwise they will be treated under “general
category”.

Mr. Piprawal contends that the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya (Supra.)
which has been heavily relied upon by the learned counsels for the
appellants, has been distinguished in facts by the Hon’ble Supreme Court
in several subsequent judgments and as such the said judgment will not
help the case of the appellants.

We have gone through the judgment of Ram Kumar Gijroya (Supra.).
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The fact of the said case was that the appellant was not selected for the
advertised post on the ground that he had failed to submit the OBC
certificate issued by the appropriate authority along with the application
form before the last date of submission of the same. Moreover, the
requirement of submitting the OBC certificate before the cut-off date of
the application was introduced by the respondent-Delhi Subordinate
Services Selection Board only while declaring the result on 15.12.2008.
In the said case, Their Lordships considered the judgment of learned
Single Judge of Delhi High Court rendered in the case of Pushpa vs.
Govt., NCT of Delhi & Others reported in 2009 SCC OnLine Del 281
and held that the same was in conformity with the proposition of law laid
down in the case of Indra Sawhney & Others vs. Union of India &
Others reported in 1992 Supp (3) SCC 217 and Valsamma Paul
(Mrs.) vs. Cochin University & Others reported in (1996) 3 SCC
545. It was further held that the Division Bench of Delhi High Court had
erred in reversing the judgment and order passed by the learned Single
Judge without noticing the binding precedent of Indra Sawhney
(Supra.) and Valsamma Paul (Supra.) wherein after interpretation of
Articles 14, 15, 16 as well as 39-A of the Constitution of India pertaining
to the Directive Principles of the State policy, it was held that the object
of providing reservation to the SCs/STs and educationally/socially
backward classes of the society is to remove inequality in public
employment, as the candidates belonging to these categories are unable
to compete with the candidates belonging to the general category on
account of facing centuries of oppression and deprivation of opportunity.

The constitutional concept of reservation envisaged in the Preamble of
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the Constitution and Articles 14, 15, 16 as well as 39-A of the Directive
Principles of the State policy is to achieve the purpose of giving equal
opportunity to all sections of the society.

In the case of Karn Singh Yadav Vs. Government of NCT of Delhi
and Others reported in (2024) 2 SCC 716, the judgments of Ram
Kumar Gijroya (Supra.) and Pushpa (supra.) came to be considered
by the Hon'ble Supreme Court and their Lordships referred the matter to
the Larger Bench of three judges for reconsideration of the issue fell in
the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya (supra.) by observing that the
judgment of Pushpa (supra.) was passed under a peculiar circumstance
where the fact was that the office of the competent authority took
considerable time to make the required OBC certificate available despite
the applicant having filed an application before the concerned Sub-
Divisional Officer for obtaining the same much prior to the date of
issuance of the advertisement, for which the applicant could not be made
to suffer. It was further held that in the course of recruitment process,
many persons, though belonging to the OBC category or SC/ST category,
might not have obtained the required caste certificate before the cut-off
date. Such persons, being law abiding and conscious of the bar contained
in the notification of the cut-off date, might not have applied seeking
employment. In case, the authority starts accepting caste certificates
subsequent to the prescribed cut-off dates whenever a candidate
approaches it, the remaining candidates who had not applied, would
definitely be affected. If the applicants are allowed to submit certificates
in proof of their claim of reservation subsequent to the notified cut-off

date, it would create an administrative chaos.
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However, when the said case was placed before the Larger Bench of the
Hon’ble Supreme Court, Their Lordships did not delve into the issues
raised in Karn Singh Yadav (supra.) (decided by two Judges Bench)
and disposed of the said case vide judgment rendered in Karn Singh
Yadav vs. Government of NCT of Delhi & Others reported in (2024)
2 SCC 588 (decided by three Judges Bench) observing that the fact and
situation of the said case was identical to the case of Ram Kumar
Gijroya (supra.).

The judgments of Ram Kumar Gijroya (supra.) as well as Karn Singh
Yadav (supra.) (two Judges Bench) and Karn Singh Yadav (supra.)
(three Judges Bench) were also considered in the case of Divya Vs.
Union of India & Others reported in (2024) 1 SCC 448. Their
Lordships distinguished the fact of that case with that of Ram Kumar
Gijroya (Supra.) and observed that in the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya
(Supra.) there was no rule regarding requirement of submitting the OBC
certificate before the cut-off date, rather the same was introduced by the
selection authority at the time of declaring the result. It was further
observed that in the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya (Supra.), there was
no contention or issue raised that the eligibility enured or crystallized only
on issuance of the certificate and on possession of the certificate before
the prescribed cut-off date. In the said case, Their Lordships went on to
observe that the judgment of Ram Kumar Gijroya (Supra.) was also
directly in conflict with the judgment of Three Judges Bench of the
Hon’ble Supreme Court rendered in the case of Ashok Kumar Sharma
& Others Vs. Chander Shekhar & Another reported in (1997) 4 SCC

18 and thus the ratio laid down in the judgment of the three judges’
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Bench in the case of Ashok Kumar Sharma (Supra.) is bound to be
followed.

Again, in the case of Sakshi Arha Vs. The Rajasthan High Court and
Others reported in 2025 SCC OnLine SC 757 the Hon'ble Supreme
Court distinguished the judgment of Ram Kumar Gijroya (Supra.)

from the fact of that case observing as under: -

“38. Significant reliance is placed by the Appellants on
the 2-Judge Bench decision of this Court in Ram
Kumar Gijroya (supra). A perusal of the decision
rendered by the High Court of Delhi on the factual
matrix therein is evidently distinct. The same, thus,
cannot come to the rescue of the Appellants. In the
instant case, it is not a contention of Appellants that
they are missing a valid proof of attainment of their
particular qualification or right. No candidate before
us has a claim that they, to begin with, already availed
and established their eligibility, or had applied for a
NCL category certificate and issuance of the same is
delayed at the behest of the competent authority. The
ratio, therefore, in the relied judgment would not
apply.”
The Full Bench of this Court also decided the issue ‘A’ in the judgment

dated 15.09.2025 by observing that the ratio laid down in the case of
Ram Kumar Gijroya (supra) is not applicable in every case irrespective
of the facts. It also cannot be applied if the caste certificate is not
produced on or before the cut-off date as prescribed either by the rules
governing the employment or by the advertisement. In case, rules and
advertisement are silent about the cut-off date, then the eligibility will be
judged on the last date of submission of the application forms.

In the aforesaid judgment, one of us (Rajesh Shankar, J) has observed in

concurring part as under: -

“67. It may be construed from the aforesaid judicial
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pronouncements that the judgment of Ram Kumar
Gijroya (Supra.) was delivered in the peculiar fact and
circumstance of the said case where the cut-off date
for submitting OBC certificate was not given in the
advertisement, rather the same was introduced by
the respondent-Delhi Sub-ordinate Services Selection
Board only while declaring the result. The judgment
of Pushpa (Supra.) which was strongly relied upon by
the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Ram Kumar Gijroya
(Supra.) was also delivered in the circumstance where
the applicant had moved an application for obtaining
OBC certificate much prior to the date of issuance of
the advertisement, however, the office of the
competent authority took considerable time to make
the required OBC certificate available. The judgment
of Ram Kumar Gijroya (Supra.) was factually
distinguished by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the
judgment rendered in the cases of Divya (Supra.) and
Sakshi Arya (Supra.).”
Now, the question falls for consideration of this Court is whether the facts

and circumstance of the present batch of appeals are similar to the case
of Ram Kumar Gijroya (supra.) so as to entitle the appellants for any
relief by this Court in view of the law laid down in the said judgment or
was there any cut-off date fixed in the advertisements in question for
obtaining caste certificates in the prescribed format which the appellants
were required to strictly follow.

The present matters relate to altogether six advertisements issued by the
JPSC/JSSC and as such for better appreciation of the cases of the parties,
it seems appropriate to inter alia refer the relevant provisions of the said
advertisements as well as the respective claims of the parties.
Advertisement No. 2 of 2016 was issued by the JPSC for appointment
to the post of Dentist (Basic Cadre) and the last date of submission of the

online application forms by the interested candidates was fixed as
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29.02.2016, which was subsequently extended upto 15.03.2016.

The relevant clauses for the said advertisement are quoted hereinbelow

for the ready reference in the present case:-

Clause-9 3R&/T-:
(@) . e, (Online) 3de ¥ Fad ufafd & arefia Efra smreror
BT IdT ol PR UR SREU P aH gt e U8 spaffal ol
SFARTET Pife & =mfira fopar s |

(@) 3R BT ATH HId FRJUS Iod & VT Gt Bl IRGUS Tod
& &M TR & TSIUBRT 3dfd U / 3IHISH UGIUPHRT wR o
et Sfa owmor o3 & SR WR 8 3T | SIRWUS Iog b S8R b

SIfd THT0T U 4R Snadf & ol SIReur & Ay gq fopdn T qrat
STHA a1 BN | il WMBR & 37ef o / Reifore TR o
TG & 3229 T i fUs Sl Sfa (0BC) &1 vHm0T ud oft 3= givm

T SHREMT T GTaT STH g1 81Tl |

(@) FRYUS I & IWGaR, Sl SIfed Sifed / Sgfard St /
fU@sratt -1 (BC- 1) / FUDST T - 11 (BC-11) B &, I SRE&TT BT ATH UT
TR & [T IRYUS I SURE / STHSd TEIIHRT TR o

HHRT: BITHD, RIS JUR TUT ISTHTHT fTUNT, FRETS IRBR HT
3Uieh- 5682, fa=ieh- 22.10.2008 Td Ui - 10007, f&ieh- 29.08.2012
aR1 fia FuiRa fafgd uoar - | sryar uua - 11 &7 faaRur siHars-
3{1de U § Ufay o3| ot Sngdf SFARMEM dife & 7 S |
fATRa T AT & JEwIEe - wwwjpsc.gov.in TR SUAs ]

(S.) 3Mde & I ot sifaw fafy 9 siReror /g dorw fafgd wue - |
TS YA - || H STl U101 O, For ST gRT Sfidl&ll & S UHI0) O
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O UfshdT & SR Jad 0 H JHI0 UF Ugd BT 3ifAard ghm
YT 3NGTT I B &l SR

(@) FETDHR & T SR 3de | fed T ufaf® (Entry) Td gfad
31de & Iy Jau It gAr o= Pt St ga ufd ogd &
SIFFET B | ST 31afdfeT Tg o at S |

Clause-12 (M) :-

(iii) I Tt TaRkieT @fesw) TH0T O3 a1 39 UGBS (iv) ST THT0T
T3 (761 AL 1) 3fife SHTes 3imde U= | (uiRd S # sfaw

TR BN TUT JI&TPR b JHI SId b hH H IURIGd YHTUT U bl

d U TRd ®RA1 SMHard 8N U4 SHiAdrs $ded | of T g

TUT TR & THY 1 T a1 | T 819 TR 31l X &R
ST 9UT 39 fold 3fTdad W& fSiiaR gl |

The appellants of L.P.A No. 64 of 2020, L.P.A No. 114 of 2020 and L.P.A
No. 117 of 2020 filled up their respective online application forms for the
said advertised post. They appeared in the written examination held on
20.12.2017 and after passing the said examination, they were called for
document verification on 08.03.2018. The interview of the said
examination was conducted on 09.03.2018 and the recommendation for
appointment of the successful candidates was made to the state
government on 17.05.2018. The appellants of the said cases were treated
as "“general category” candidates and were declared unsuccessful since
they secured lesser marks than those of the last selected candidates
under the “general category”.

For better appreciation of the claims of the appellants, the details of their
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categories, particulars of the caste certificates mentioned by them in the
online application forms as well as the caste certificates submitted by
them at the time of document verification or after issuance of show cause

notices, are given as under:-

Category of | Particulars of the Caste | Caste certificate(s)
the certificate(s) mentioned by | submitted by the
appellant(s) the appellant(s) in the | appellant(s) at the time
Online Application Form(s) | of document verification
or after issuance of the
show cause notice

L.P.A No. 64 of 2020 arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019 passed in
W.P.(S) No. 3151 of 2018

Appellant - S.T | Caste Certificate No. | Same caste certificate
CST/0316/14/00494 dated | mentioned in the
24.11.2014 issued by the | application form as also
S.D.0 in the format of | Caste Certificate No.
central government CST/0316/14/00327
dated 29.09.2014 issued
by the Sub-Divisional
Officer in the prescribed
format

L.P.A No. 114 of 2020 arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019 passed
in W.P.(S) No. 3374 of 2018

Appellant Caste Certificate No. | Caste Certificate No.
No.1-B.C-II | CST/1622/16/00107 dated | CST/1601/16/00204

02.02.2016 issued by the | dated 29.01.2016 issued
Deputy Commissioner, | by the C.0. on 30.01.2016
Hazaribagh in the format of | and countersigned by the

Central Government SDO, Sadar, Hazaribagh
on 10.03.2016
Appellant Caste Certificate No. 1921 | Caste Certificate No.

No. 2 - B.C-II | dated 06.11.2015 issued by | JHCC/2018/182586

the S.D.O however the same | dated 03.03.2018 issued
was not in the prescribed | by the SDO in the
format as mentioned in the | prescribed format after
Advertisement the last date of
submission of the online
application form.
Appellant Caste Certificate No. | Caste Certificate No.
No.3-B.C-I |JHCC/2015/21810 dated | JHCC/2018/15391 dated
31.08.2015 issued by the | 01.02.2018 issued by the
B.D.O SDO in the prescribed
format after the last date
of submission of the
online application form
Appellant Caste Certificate No. 2500 | Caste Certificate No.
No. 4 —-B.C-I | dated 20.12.2006 issued by | JHCC/2018/174854

the S.D.O not in the | dated 26.02.2018 issued
Proforma-II as mentioned | by the SDO after the last

in the Advertisement date of submission of the
online application form
Appellant Caste Certificate No. | Caste Certificate No.

No.5-B.C-II | JHCC/2016/56935 dated | JHCC/2018/198348
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20.02.2016 which was in
the format of the Central
Government

dated 05.03.2018 issued
by the SDO in the
prescribed format after
the last date of
submission of the online
application form

Appellant
No. 6 — B.C-I

Caste Certificate No.
1105/07 dated 01.03.2007
issued by the SDO which
was not in the prescribed

Caste Certificate

JHCC/2017/1675393
dated 09.02.2018 issued
by the D.C., Dhanbad in

No.

format as mentioned in the
advertisement

the prescribed format
after the last date of
submission of the online
application form

L.P.A No. 117 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019
passed in W.P.(S) No. 3931 of 2018

Same caste certificate as
well as Caste Certificate
No. JHCC/2017/1507069
dated 30.10.2017 issued
by the SDO after the last
date of submission of the
online application form

Appellant - SC | Caste Certificate No. 399
dated 27.04.2006 issued by
the SDO which was not in
the prescribed format
as mentioned in the
advertisement.

34. Advertisement No. 6 of 2017 was issued by the JSSC for appointment
to the post of Jharkhand Police Radio Operator and the last date for

submission of online application forms was fixed as 31.08.2017.

Relevant Clauses of the Advertisement: -

Clause - 3:- URI& UR1& & forT 31de ¢ o gd snadf ag gRfga
g o f& 3 fanfid ue & urrar & fawg W gt wt wraf & g
B4 o1 7dem § 969 @t rgfa gofa: shusfe g1 wden & o
Ta=1 U a8 9HIford 18t S | fob et fasniud ue w fFgfad
& foru = gq Fuiia s O ovd € adife smanT udien & a1
U AU o AR fordd! +ff T snafdal & urmsdr & Sa=d Jaro
TAl D1 Sirg ST YA U g & 99Td 31l &t uerar & fog
sifae Fofa gt I et ot wva usd ot 18T S arel snafdat
&1 3f1de / affar g fawar o T g1
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Clause 7 3{IR&UI-:
(1) 3fraed | g ufaf & 3= SMa e &1 grar 78 H9 W
3(REJUT BT ATH Tal [HRT |

(1) 3Tade THUd oA @1 Sifad Ay 9% IRWUS WHR GRT AN

RN Fra] T} e TUTa B4 | SIRE(UT BT GTal A dlc] FREUS
& WM IRl SEearR &1 9 yAm-uF &1 faRur 3iH-asA
3fTae U= H AT e 81T Ud STINT gRT JHTUI-UH &1 Sild o Sfaeik
TR AU PHIAT SH-ard G-
(i) 3gfad Sifd Ud SrRyferd o9 Siifd & forg Sifa gamor u3-
fora / SrgHed & SURad / 3HvSd UaIIeRI ¥ fafga uua

ORI - | W 3ifdbd UuA & YAl U1 b gRT B S+
THTOT U |

(ii) St st avf (SrgyE-1 ) wd Ut af erggEt-2 & forw
SiTfel JATOT U TR - 11 OR 3ifdd U § 31al Ul et R
PR SIfd JHT0 U |

(i) SFFYEI S, Srgfert S e, st o (rgeget - 1)
Td 3fdd fUsst ol (SrRgE - 2 ) Ud Afee & SiRféd ual &
fere wirar frarft o v rfifer, TR GUR quT IrSTHTT
fAURT & TAld- 9650 faid 02.06.2016 GRT FuiRkd wu=
@RS - 11 R sifd uuH) & fSar / sded & IUge /
THUST UGB RI & Wk ¥ Hid R fari g o J=
BRI T4 R U ¥ - JHTUT UF &1 §&1 a1 fafy sirde o
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3iferd BT BT, 18 UAT0T Ul & Sirg S H A ifAard =g
3 Sird g ST HAT I |

(iv) 3fTde® IUgad UuHl H§ SrHed UaIUdRT 314al SUgad 4

THT0T U3 UT 6 b SURId &l 3 s 3ded UF U]
AT B TUT 37 AR 3HTde UoF & TUT VM 30 il
A U7, QMY el vamn o &1 @ v i fafy go

®H| I YA Tl DI ART / Sid 3TN SMaRAHATIR HH
1t H= T g

(v) F&H TR T e TR Ud faarforeT & uRfRry - |, uffRry-i ud

TRRIY-111 TR Sifdbd TU= 31T U3l g GRT HHYCR Sii-Id JHIUT
U3 O 0 guA § Syl fHSd UGYeRl 4 g 'R &
UeTIeRY gRT fAeid sfa gwmr o/ R Fard varor o
HI=I 761 BRI a7 TY JHT0T U1 & YR IR R T S1dG U
frgfert fehan o fardlt TR TR 3RE(01 o A1y 9 dferd o fea
SIRATT 3fyal 3% 3de U g fhd o Ihd &, s g
Geifed sfdad Wd Iavari i |

Clause-8 : ON LINE 3T1dG+1 U I HR1 Td Submit AT -
39-ATSH 3MTde HT 4R & fare feu T fem A &1 sieRer: urem
HY| 3 U | &Y 75 ganeii § guf Iy 819 & ueTd g1 3de ud
B! ST (Submit) BRI TG T R & fU ST & dedrge

www.jssc.in 3{Udl www.,jssc.nic.in UX ST¢ €d Online Application for

JPROCE - 2017 W Click ¥ T 31ded Ua WX | Qeifores aivagdr ud
3{REUT b1 &ral o ey H gl g AfYd g1 @ fo smae &1 fafy
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q d SHIRAD M Ul HRd § ¢d Taq gadt Jifesd JHmo-ux 3d
U JUA ¢ |

3Mded! B Jrad a1 91 g fb SaaT Submit FA & gd W T
3ffded &1 3ld U @ ol I dis I § d U FUR IR gl
3{TAG Submit B | T TR TdG Submit B & gTq fpat off wfafd
o GUR FT Pig o} <11 A9 781 BT 3R WR T 3fTde & YR WR &l
3G B U&T ot S |

3{d: 3TAGH! P TATE 4l Il § [ Online 3fTde HIH 4R & g4 d
RN & 3ffpd deETse F UaT B fIaRMST Download B &
TYTq 81 B 4R | TRl Hid ¥ SUds [aaRfUreT & SR IR B 4RA
H gfe 1S e Bt B o 3Mdes WY 39 for forar g1 |
Clause 14 :- 3=

(3). 3fTae H siford Ya1sfi Td Ufawdl &1 gul forar sraad ot gt

ayT fedt Yt YR &t 7Tdd STHB R & ol 31dee W&d ISRt givl |

Relevant Clause of ‘Necessary Information’ issued for the

documents verification :-

2 (9) SATfdl THTUT TS TG UHT0T O URil o faaRforesT |, I T i #
aftfd ufRa uo=r & 81 A= g SiTfd UTor ust U STaTiv UaTer o
fOTeT & SURId 31YdT SIIHUSH UIUBRI o TR ¥ fAvfd g1 T1fgul
SIfd U101 UF U4 TR TH101 O3 el & IUgdd Syl S{gHuSd
TeIIeR! T 3FgH USRI & WX I i YA U 717 gl gh T |
feiRd uo= 9 et gos | Sifd vETeT us / ety Y UF H e
B |

35. The Appellants of L.P.A No. 49 of 2020, L.P.A No. 74 of 2020 and L.P.A
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No. 103 of 2020 filled up their respective online application forms for the
said advertised posts. They appeared in the written examination held on
27.11.2017 and after passing in the said examination, they were called
for document verification on 01.02.2018. The final result of the said
examination was published on 10.07.2018 and the recommendation for
appointment of the successful candidates was made to the state
government on 17.05.2018. The appellants were treated under “general
category” and they were not declared successful as they secured lesser
marks than those of the last selected candidates under “general
category”.

For better appreciation of the claims of the appellants, the details of their
categories, particulars of the caste certificates mentioned by them in the
online application forms as well as the caste certificates submitted by
them at the time of document verification or after issuance of show cause

notices, are given below:-

Category Caste certificate mentioned | Caste certificate submitted

of the |by the appellant in the | by the appellants at the

appellant | Online Application Form time of document
verification or after the
show cause

L.P.A No. 49 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019
passed in W.P.(S) No. 5558 of 2018
Appellant - | Caste Certificate No.

Caste Certificate No.

B.C-11

JHCC/2017/1097987 dated
04.08.2017 issued by the
SDO, Ranchi

(in the application form the
appellant had wrongly
written the date of
registration of the
application filed for
issuance of caste certificate
in place of date of issuance
of the same.)

JHCC/2017/1097987
issued by the S.D.O Ranchi
issued on 13.10.2017 in the
prescribed format after the
last date of submission of
the online application form.
After show cause, she
produced caste certificate
no. RNC/ BRUM/ SARLE/
CST/112928/2013 dated
29.10.2013 issued by the
Block Development Officer,
Budhmu and caste
certificate no. RNC/ BRUM/
SARLE/OBC/1971/2013
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dated 01.08.2013 issued by

the SDO, Ranchi in the
format of central
government.

L.P.A No. 74

W.P.(S) No. 3540 of 2018

of 2020 arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019 passed in

Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste Certificate No.
No.1 - | JHCC/2017/419190 dated |JHCC/2017/573740 dated
E.B.C-1 29.06.2017 issued by the | 07.06.2017 issued by the
SDO (however, the correct | S.D.O, Koderma in
issue date of the said [the format of Central
certificate is 27.04.2017 | Government and
which was issued by the | Caste certificate No.
C.0.) JHCC/2018/90292 dated
12.03.2018 issued by the
SDO in the prescribed
format after the last date of
submission of the online
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate No.
No. 2-BC- |JHCC/2017/469188 dated | JHCC/2018/94741 dated
2 16.05.2017 issued by SDO | 02.02.2018 issued by the
SDO in the prescribed
format after the last date of
submission of the online
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate No.
No. 3 -—|JHCC/2017/689226 dated JHCC/2018/71879 dated
EBC-1 24.06.2017 issued by SDO | 27.01.2018 issued by the
(however, the said |SDO in the prescribed
certificate was actually | format after the last date of
issued by the C.0.) submission of the online
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate No.
No.4 —-SC |JHCC/2017/589112 dated |JHCC/2018/98006 dated
28.05.2017 issued by SDO | 07.02.2018 issued by the
(however, the said |SDO in the prescribed
certificate was actually | format after the last date of
issued by the C.0.) submission of the online
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate No.
No. 5 -—|JHCC/2017/70822 dated | JHCC/2017/1534148 dated
EBC-1 25.01.2017 issued by SDO |01.11.2017 issued by the
(however, the said certificate | D.C. in the prescribed format
was issued by the C.0) after the Ilast date of
submission of the online
application form
L.P.A No. 103 of 2018 arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019 passed
in W.P.(S) No. 3535 of 2018
Appellant - | JHCC/2017/409618 dated | Caste certificate No.
EBC-I 19.05.2017 issued by the |JHCC/2018/14094  dated

S.D.O., however the same is
the certificate to be produced
by the OBC applying for
appointment to the posts
under the Government of
India

27.01.2018 issued by the
SDO in the prescribed format
after the Ilast date of
submission of the online
application form
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37. Advertisement No. 5 of 2017 was issued by the JSSC for appointment
to the post of Jharkhand Police Sub-Inspector and the last date for
submission of the online application form was fixed as 13.08.2017.

Relevant Clauses of the Advertisement: -

Clause - 3:- TRI&T & foT 3f1de ¢4 & yd sigdf gg gRfFa gl of fb
famfid ue &) usar & favg W g gt w6l B )1 B g1 udlen §
o Bt 3rgAfa guid: siusRie it udten & for var o= ffa g1 wnfora
Tel il & o sngdf fasnfud ue W fAgfaa & fow 9= g Maifd umrar
T $d ¢ Rl RN gden & a1G U Gaur & rgaR et ff 9w
31l &Y UTHAdT § GEERId YHT0] Ul b Sild | IO OF Sid & uyTd
3l 1 U & forg WR sifaw fofg g1 g | fonxdt off o ureran gt &t
FA A1l 1T BT 3Mrd e/ S1afdiar I fovan o1 Ihdl & |

Clause-7 3{IR&UI-:

(1) 3imae H g ufafd & s Mg SRar &1 grar T8 v W)
3{R&(UT T ATH =T8T At

(1) 3fTde AT H B SifdH [y 9% IRWUS WHR gRT AN

SREUT Fra=ft gt e guTet §IT | SRE(UT BT GTdT R dTel FRWUS
& WHE Harft IwiqarR &1 A9 JA-u B faaRor SfiF-emg
ST U3 H GAT SHfaTd 81T U ST gIRT UHTUT-U b1 Gildl b ¥R
TR FHUT BT SfHar h:-
() ST S T Srggfard S S 3 ferg Sy shETOr O -
fSTelT / SrHed & IURed / 3THUSH UanideRl ¥ fafgd uu=

OgRIRIY - | R Sifeed UuF T YAl U ds §RT SR
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I ST O |

(i) 31dd e o (3rgE-1) wd e ol srggel- 2 & o
STt gETor O URTRY - 11 W siford U= H 31ydT US b gRI
PR ST T U |

(ifi) SFRTAT o 1 Afgel & o FIRWUS BT VI are yHTr

O OGRS - 111 IR 3ifced YU § 3YdT U bg GRT AL

SId THT0T O |

(iv) 3fTdG® IUdad UU! H SfIHSH UaIIBR! SHudl SUgad o

THIU UF Ut B34 & IURTT ol 39 A 3TdeT T HRAT
AT Y qUT 311 MR 3MMdad U § JUT R 39+ SIfd
THI0 U7, RIT1T Harft vamor g &1 91 wd A fafd oo a3

JFd THIUT T Bt ANT/SITE SN SaahargaR &H o &
qHdl g

(v) T&H TR ¥ fHF TR Td faaxivreT & aRkfry-1, gk - 11 g

ORI - 11l TR Sifdhd YU 31¥aT TR s gRT SR S -
THIOT U3 Y e Uud | Sfydl SgHSd UciUpR] ¥ Y &R &
UeTIe R gRT ATid ST U0 Ust / RIHTE Fardt g o |
T8l BN YT U JHI0 Gl & YR WR W T 3fidad U=
frgfert ufchar & fobdit Hit TR R SR&TT & AT A dferd &R fean
ST 31YdT 39 3M1de U g fhu o Iobd &, orae o

TafId 3dced W SR il |

Clause-9:- ON LINE 3fTd& U3 1 AT Td submit BT - HT-aATSH

3ded &l WA & fore fau T fa=m A &1 31eR<: Ut B3| 3mde
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oA | dt T8 grefl ¥ gul Ig¥ 81 o UHTd B Sffdad UF DI Sl
(Submit) @< 3Tda T U & oY ST & dEIRe www,jssc.in
3{YaT www.jssc.nic.in I ST T Online Application for JCPSICE-2017
TR Click B YT 3fTdad U R |

esfOIT TTaT Ud SR BT g1aT & Taie H engff ag gRla a1 a fe
3{1deA &1 fafY T 9 3Maae 3fgdl QUi HRd g Ud Udd et difsd

THTU-UF 37 U1 U ¢ |

3Mdae! B Yiud fobar STl & fb SM1aaT Submit A & Yd R T
3M1de &1 3l 4 3@ o1 Ul BIE ¢ § Ol IV JUR PR 8 3Haa
Submit B | T TR 3ATAG Submit B & GYT IRI&THT DI THIAd
o3 ard foedt ot wfaf® o QurR &1 ®i ot grar A 781 8T &R R
T TG & YR TR 51 STdah DI ORI o SR |

3{d: 3ATAGH! P TATE &I STl & b Online 3fTde HIH 4RA & Jd d
3RANT & 3ffpd dedTse J GRI& Bt fdaRfOpT Download #RH &
gYTq 81 B WX | aTel Hid ¥ IUdsy [aaRfUreT & SUR IR BH 4RA
T gfe HIE Ffe B B @ smiees o 3T fore RraR g1 |

Clause - 15: 3TY:-

3. 3fde # Sifdd garefl ud ufawdl &t qul fSaRt sdge &1 gii au
ferddt Hi TR 1 TTefd SR & o 3fdae W IR 8|

Relevant Clause of Notice for the documents verification:-

2 (III) (¥) T8l St YA T T et vHmr o3 Wi g
forgest T fiw fafy aur fia iiieR ot ufafd o s smde
U H & 715 g1 3Mac | gol YA U 4 i Sif o1 gHir U ud
R o g1 O Wi g1 1| 311 AIs Sfide ud | forg

36



38.

39.

2026:JHHC:13599-DB

3R&UT DI BT SraT T AT § ST SR DI BT Sifd YHIT U
A AT

The appellants of L.P.A No. 76 of 2020, L.P.A No. 77 of 2020, L.P.A No. 87
of 2020, L.P.A No. 88 of 2020, L.P.A No. 92 of 2020, L.P.A No. 104 of
2020, L.P.A No. 128 of 2020, L.P.A No. 133 of 2020, L.P.A No. 183 of 2020,
L.P.A No. 193 of 2020 and L.P.A No. 266 of 2020 filled up their respective
online application forms for the said advertised posts. They appeared in
the written examination and after clearing the said examination, they
were called for document verification held between 18.05.2018 and
23.05.2018. The final result of the said examination was published on
27.06.2018 and the recommendation was made to the state government
for appointment of the successful candidates on 05.07.2018. The
appellants were treated as “general category” candidates and they were
not declared successful as they secured lesser marks than those of the
last selected candidates under general category.

For better appreciation of the claims of the appellants, the details of their
categories, particulars of the caste certificates mentioned by them in the
online application forms as well as the caste certificates submitted by
them at the time of document verification or after issuance of show cause

notices, are given as under:-

Category Caste certificate mentioned by | Caste certificate
of the | the appellant in the Online | submitted by the
appellant Application Form appellants in the

proper format either at
the time of document
verification or after the
show cause

L.P.A No. 76 of 2020 arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019 passed

in W.P.(S) No. 3220 of 2018

Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate no.
No. 1 - |JHHC/2017/56858 dated | JHCC/2018/204977
EBC-I 24.01.2017 issued by the D.C, | issued on 13.03.2018
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Khunti which was in the format
of the Central Government.

by the SDO in the
prescribed format after
the last date of
submission of the
application form

Appellant | Caste certificate no. 62 dated | Caste certificate issued
No. 2 —|22.10.2016 issued by the S.D.O | under Memo No. 100
B.C-11 dated 22.10.2016
issued by the S.D.O,
Basia in the Central
Government format.
He also filed the
caste certificate no.
JHCC/2017/1582308
issued on 04.01.2018
by the SDO in the
prescribed format after
the last date of
submission of the
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste Certificate
No. 3 -—|JHCC/2017/27087 dated | JHCC/2018/14143
EBC-I 09.01.2017 issued by the S.D.O | issued on 01.02.2018
in the format of Central by the SDO in the
Government prescribed format after
the submission of the
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate no.
No. 4 —|JHCC/2017/396210 dated | JHCC/2018/25065
EBC-I 16.05.2017 issued by the SDO in | dated 24.05.2018
the format of Central | issued by the SDO in
Government the prescribed format
after the last date of
submission of the
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate no.
No. 5 - |CST/1622/15/03310 dated | JHCC/2018/238086
BC-II 10.12.2015 issued by the DC in | dated 22.03.2018
the format of Central | issued by the SDO in
Government the prescribed format
after the last date of
submission of the
application form
Appellant | Caste certificate no. | Caste certificate no.
No. 6 —|JHCC/2016/392361 dated | JHCC/2017/1243861
BC-II 20.08.2016 issued by the | dated 22.09.2017
Deputy Commissioner in the |issued by the SDO in
format of Central Government the prescribed format
after the last date
of submission of
application form
L.P.A No. 77 of 2020 arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019 passed
in W.P.(S) No. 3261 of 2018
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste Certificate no.
No. 1 - |JHRC/2016/491413 dated | JHCC/2017/1655316
EBC-I 02.11.2016 issued by the SDO | issued on 30.12.2017
(issued actually by the C.O. in | by the SDO in the

the central government format)

prescribed format after
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of
the

the last date
submission of
application form

Appellant JHCC/2016/833695 dated | caste certificate no.
No. 2 — | 04.01.2017 issued by the Circle | JHCC/2018/438765
BC-II Officer (wrongly written as SDO | issued on 10.05.2018
in the application form) in the | by the SDO in the
central government format prescribed format after
the last date of
submission of the
application form
Appellant | JHCC/2017/12453 dated | JHCC/2018/320822
No. 3 —|27.02.2017 issued by the Circle | issued on 21.04.2018
EBC-I Officer (wrongly written in the by the SDO in
application form as | prescribed format after
JSC/2017/12453 dated | the last date of
22.02.2017 issued by the SDO) | submission of the
in the central government | application form
format
Appellant | JHCC/2016/637831 dated | Caste certificate no.
No. 4 -—|01.12.2016 issued by the CO | JHCC/2018/442427
EBC-I (wrongly written in the |issued on 14.05.2018
application form as SDO) in the | in prescribed format by
central government format S.D.0., however after
the last date of
submission of the
application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. 874898 | Caste certificate no.
No. 5 - |dated 02.08.2017 issued by the | JHCC/2017/1280800
EBC-I Circle Officer (wrongly written | issued on 04.10.2017
as SDO in the application form) | in prescribed format
in the central government | however after the last
format date of submission of
the application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate no.
No. 6 —|JHCC/2017/398288 dated | JHCC/2018/378616
BC-II 09.05.2017 issued by the Circle | issued on 27.04.2018
Officer (wrongly written as SDO | by S.D.O. in prescribed
in the application form) in the | format however after
central government format the last date of
submission of the
application form
Appellant JHCC/2016/479579 dated | caste certificate no.
No. 7 -—|23.10.2016 issued by the CO | JHCC/2017/1480139
BC-1I (wrongly written as SDO in the | issued on 25.11.2017
application form) in the central | by the S.D.O. in
government format prescribed format
however after the last
date of submission of
the application form
L.P.A No. 87 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019
passed in W.P.(S) No. 3262 of 2018
Appellant- | Caste certificate No. | Caste certificate no.
SC JHRC/2017/716496 dated | JHCC/2017/1546178
02.06.2017 issued by the SDO | dated 10.11.2017

(the said certificate number
actually belongs to the

issued by the SDO,
Chatra in proper format
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appellant’'s Local Resident

Certificate)

however after the last
date of submission of
the online application
form.

L.P.A No. 88

of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019

passed in W.P.(S) No. 3636 of 2018
Appellant- | Caste Certificate No. | caste certificate no.
ST JHCC/2017/854200 dated | JHCC/2017/1122887
19.07.2017 issued by the Circle | dated 17.08.2017
Officer, Senha (wrongly written | issued in the proper
in the application form as SDO) | format however the
same was issued after
the last date of
submission of the
application form
L.P.A No. 92 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019
passed in W.P.(S) No. 3216 of 2018
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate no.
No.1-SC | JHCC/2017/899345 dated | JHCC/2017/899345
08.07.2017 issued by SDO issued on 01.12.2017
by S.D.O. in proper
format after the last
date of submission of
the online application
form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | JHCC/2017/1093480
No.2- JHCC/2017/1093480 dated | dated 23.04.2018
BC-I1I 04.08.2017 issued by SDO |issued by the SDO,
(However, 04.08.2017 was the | Gumla in proper format
date of registration of | after the last date of
application for issuance of caste | submission of the
certificate) online application form
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | Caste certificate no.
No. 3 —|JHCC/2017/1064861 issued on | JHCC/2017/1064861
EBC-I 13.08.2017 by SDO issued on 15.08.2017

in proper format after
the last date of
submission of the
online application form

L.P.A No. 104 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019

passed in W.P.(S) No. 3428 of 2018
Appellant- | JHCC/2017/969195 dated | JHCC/2017/1468853
ST 16.07.2017 issued by the SDO dated 28.12.2017

issued by the SDO,
Ranchi in the proper
format after the last
date of submission of
the online application
form.

L.P.A No. 128 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019

passed in W.P.(S) No. 4249 of 2018

Appellant- | Caste Certificate No. | Case certificate no.

EBC-I JHCC/2016/538499 dated | JHCC/2018/564578
19.01.2017 issued by the SDO in | issued on 30.05.2018
the format of Central | by the SDO, Chas in
Government proper format after the

last date of submission
of the application form.
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L.P.A No. 133 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019

passed in W.P.(S) No. 3248 of 2018
Appellant- | Caste Certificate No. | caste certificate no.
BC-I1I JHCC/2017/22737 dated | JHCC/2018/431319
11.01.2017 issued by the C.O. | dated 09.05.2018
(the said caste certificate | issued by the SDO,
number is actually issued under | Deoghar in proper
BC-I category) format issued after the
last date of submission
of the application form.

L.P.A No. 183 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019

passed in W.P.(S) No. 3476 of 2018
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | caste certificate no.
No. 1 -|JHCC/2016/606039 dated | JHCC/2018/262013
EBC-1 22.11.2016 issued by the Circle | dated 25.04.2018
Officer, Suriya (wrongly written | issued by the SDO,
in the application form as SDO) | Suriya after the last
date of submission of
the application form.
Appellant | Caste Certificate No. | caste certificate no.
No. 2 —|JHCC/2017/91628 dated | JHCC/2018/441616
EBC-1 22.01.2017 (however, the said | dated 10.05.2018
date is date of registration and | issued by the SDO,
not issue date) Dumri after the last

date of submission of
the application form.

L.P.A No. 193 of 2020 which is arising out of the
passed in W.

P.(S) No. 4255 of 2018

order dated 20.12.2019

EBC-I

Caste certificate No. 336 dated
28.01.2017

Caste certificate no. 15
dated 28.01.2017
issued by the SDO
Giridih not mentioning
about creamy layer.
After show cause, he

submitted Caste
Certificate No.
JHCC/2016/326805

dated 30.09.2016 of
EBC-I category issued
by the C.O, Giridih

L.P.A No. 266 of 2020 which is arising out of the

order dated 20.12.2019

application from as SDO)

passed in W.P.(S) No. 6017 of 2018

Appellant- | Caste Certificate No. 496 dated | Caste Certificate No.

BC-II 08.08.2013 issued by the Circle | JHCC/2018/296239
Officer (wrongly written in the | dated 18.05.2018

issued by the D.C,
Seraikella-Kharsawan
which was issued after

the Ilast date of
submission of the
online application
form.

40. Advertisement No. 7 of 2017 was issued by the JSSC for appointment

to the post of Jharkhand Police Inspector (Wireless) and the last date for
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submission of Online Application Forms was fixed as 02.09.2017.

Relevant Clauses of the Advertisement:-

Clause-3:-

TlefT o o eftda &= o gd 3naelf gg giifare g1 of fob o fasud ug
! U & favg W U1 Tt <l B R a8 | TRien & S
SgHfa ot Sfuafie giitl uien & o va=r u= et g ywfora
To! T & & engdf fasnfud ue w fgfaa & fow 997 g Meifa
A G =l § aifdh ST URIEH & §1G 3011 Yfaem & SR fodl
vl g7 Si1afdidl 1 Tl O SHRId Y10 U3 B Sild BT | FHTo
T3 S & TyTd 3l & Ul o favg WR sifay fofa gt wdemm | forsdt
1} TG U 1 A8 R a1l A &1 3fide / siafidr XE fear

ST ghd B
7. 3RETT :
(1) 3Mded ® fag ufafP & srefiv SRTT SIReuT &1 grar Tt dd WX

3REJUT BT TH gl HerT |

(Il) 3REUT U9 IY T B¢ D Y Had JRAVE I & WY FHAardt
DI B & BT IFREUS I o S8 b G IHIGAR SFHRTEM / G
o & 7 SR

(1) FRWUS WHR gRI AR RE0 Fra=i gt (4w gurdt gin|
3{REU T GTdl B dlel FRWUS b RN o Iwficar &1 Ay

HIU-UF 3R RT YAUI-UA 1 S1g & TR TR AT BT
3ifard gh:-

(i) STl oo U - e/ SrHed & SUEd / 3HUS
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TRl ¥ fafgd uua [srgfud Sifd / sgfad SHed &
fow oy - | R Sifed uw qur edd fiwer oif
(BRI - 1) / TUBST o (3FFgE-2) & foQ gRRY - 1| W
Siford uu= 1 ® sferad i st vamor-u |

(i) 3 fowgr o @Y - 1) wd edd e o
(3gE-2) & forg faAie 31.03.2015 & uyrq fafgd uu=
@RI - 11 IR sifdsd yu=) | Fefa sfa oamor oz |1 g |
(iii) 3FIgfad Sfa, Srgyfad o Sifd, fUset o (3rgaet-1)
Td fdd fUssT ot (3 - 2 ) Ud Afgell & Rfad ual &
fow wrfig farht g v wife, Rt guR qur

ISTHTST fAUTT & Uih- 9650 f&Tieh- 02.06.2016 gRT AUid

g (AR - 111 TR sifehd gua ) § forett / srHed & Iurged
/ SFTAUSH UGTRIBRI & &R § Frid R et gamr o
A= BN U SifAard w0 3 Jr0y uF o IRe au fafdy smaeA
¥ sifdbd BT g1, Ford gHIu U=l o Wi prichH H SifAard
¥ S gg SURITUT HRA1 R

R Farf gH10 o3 1 U URRIW - 111 % =Y | faarforeT | e

g1 3fded ITYad Tusl H We TR Y THT UF T - & SURId g

319 TR 3MTded T AT GRTEd B qUT 3114 Als 3H1de U § T
RIM 30 SIfd JHI01 U, R Aari vemr uF &1 ¥ wd g
Y ol x| Jad THTUT T B AT / SiTd SN STTRADHATTIR BT

WY B Ihd1 gl

e TR ¥ T TR vd faaxivrer & uRiRy - | gk - 11 wd
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aRfRI - 11 TR 3ifdrd yuA 9§ et g | fia sfd o o/ R
fardt a0 U= | 8T B AT U UHIU Wl o STYR TR HR T
3fTae v fgfaa ufshar & forddt ot TR | IE ford o wavd ©, o
fory Hefid siidge wd IR B |

Clause -8 :- ONLINE 39 U3 &1 4R Td Submit HT:-
3-eTS 3T B WA b forg faw w3 fezn =y &1 srerw: ure=
®| 3fde U | & T3 qa-rsif ¥ gul Iqy g & UYTd of 3fded U
BI ST (Submit) BRI TG T R & fU oMl & dedrge
www jssc.in 3f4aT www jssc.nic.in TR ST¢ Td Online Application for
JPRSIWCE - 2017 WR Click X T 3ffda U |

AeffOres TTdT Td SREMUN &1 gral & gae 7 gl g8 gRfa g a
{3 3fmde @1 fafy I 9 axas 3ig< quf #d § Ud Udd daeh aifesd

THTU-UF 37 U1 JUaTs & |

3{TaGd! BT Jiord a1 SITaT & o 3 Submit HR & gd W
T 314G DI Sl I o of | AfS BIs Ffe 8 ol IA YR PR 8 3
Submit @ | Tdh IR 3MTdG Submit R o G fbdt i ufaf® ¥ gur
BT DIs HI GTaT A1 751 BT 3R R T 3HTdG b YR W Gl 3HTdad
b1 e <t SRt |

31di: 3fTAGeh] Bl FaTg dl Sifchl & fob Online fTdad BTH WRA &
Td # SN o AP ded1ge U URIET B [daRT0dT Download @A
o OYT 81 B R aTel Telid ¥ IUasy RO & YR IR B HRA
¥ 4fe ®Ig Ffe I 8 ot 3mdae WY 39 forg RoraR g1 |

Clause-14 A{4:-
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3. 3Tded # siford Farsil Ud ufayal &1 guf forHart sfacd ! gt

a1 fedt Ut UeR &t Tdd STHpRI & ol 3idee W§ad ISR givl|

The appellant of L.P.A No. 105 of 2020 (arising out of the order dated
20.12.2019 passed in W.P.(S) No. 2398 of 2018) filled up his online
application form for the said advertised post. He appeared in the written
examination and after clearing it, he was called for document verification
on 08.01.2018. The final result of the said examination was published on
17.04.2018. The appellant was treated as “general category” candidate
and he was not declared successful as he secured lesser marks than the
last selected candidate under “general category”.

For better appreciation of the claim of the appellant, the details of his
category, particulars of the caste certificate mentioned by him in the
online application form as well as the caste certificate submitted by him
at the time of document verification or after issuance of show cause

notices, are given hereunder: -

dated 03.10.2016 issued by the
SDO, Ranchi which was in the
format of the Central
Government. (caste certificate
number mentioned in the
application form was wrong as
the said number was registration
number.)

Category of | Caste certificate mentioned by | Caste certificate
the the appellant in the Online | submitted by the
appellant Application Form appellants at the time of
document verification
or after the show cause
EBC-I Caste Certificate No. 1789444 | Same caste certificate

particulars of which was
filled up in the online
application form. After
show cause, he filed the
caste certificate no.
3032 dated 02.07.2010
issued by the D.C.
Ranchi in which there

was no mentioning
about the creamy layer.
Another caste
certificate dated

10.02.2018 was filed
which was issued after
the last date of
submission of the
application form.
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43. Advertisement No. 21 of 2016 was issued by JSSC for appointment
to the post of Graduate Trained Teachers in different subjects and the last
date for submission of the online application forms was fixed as
25.04.2017.

Relevant Clauses of the Advertisement:-

Clause - 3:- TR1&1 & foIT 3imde ¢ & gd enaeff gg gAfda g1 o fos
3 fawfa ue @) umrar & fowa R yeilRia @it 2l Sl g aRd € |
gdlen o 939 P SAfd guia: Siusfde grftl udten & fow uaw o
ffa g1 umTfora =18t e © T snadf fasfua ue w fgfaa & fow
991 ¢ Ml g gt #d & e S wlien & a1 guifad
e ® il ot Ut & SR THI0 UA Bl S R Ghl 6|

Clause-8 3{R&Ul-:
(i) 3raed # fAad ufafd & siefia ST SMReur &1 1T T8t B W

3RE&IUT T ATH g1 fHe|

(v) foA - veRE ot [l 96 IRTUE WBHR GRT AN HREUT
Tt Tt g gurdt g1 SREUT BT AT R did JRWIS &
R et SEadR &1 A9 Y1003 ST gRT YHI0-UAT 61 Sild
& IR W AU BT g BI-

(i) ST 9T O - e / SrfHed & IUREd / 3IHUS
TR O fafed wo (Srgferd Sifd / sgfud SHafd &
fore aRRRRIy - 11 sifed U= duT Sida st aFf (3rgEt-1)
o T aRiRIY - 11 R siford Uu) o srera= fia Sifa omor-

CEN

(ii) 3rdd st o (rggEt-1) U Sfciel fomsT ot Srgget-2
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& forg faga wo @RS - 11 IR siferd o) B faefa s oo
U | BT |
(iii) R et garr o fafed gum (ORfRy-1 W sifed
Tom) | ffd Sfa 9o uF A g U9 98 UEI uA
02.06.2016 & GgTd fAtd g1 =f3T |
ST G107 U3 T Yo IRIRTE & =0 H fqarfore & Sau @ |
THI0T U {farid: 3fde ¢ & fafd sriar 39 Jd &1 g1 a1fe |
Clause :- 9 - Online 3G U= Bl 4R Td submit B :-
39-TTe 3MTded BT 4R & e few T fe=m M &1 sieRen: urem
HY | e U | &Y 73 ganeit § guf Iy 819 & ueTd g 3de ud
B1 ST (Submit) B STded TF WA & AT ST & Je¥se
wwwjssc.in TR ST¢ Td Online Application for CGTTCE-2016 TR Click
HY qUT 3fded O W | 3Mded! & Jfod fhar ofdr § & emdad
Submit B & Jd R T e DI Sl @ o | Al pIg I g
I YR HR gl TG Submit HX| Th R 3HTdG Submit IR &
TYTd TR &I THIfad 3 aral foedt off ufaf® & gur &1 o1 of
ETaT AR o1 BT 3R HR T 3MTdG & SMYR WR g1 HTdaeh Bl UIe
NiSEUN
(i) 3R 3fde- # afdsT Rer auT sy fore & Rfdaal &
fIes 3ffdad B arad gyl snaffal &l IREus &1 wHEY fHard

UHIUT U3 G=AT duT fediee WRAT ifHarda: siawges ghmi feaie
02.06.2016 & UHTd ffd SRS &1 R fard warr o g ar=
g | fafga yum uRRy- 88 |
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(if) ST forat quT 3 foral § SHIREfUT $T GIaT - aral naffaf

1 STfe THT0T U5 T UHT0T U5 TRSAT dUT fe7d HRAT Taxah g |

THIUT U SAHardd: e e Pt [y 3UdT 3 Yd &I 81T dlieT

Clause 16 :- 3

2. 31de | Sifdpd Jamrell Td ufasdl & gui forHaRT Sdad &t gift
aUT fpddt H UBR &t Tad STHeRT & fole 3ded g IaRert gl |

Relevant Clause of ‘Necessary Information’ issued for the

documents verification:-

Note:- G{WW &Wwﬁquﬁﬁﬂwwﬁmﬁ@

AT SRETT DIt BT 1aT bl 7T § I THIUI U / 39 Pict ¥ e

ST &1 THI0T U3 quT Iudad fafed oo ¥ 5 guat O od foht Y
UHIU) U WibR 8l g1 |

The appellants of L.P.A No. 115 of 2020 (arising out of the order dated
20.12.2019 passed in W.P.(S) No. 2950 of 2019) filled up their online
application forms for the said advertised posts. They appeared in the
written examination and after passing the said examination, they were
called for document verification on 11.01.2019. The final state wise
result/merit list for the said examination was published in compliance of
the order passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Satyajit Kumar Vs.
The State of Jharkhand reported in (2022) 18 SCC 284 in which the
appellants were not declared successful as they secured lesser marks
than that of the last selected candidate under “general category”.

For better appreciation of the claims of the appellants, the details of their
categories, particulars of the caste certificates mentioned by them in the

online application forms as well as the caste certificates submitted by
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them at the time of document verification or after issuance of show cause

notices, are given as under:-

Category
of
appellant

the

Caste certificate mentioned by
the appellant in the Online
Application Form

Caste certificate
submitted by the
appellants at the time
of document
verification

Appellant
No. -1
BC-II

Caste Certificate No.
JHCC/2017/238333 dated
18.03.2017 issued by the SDO
under OBC Category in the
format of Central Government

At the time of
document verification
he had submitted the
same caste certificate
and after show cause
he submitted caste
certificate no.
JHCC/2019/10604
dated 08.01.2019
issued by the SDO in
proper format however
the same was issued
after the last date of
submission of the
application form.

Appellant
No. 2
BC-II

Caste Certificate No.
JHCC/2017/138601 dated
06.03.2017 issued by the SDO in
the format of Central
Government

Same caste certificate
particulars of which
was filled up in the
online application
form. After show cause
notice, she submitted
Caste Certificate No.
JHCC/2019/66663
dated 17.01.2019
issued by the SDO in
prescribed format
however after the last
date of submission of
the application form.

46. Advertisement No. 10 of 2017 was issued by JSSC for appointment
to the post of Post Graduate Trained Teacher in different subjects and the
last date for submission of online application forms was fixed as
30.12.2017 which was subsequently extended upto 10.01.2018.

Relevant Clauses of the Advertisement:-

Clause - 3:- ORI & foTT 3f1de o & Y4 oaeff ag gHfa g of fp
d famftd ue &1 ol & fawg W USRI 9t 2«f & ) aRd 7
Tie | 9o B SIS guid: e gRTl uRiem & forg uawr ua
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forfa g a8t v & fob snarelf fasfor ue W fgfaa & forg
9 gq e urerar g wvd € Fifes smant g usien & §1g 9w d
Sl Bt U & SR YT U3 B YR Sild B gabdl 5|
FiRd s i H U I8 qUT 3MTde H HR T4 IRl graret

THI0T U TR a1 R UR SREUT BT T S el g/ Sfafdfar
GG DI ol qhell 7
Clause - 10 3{IR&[UI-:

() 3mraed # g ufafd & s A sRerur &1 <rar 78 A W

3TN BT ATH o Wl SREUT BT GTdaT B+ UR gg AT S fd
3ngeff gRT 7T fhd TN 3REUT Hife BT & TR I FAvid yH0T U
TR fHaT ST 8

(111) AT U1 Dt fAfY b FRWUS IRBR GRT AR SREUT JraiT
Tt g0 guTdt 11 SREUN BT Erdl B dld YRWUS & RIFHY
et rflGaR &1 Ay JHT-uz ST gRT YHIU-UE & JATud &
3R TR FHIUT BT SH{ard BRI

(i) ST oo oF - e / SigHed & U / SHUSd
U Rt 9 fafgd Uu= (SFRIferd Sifd / SRIferd Sl &
fore iRy - 1 W sifdrd Uu= Tt 3rcdd U ST avl (SIIEl-1
T 2 ) & foru aRRY - 11| R 3ifda wux & sreraq frfa snfa

THIUL-UA |

(i) 3rd fUs e ol SrgEt-1 Td fUssT avf SrgEn-2 & forw
faqi® 31.03.2015 & gyTq fafgd wom @R - 1| R sifda
g ) | fTa Sfa oHTor us | g
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(iii) AfgTSdl & ARG ual & o R Fardt yamr o
DI, TRMNMS GUR TUT JISTHTET faUTT & THi® 4650
feie 02.06.2016 gRT MRk vz @RI - 11 R sifda
gus ) H SgHUSH USSRl & &R 4 Frid Ry Fard

ATV U5 HI 8N U9 3arf =0 I JHI07 U 1 ST a7

fafdr srde= & sifdsd BT ST AUT S THIUT U I JHTOT U

& AU HRHH H A U ¥ AT g IRdd Bl
BT |

(iv) Tt ife (e / & aftR / 9 fA:xraqar, IRkea
gredll) & T &fcel SREU BT GTdl A dlel 1Al Bl 40
TT=IC S1YaT I 3ffeeh foaRTdT YAV U= i HA1 Td I
fete & ffy ol e sffde u=r # 3ifdd et gl qa
THIOT Tl o Sid & 99T 3o YHIUT O Sl gg 3TN &1
U HIAT BN | {3 pife & el Qs smRamr &1 ey
IRV I & VIR Fardt spafiat &) € < 71

(v) TH1 aifed TAToT U= b 3T Ta i Tt amd e  sifebd
CRCIRIECIES

Y el gHm/as Sifd 99T 9F &1 uud uRfRy & 9§

fIeRfOT & YaW 8| SMdad Iuad UUH! & & TR 4 THT0 O U

P D SR B [ AR SATAGH U= HRAT AT B YT 319 A%
3Mde Uua H IUT I U STid YA U, R fHaret gHm 3 ot
T ud e fafy o 31 I9d uHor uE @l " Sm

MTEHATIR HH Hft TR Twar g |
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e~ FEH TR I THT TR T faarforesT & aRf - |, gk - 11 wd
ORI - 11 R sifdbd guA ¥ e uuz | fedd Sifa o o 7 =i
frardt gHTur U= w8 g a7 T YHI0 Ul b STYR IR HR T
3f1ae U7 fgfad ufshar & farslt +ff TR R 3E ford o I B, o
forg eiferd smdaes Tad IaRar g |

12. 3G U Bl HolT:-

3{TETE 3MTde &Y WRA & fore faw M femn Ay &1 srerer: arem
B fTae U H Ufay gaell & qui Uqy 8 & UYIq &1 3Mded uA
@1 AT (Submit) B 3MTdEd T HRA & o M & dedrse

www.jssc.in dl www.jssc.nic.in U} S¢ T Online Application for

PGTTCE - 2017 WR Click S T 3MTde U HR | 3MTde U 43 & hH
7 Fgfad 8q UG &1 fawed 3Ot R&OId IRIdTIaR o1 Taad
gITT1 3Tdaa! P gfad far ST § f emded Submit @34 & 4d W
T 31AGA Bl 3l ¥ ¢F o | Tl i Ffe 7 dl I YR IR &1 3M1dad
Submit ®X | T IR 3HTAGH Submit B & YT TRIGTHA DI THTfdd
A arcil fepat i wfaf® gur s fafd, s, 4 2redar v oz, wirE
Yo g v, 9afd fowd sarfe ® gUR &1 Bis o grar A g
BRI 3R HR T 3{Tde & YR W 51 3MdGd & I+ T uRlern ufsan
X gRT| SfiFare Sfaed | il & gRT oM JHTr = &1 S

T4 fAfd &1 Ieaa o Seem 3 YA U3l &1 Jd Ufd I Hrisd

H AR U ¥ AT 8 URdd DR 8T ST SREUT BT A1H ¢
o1 g/ enafia X el ST |

52



47.

48.

2026:JHHC:13599-DB

Clause 22 :- 31
(2). 3fae § siford gasil Td ufafdal &t gul fordaRt sided &t gl

ayT it Ht YR B Tdd HBRI & U 3ded 9d ITRGRI g

The appellants of L.P.A No. 125 of 2020, L.P.A No. 126 of 2020 and L.P.A
No. 127 of 2020 filled up their respective online application forms for the
said advertised post. They appeared in the written examination and after
passing the said examination, they were called for document verification
on 12.07.2018. The appellants were treated under “general category” and
since they scored lesser marks than that of the last selected candidate of
“general category”, they were declared unsuccessful. The selection
process of the said advertisement has already been completed.

For better appreciation of the claims of the appellants, the details of their
categories, particulars of the caste certificates mentioned by them in the
online application forms as well as the caste certificates submitted by
them at the time of document verification or after issuance of show cause

notices, are given below:-

Category Caste certificate mentioned by | Caste certificate

of the | the appellant in the Online | submitted by the

appellant Application Form appellants at the time
of document
verification or after
show cause

L.P.A No. 125 of 2020 arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019 passed
in W.P.(S) No. 5514 of 2018

Appellant- | Caste Certificate No. | Submitted the same
BC-1I JHCC/2017/1706685 dated | caste certificate
06.01.2018 issued by the SDO | mentioned in the
under OBC Category in the | online application form
format of Central Government and after show cause
she submitted caste
certificate no.
JHCC/2018/894173
dated 13.07.2018
issued by the SDO in
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proper format after the
last date of
application.

L.P.A No. 126 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019
passed in W.P.(S) No. 5903 of 2018
Appellant- | Caste Certificate No. | Submitted the same
BC-II JHCC/2016/392355 dated | caste certificate
20.08.2016 issued by the DC | mentioned in the
under OBC Category in the | online application form
format of Central Government and after show cause
she submitted caste
certificate no. JHCC/
2018/834109 dated
10.07.2018 issued by
the SDO in proper
format, however the
same was issued after
the last date of
submission of the
application form.

L.P.A No. 127 of 2020 which is arising out of the order dated 20.12.2019
passed in W.P.(S) No. 5896 of 2018
Appellant- | Caste Certificate No. | At the time of
BC-II JHCC/2017/06330 dated | document verification
10.01.2017 issued by the SDO | she submitted the
under OBC Category in the | same caste certificate
format of Central Government and after show cause,
she submitted the
caste certificate no.
JHCC/2018/834749
dated 07.07.2018
issued by the SDO in
proper format,
however the same was
issued after the last
date of submission of
the application form.

49. On perusal of the sub-clauses of clauses-9 as mentioned in the
Advertisement No. 2 of 2016 referred hereinabove, it emerges as follows:
Q) At the time of filling up the online application
form, a candidate belonging to reserved category
(SC/ST.BC-I/BC-II) must have possessed the caste
certificate issued by the Deputy Commissioner/Sub-
Divisional Officer in the prescribed Form-I or Form-II as

published by the Department of Personnel, Administrative

54



2026:JHHC:13599-DB

Reforms and Rajbhasa, Government of Jharkhand vide
Memo No. 5682 dated 22.10.2008 and Memo No. 10007
dated 29.08.2012.

(i) The particulars of the said caste certificate must
have been filled up by the candidate claiming reservation
under the aforesaid categories in the online application
form at the specified column, failing which his/her
candidature was to be treated under “general category”.

(iii) The required caste certificate was to be
produced in original at the time of document verification,
failing which the candidature of such candidate was to be
cancelled.

(iv) It was also mentioned that the candidature of a
candidate claiming reservation under the aforesaid
categories would be cancelled in case any difference was
found between the particulars of the caste certificate
entered in the online application form and the original
caste certificate produced at the time of

interview/document verification.

50. Thus, aforesaid clauses, in unequivocal terms, were communicated to all
the candidates belonging to reserved category mandating that they must
possess valid caste certificates issued by the competent authority in the
format prescribed in the said advertisement and that the particulars of
the valid caste certificate had to be mandatorily filled up in the online
application forms. At the time of interview/document verification, the

original caste certificate, the particulars of which were mentioned in the
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online application, was to be produced before the authority. It was clearly
stipulated that if any of the candidates failed to comply the said
requirement, his/her candidature would be liable to be cancelled. The
similar stipulations were also made in all other advertisements in
question. On perusal of the said conditions made in the advertisements,
it would be evident that the compliance of the said terms and conditions
was not made optional but mandatory for all the candidates claiming
reservation under their respective categories.

The constitutional validity of Clause 9 (gha) of the Advertisement No. 2
of 2016 and similar stipulations in other advertisements came to be
examined by the Full Bench of this Court and in the order dated

15.09.2025, the issue no. ‘B’ was decided observing as under: -

“81. Thus, Clause 9(gha) of the Advertisement No.2 of
2016 and a similar stipulation in the other
advertisements cannot be said to be against the
constitutional mandate under Articles 14, 16 and 335,
rather it has been incorporated in the advertisement
for smooth conduction of the examination process.
There is a well-known legal maxim ignorantia juris
non excusat which literally means that ignorance of
law is of no excuse. It is the duty of an aspirant for
public employment to read and note the terms of
advertisement and if he/she finds any of the terms
ambiguous, a clarification may be sought. If the
aspirant does not make any such effort and takes a
calculated chance by appearing in the examination, it
is not open for him/her to challenge any of the terms
and conditions of the Advertisement after
participating in the same.”

In the present batch of appeals, none of the appellants have claimed that
they had strictly complied with the conditions mentioned in the

advertisements for claiming reservation and they had filled up the
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particulars of valid caste certificates issued to them by the Deputy
Commissioner/Sub-Divisional Officer in the prescribed format, rather from
the facts of the cases, it is evident that in the online application forms,
some of the appellants had entered the particulars of the caste certificates
issued by the Sub-Divisional Officer in the format of Central Government
or some had entered the particulars of the caste certificates issued by the
Circle Officer and wrongly filled up the online application forms
mentioning that the same were issued by the Sub-Divisional Officer.
Moreover, some of the appellants had filled up the registration date of
their forms applied for getting the caste certificates in the column- “caste
certificate date of issue” as specified in the ‘Personal Details’ part of the
application forms. Some candidates had even entered the wrong caste
certificate number or wrong date of issue in the specified columns of the
online application forms. In fact, the appellants had produced the caste
certificates in the prescribed format either at the time of document
verification or after issuance of show cause notices that too obtained after
the last date of submission of the application forms.

Thus, the facts and circumstances of the present batch of appeals are not
similar to the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya (supra.), rather the cut-off
date for obtaining the caste certificate in the prescribed format was fixed
in the advertisements in question and the same was required to be
mandatorily followed by the appellants.

Mr. Sanjay Piprawal, learned counsel appearing on behalf of the
respondent-JPSC/]SSC, has placed reliance on few judgments rendered
by different Co-ordinate Benches of this Court and we have also perused

those judgments.
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In the case of Dr. Sweta Kumari Vs. The State of Jharkhand &
Others (L.P.A No. 91 of 2020), the appellant was treated under the
“general category” on the ground that in the online application form, she
had filled up the details of the caste certificate issued in central format
whereas at the time of scrutiny, she had submitted different caste
certificate. The writ petition filed by the said appellant was dismissed and
the Division Bench of this Court also dismissed the appeal.

In the case of Pawan Oraon Vs. The State of Jharkhand & Others
(L.P.A No. 530 of 2024), the Division Bench of this Court had an
occasion to deal with a case where the appellant had submitted the online
application form by filling up the particulars of the caste certificate issued
in the central format. He was allowed to appear in the preliminary as well
as mains examinations, however at the time of declaration of final result,
he was treated as “general category” candidate and his name did not find
place among the successful candidates. The writ petition filed by the said
appellant was dismissed. In appeal, the Division Bench of this Court held
that the condition stipulated in Clauses 7(a), 7(b) and 7(c)(i) of the
concerned advertisement was to be mandatorily followed by submitting
the caste certificate in due format as contained in the advertisement itself,
failing which no benefit of reservation was to be given, rather the
candidature was required to be considered under the unreserved
category. In the said case, the claim of the appellant was that since his
candidature was accepted at the time of participating in the preliminary
and the mains examinations, his candidature, at the time of
interview/during the document verification, should not have been

rejected. The said claim was also not accepted by the learned Division
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Bench by observing that in view of the specific condition stipulated in the
advertisement under clause 7(b) wherein it was provided that the
document verification (including the caste certificate) was to be made at
the time of the interview and since at the time of scrutiny of the
documents, the caste certificate of the appellant was not found in terms
of the said conditions stipulated in the advertisement, his candidature
was rejected. .

In the case of Sher Mohammad Vs. The State of Jharkhand &
Others (L.P.A No. 183 of 2024) also, the candidature of the appellant
was rejected on the ground that he had submitted the caste certificate in
the central format. The writ petition filed by the appellant was dismissed
by holding inter alia that the caste certificate produced by him at the time
of filling up the online application form of the mains examination could
not be said to be sufficient compliance of production of the required caste
certificate. In appeal before the Division Bench, the appellant raised the
issue that his candidature ought not to have been rejected after allowing
him to participate in the preliminary and mains examinations. The
contention of the appellant was rejected by the Division Bench observing
that if the format of the caste certificate itself was contrary to the
condition stipulated in the advertisement, then no right can be said to
have accrued in favour of the writ petitioner. It was further observed that
if the Commission noticed at the time of scrutiny of the documents that
the application form of the candidate was not in accordance with the
terms and conditions of the advertisement, then the Commission was
right in rejecting his candidature and accordingly it was not available for

such candidate to take the ground that since he had been allowed to
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participate in the process of selection, rejection of his candidature was
unjustified. Moreover, had his candidature been not rejected, the action
of the Commission would have been unjustified as in that situation, the
condition stipulated in the advertisement would have been flouted.

In the case of Prem Chand Kumar Vs. The State of Jharkhand &
Others (L.P.A No. 469 of 2015), the appellant had submitted the
residential certificate issued by the Circle Officer, Latehar which was not
in accordance with the specific condition stipulated in the advertisement
that the residential certificate to be given along with the application form,
must have been issued by an officer not below the rank of Sub-Divisional
Officer and the cut-off date to submit the filled up application form was
fixed as 09.03.2012. Subsequently when he realized the said mistake, he
submitted the correct residential certificate at the time of interview.
However, his result was not declared by the JPSC. Thereafter, he preferred
writ petition which was dismissed. The learned Division Bench also
dismissed the appeal observing that there could not be two types of cut-
off date - one for “General category” candidates and another for
“Scheduled Tribe” category candidates, so that the candidates belonging
to “Scheduled Tribe” category could produce certificate at any point of
time. The reserved category candidates are given some priority which is
in the form of leniency in passing standard or in the age relaxation etc.,
but, that does not mean that procedural leniency should also be given to
such candidates. Procedural leniency can be given only by the
respondents and not by the Court, otherwise, even age and cut-off marks
relaxation may be granted by the Court, but it is not permissible in the

eyes of law. Whatever leniency is to be given, or relaxation is to be given,
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or whatever condition is to be waived for the reserved category
candidates, all can be done as a policy decision by the respondents and
not by the Court, much less, while exercising power under Article 226 of
the Constitution of India.

The Bench further held that the Court cannot be more charitable than the
law, nor the Court can be more lenient or generous beyond the policy of
the respondents. Too much leniency will lead to a chaotic situation. A
candidate cannot be allowed to submit the certificates as per
convenience. If there is a prescribed cut-off date, everyone is bound by
such cut-off date so that process of selection can be started, examination
be conducted and result be declared. If the courts keep on changing the
cut-off date, perhaps there cannot be any finality of the examination
process. This is not permissible in the eyes of law. Every candidate is
bound to submit correct application with all necessary documents on or
before the prescribed cut-off date, so that process of selection can be
over, examination can be conducted in time and the result can be
declared. The Court can alter neither the cut-off date prescribed by the
government nor the condition of the advertisement.

The said judgment was also affirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide
order dated 14.01.2020 passed in S.L.P (C) No. 33684 of 2018 and
therefore the observation made by the learned Division Bench has
attained finality.

Thus, the co-ordinate Benches of this Court have also consistently not
allowed any relief to the candidates who have deviated from the cut-off
date fixed by the authorities for submitting the requisite caste certificates.

Mr. Krishna Murari has also relied upon the judgment of the Division
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Bench of this Court rendered in the case of Jharkhand Staff Selection
Commission Vs. The State of Jharkhand & Others reported in 2018
(4) JBC] 650 (HC). In the said case, there was neither any prescribed
format for domicile certificates in the appendix to the prospectus, nor any
cut-off date was fixed by which such domicile certificates were to be
issued. The Bench allowed the relief to the candidates by applying the
ratio of the judgment laid down in the case of Ram Kumar Gijroya
(supra.). The said judgment was rendered keeping in view the peculiar
facts and circumstance of that case and thus the same would be of no
help to the case of the appellants. Moreover, the said judgment has
already been considered by the Full Bench of this Court in the order dated
15.09.2025 while answering the issues referred to it. Hence, the
appellants cannot be allowed to reopen the issue already decided by the
Full Bench.

In the case of Ashok Kumar Sharma (Supra.), the Hon'ble Supreme
Court has held that if applications are invited prescribing a particular date
as the last date for filing the same, the eligibility of the candidates shall
have to be judged with reference to that date alone. It has further been
held that a person, who acquires the required qualification subsequent to
prescribed date, cannot be considered at all. An advertisement or
notification issued/published calling for applications constitutes a
representation to the public and the authority issuing it is bound by such
representation who cannot act contrary to it. One reason behind this
proposition is that if it was known that the persons who obtained the
qualification after the prescribed date, but before the date of interview

would be allowed to appear for the interview, other similarly placed
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persons could also have applied. Just because some of the persons had
applied notwithstanding that they had not acquired the prescribed
qualification by the cut-off date, they could not be treated on a
preferential basis.

In the case of Bedanga Talukdar Vs. Saifudaullah Khan and Others
reported in (2011) 12 SCC 85, the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that
all appointments to public office have to be made in conformity with
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India and the selection process
has to be conducted strictly in accordance with the stipulated selection
procedure. Consequently, when a particular schedule is mentioned in an
advertisement, the same has to be scrupulously maintained. There
cannot be any relaxation in the terms and conditions of the advertisement
unless such a power is specifically reserved. Such a power could be
reserved in the relevant statutory rules. Even if power of relaxation is
provided in the rules, it must still be mentioned in the advertisement. In
absence of such power in the rules, it could still be provided in the
advertisement, however, the power of relaxation, if exercised, has to be
given due publicity. This would be necessary to ensure that those
candidates who become eligible due to the relaxation, are afforded an
equal opportunity to apply and compete. Relaxation of any condition in
advertisement without due publication would be contrary to the mandate
of equality contained in Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India.
In the case of State of Tamil Nadu and Others Vs. G. Hemalathaa
and Another reported in (2020) 19 SCC 430, the fact was that the
respondent had violated Instruction 22(1)(II) of the Instructions issued

by the Tamil Nadu Public Service Commission which prohibited candidates
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from using pencil for any purpose. Before the High Court, the respondent
contended that it might have been done inadvertently and due to anxiety.
She pleaded for leniency and prayed that a direction might be given to
the said Commission to declare her as having been successful in the main
examination. The High Court accepted the submission of the respondent
observing that she should not have been disqualified for a mistake
committed unwittingly and inadvertently since she did not gain any
advantage from such marking. The matter having travelled to the Hon'ble
Supreme Court, Their Lordships observed that the instructions issued by
the Commission were mandatory having the force of law and those had
to be strictly complied with. It was further observed that strict adherence
to the terms and conditions of the Instructions was of paramount
importance and the High Court in exercise of powers under Article 226 of
the Constitution should not have modified/relaxed the Instructions issued
by the Commission.

In the case of Mohit Kumar Vs. State of Uttar Pradesh and Others
decided together with State of Uttar Pradesh and Anr. Vs. Kiran
Prajapati reported in 2025 SCC OnLine SC 1125, the appellant- Mohit
Kumar and the respondent of the another case namely Kiran Prajapati
had submitted their OBC (Non Creamy Layer) caste certificates in the
formats prescribed for appointments to the central government services
and not the one prescribed for the state government services, as
mandated by Clause 5.4 of the advertisement. Their Lordships in the said
case have held that irrespective of whether an aspirant for public
employment belongs to a particular community like SC/ST/OBC, the

status claimed by him for being accorded the benefit of reservation is per
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se not decisive. Such status has to be certified by the competent authority
upon following due process and identification that the aspirant is what he
claims to be. It has further been held that once a process of recruitment
is set in motion, all aspirants are entitled in law to equal treatment. There
cannot be different yardsticks for different sets of aspirants. Non-
compliance with the terms of the advertisement/notification is bound to
trigger adverse consequences of rejection of the aspirant's claimed status
by the selecting body/appointing authority, should he choose not to
adhere to the same. Having regard thereto, the selecting body/appointing
authority would be justified in not entertaining the application of an
aspirant as a member of the community for whom reservations are
permissible.

It has further been held in the said judgment that once an advertisement
is issued inviting applications for public employment, it is the
responsibility, nay duty, of an aspirant to read and note the terms and
understand what its requirements are. If any aspirant finds any of the
terms ambiguous and there is scope for an inquiry inbuilt in the
advertisement or is provided by any rule/regulation, an effort ought to be
first made to obtain clarity for understanding the requirements accurately.
If no such scope is available, nothing prevents the aspirant from seeking
clarity by making a representation. Should such clarity be not provided,
the aspirant may participate in the process without prejudice to his rights
and may question the term even after he is not selected. However, if the
aspirant does not make any such effort and takes a calculated chance of
selection based on his own understanding of the disputed term in the

advertisement and later, he emerges unsuccessful, ordinarily, it would not
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be open to him to challenge the selection on the ground that the disputed
term is capable of being understood differently. In such cases, the courts
should be loath to entertain such plea of ambiguity while preferring to
accept the recruiting authority's understanding of the said term. This is
for the simple reason that the recruiting authority is the best judge of
what its requirements are and it is such understanding of the recruiting
authority that would matter most in cases brought up before the courts;
hence, after commencement of the process wherein aspirants have
participated without raising any demur as to what a particular term
means, even if any of the terms be ambiguous, the courts should lean in
favour of the recruiting authority.

In the case of Sakshi Arya (supra), the fact was that an advertisement
inviting applications for appointment to the post of Civil Judge Cadre was
published which was silent on the aspect of the last date of issuance of
the concerned certificates for each reserved category. The Appellants in
all the appeals belonged to different reserved categories and they had
successfully cleared their preliminary examination, followed by mains
examination, as per the requirements of marks in their respective
categories. However, as none of those candidates had their certificates
issued as per the date specified in the subsequent notice, their names
were not included in the list of the candidates called for interview. In the
said case, Their Lordships by relying on the judgments rendered in the
cases of Bhupinderpal Singh and Others Vs. State of Punjab and
Others reported in (2000) 5 SCC 562, Rekha Chaturvedi (Smt.) Vs.
University of Rajasthan and Others reported in 1993 Supp (3) SCC

168, Ashok Kumar Sonkar Vs. Union of India & Others reported in
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(2007) 4 SCC 54 and Divya (Supra.), have held that the claim made
by a candidate while filling his or her application as per the concerned
advertisement are to hold good as on the date of his or her application
or as per the last date of submission of application prescribed in the
concerned advertisement.

Thus, it is no more res integra that the eligibility of a candidate is required
to be judged at the time of filling up of the application form. The
candidates are duty bound to carefully go through the terms and
conditions of the advertisement and strictly comply the same. If any
format for obtaining caste certificate and cut-off date for its submission
is prescribed in the concerned rule or any advertisement, the same is to
be strictly complied with by the candidates. In case of any confusion, the
candidates may seek clarification from the authority. Any deviation from
the said terms and conditions entitles the authorities to reject the
candidature of the candidates.

Even if there is no cut-off date fixed by the rules or advertisement for
producing the relevant certificates, a candidate is required to have an
eligibility criterion on the last date of submission of application form. The
reason behind it is that in case of uncertainty of cut-off date, the
candidates who apply for the advertised post will be unable to ascertain
whether they are qualified for the post applied for or not. In such a
situation, a candidate who does not possess the requisite qualifications /in
presenti and is likely to acquire them on an uncertain future date, may
also apply for the advertised post and thus the number of applications
will enormously increase.

No relaxation can be granted to a candidate if the same is not provided
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in the rules or advertisement. The candidates cannot claim any relaxation
on the ground of mistake or otherwise. If relaxation is granted to one
candidate, the others may seek similar relief from the court, which would
delay the completion of the appointment process. Moreover, granting
such relaxation would cause prejudice to those candidates who did not
apply due to their ineligibility.

A candidate cannot claim reservation mere by the reason that he/she
belongs to the reserved category. For claiming reservation, the candidate
is bound to submit the caste certificate in the prescribed format within
the cut-off date.

Mr. Krishna Murari has tried to distinguish the case of the appellant —
Dr. Nutan Indwar from the other appellants and has submitted that the
said appellant was in possession of the requisite certificate at the time of
submitting the online application form. Learned counsel has given much
emphasis to the argument that the only condition for claiming benefit of
reservation was the possession of the caste certificate issued by the
Deputy Commissioner/Sub-Divisional Officer in the prescribed format. It
has further been contended that even if the particulars of such caste
certificate were not mentioned in the online application form due to
mistake or omission, the same would not make any difference to the case
of the said appellant. What actually Mr. Krishna Murari wants to convey is
that mere possession of the caste certificate in the prescribed format was
sufficient to claim the benefit of reservation irrespective of the fact that
the details/particulars of such certificate were not mentioned in the
application.

In support of the said contention, Mr. Krishna Murari has relied on the
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judgment rendered in the case of Charles K. Skaria (supra). In the
said case, for admission to the Post Graduate degree course, there was a
provision that a diploma holder would be given extra 10 marks subject to
the condition that the certificate of diploma must be obtained at least on
or before the last date fixed for submitting the application and not later.

In the said case, Their Lordships held as under: -

*20. ... To confuse between a fact and its proof is
blurred perspicacity. To make mandatory the date of
acquiring the additional qualification before the last
date for application makes sense. But if it is
unshakeably shown that the qualification has been
acquired before the relevant date, as is the case here,
to invalidate this merit factor because proof, though
indubitable, was adduced a few days later but before
the selection or in a manner not mentioned in the
prospectus, but still above-board, is to make
procedure not the handmaid but the mistress and
form not as subservient to substance but as superior

to the essence.”

Their Lordships finally held in the aforesaid case that three candidates
who were eventually admitted by the selection committee could not be
ousted merely for the reason that the certificate of diploma had not been
produced together with the application for admission. The government
was not at fault for issuing a directive to the selection committee that the
application forms of the students of the diploma course could be
considered subject to the condition that they would produce the diploma
certificates before finalising the selection to post-graduate courses.

The judgment of Charles K. Skaria (Supra.) was also referred in the
case of Divya (Supra.) and Their Lordships distinguished the fact of the

said case from those of Charles K. Skaria (supra) by observing as
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under: -

“47. In Charles K. Skaria, most candidates possessed
the eligibility viz. the diploma. Only the proof in the
form of certificate was awaited. The authorities had
also accepted them as eligible, expressly informing
the Selection Committee that for eligible candidates
even if proof came later and before the final selection,
it should be considered as valid. This was also equally
the situation in [Dolly Chhanda v. Chairman, JEE,
(2005) 9 scc 779], [Alok Kumar Singh v. State of
U.P., (2018) 18 SCC 242] and [Dheerender Singh
Paliwal v. UPSC, (2017) 11 SCC 276] where the
factual position about the eligibility was not in
dispute. Those cases and the cases of that ilk cannot
support the petitioners in this case for the purpose of
claiming eligibility in CSE-2022 as an EWS candidate.”

In the present case also, the facts and circumstances are different from
those of Charles K. Skaria (Supra.) particularly because in this case,
the recruiting authorities had made the condition of mentioning the
particulars of valid caste certificate in the online application form as
mandatory not directory.

In Divya (Supra.), Their Lordships while also relying upon the judgment
of Union Public Service Commission Vs. Gaurav Singh & Others

reported in (2024) 2 SCC 605, have held as under: -

“65. In Gaurav Singh case, this Court has held as

under : (SCC OnLine SC paras 19-21 & 23)
"19. A technical irregularity in a certificate
issued by the competent authority in
respect of the correct financial year
cannot be equated with an Income and
Asset Certificate in respect of a different
financial year when the Income and
Assets for the particular financial year
prior to the year of submission of the

application, goes to the root of eligibility
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of a candidate to qualify in the EWS
category.

20. The Respondent-Writ Petitioners were
well aware that they had to furnish
Income and Asset Certificates issued by
the Competent Authority for the financial
year prior to the year of application. If the
applications were made pursuant to a
notification published on 24-4-2019 with
20-5-2019 notified as the last date for
submission of the applications, the
financial year prior to the year of
submission of application could not
possibly be Financial Year 2019-2020, to
which the Certificates related. The
observation in the impugned judgment
and order [Gaurav Singh v. Union of India,
2020 SCC OnLine Del 2711] of the High
Court of the expediency of specifying the
financial year in the notification for
recruitment is in the nature of an advisory,
which may be kept in mind when
recruitment notifications are issued by the
Appellant in future. The Respondent Writ
Petitioners 2 and 4, in whose Income and
Asset Certificates were not in order, did
not have any legal right to be considered
EWS candidates.

21. The Respondent-Writ Petitioners were
required to submit Certificates for the
relevant financial year. The negligence of
the Respondent-Writ Petitioners in not
checking if the Certificate related to the
correct financial year, cannot be lightly
brushed aside as inadvertent lapses of the
certifying authority. A candidate applying
for a post pursuant to an advertisement,
cannot afford to be negligent. Documents
required to be submitted have to be
carefully checked by the candidate

concerned before submission. An
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appointing authority proceeds on the
basis of what is stated in a certificate.
When a certificate pertains to a different
financial year, the same is liable to be
outright rejected. No candidate can, in
such case, claim any legal right to
reconsideration of his/her candidature by
submission of a fresh certificate and/or
rectified certificate.

% %k Xk

23. In the case of Respondent-Writ
Petitioner 3, the Income and Asset
Certificate, which had initially been
questioned as having been issued by an
authority not competent, was later
accepted as it was found that the
authority issuing the certificate was in
fact competent. The certificate of the
Respondent-Writ Petitioner 1 was also
accepted as there was no discrepancy in
either the date of issuance or the year. It
was just that the seal had been stamped
without the full name of the officer
concerned and that was accepted as an
error not attributable to the candidate

concerned.””

79. In the case of Divya (Supra.), the claim of one of the appellants was
that he was in possession of the requisite Income & Asset Certificate
(IA &C) dated 11.10.2021 in the prescribed format but by mistake he
uploaded the certificate in online Detailed Application Form-I on the same
day for financial year 2021-22 instead of financial year 2020-21. Their
Lordships did not accept the said claim of the appellants and observed at

para 86 as under: -

“86. The rules clearly mandate and as has been held
in fJUPSC v. Gaurav Singh, (2024) 2 SCC 605], any

mistake/omission/negligence cannot be condoned so
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as to extend the deadline for production of the
documents. Neither the Office Memorandum nor the
rules in question can be construed as directory. They
prescribe clearly the eligibility criterion and the date
before which the certificate should be possessed and
the date before which the certificate should be
submitted. They also prescribe the consequence for
the omission. As the old ditty goes for a want of a
horseshoe nail, kingdoms have been lost. Here we are
dealing with crucial documents determining
eligibility. The petitioners who did not possess the
valid documentation determining their eligibility,
before the prescribed cut-off date, cannot complain,
if their claim for categorisation as EWS was rejected.”

We are not convinced with the argument of Mr. Krishna Murari particularly
for the reason that the relevant clauses of the Advertisement No. 02 of
2016 referred hereinabove, in unequivocal term mandate that not only
the possession of the valid caste certificate was necessary for claiming
the benefit of reservation by the concerned candidates, but also
mentioning of the particulars of the same in the online application form
was essential to avail the benefit of reservation. Moreover, compliance of

the said conditions was mandatory in nature since as per Clause 9(d), all

the candidates were required to submit the original certificates of the
documents, particulars of which were mentioned in the online application
form otherwise his/her candidature was liable to be cancelled. Admittedly,
the appellant-Dr. Nutan Indwar had not fulfilled these twin conditions
mentioned in the advertisement for claiming reservation and as such no
relief can be granted to her.

Next argument on behalf of the learned counsels for the appellants is that
once the caste certificates submitted by the appellants were duly

accepted by the authorities by allowing them to appear in the respective
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examinations, the authorities cannot be permitted to declare them
unsuccessful by treating under “general category”.

We do not find any substance in the said argument of the learned counsel
for the appellants in view of clear stipulation made in the advertisements
that the candidatures of the candidates would be cancelled if the
documents submitted by them were found invalid. Mere acceptance of
the application form and permitting the appellants to appear in the
examination would not give any right to them to be treated under
reserved category. If the particulars given by the candidates are
subsequently found false and not in conformity with the relevant rules or
advertisements, then their candidatures are liable to be cancelled even
after the appointment. Any appointment taken under false/incorrect
information are treated as void. Admittedly, the appellants did not fill up
the particulars of the requisite caste certificates in the online application
forms and therefore as per the terms and conditions of the
advertisements, their candidatures were liable to be cancelled, however
the authorities being liberal with the appellants did not cancel their
candidatures, rather they were treated under “general category” and
since they secured lesser marks than those of the last selected candidates
of “general category”, they were declared unsuccessful. Thus, no
illegality/arbitrariness is found in the action of the respondents.

The learned counsels for the appellants have also submitted that some
similarly situated persons have been given appointments and thus the
action of the authorities in treating the appellants differently from other
similarly situated persons is arbitrary and discriminatory in nature.

To appreciate the said contention of the learned counsels for the
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appellants, it would be appropriate to refer the judgment of the Hon'’ble
Supreme Court rendered in the case of State of U.P and Others Vs.
Raj Kumar Sharma and Others reported in (2006) 3 SCC 330
wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that the selectees cannot
claim appointment as a matter of right. Mere inclusion of the candidate's
name in the list does not confer any right to be selected, even if some of
the vacancies remained unfilled and the concerned candidates cannot
claim that they have suffered hostile discrimination. It has further been
held that even if in some cases, appointments have been made wrongly
or by mistake, that does not confer any right on another person. Article
14 of the Constitution does not envisage negative equality, and if the
State has committed mistake or illegality, it cannot be forced to
perpetuate the same.

In the case of Soni Kumari Vs. K. Ravi Kumar & Others
(Miscellaneous Application Diary No. 9234 of 2023 in Contempt
Petition (Civil) No. 612 of 2022 in Civil Appeal No. 4044 of 2022),
the appellants were claiming appointment on the ground that 400
teachers who did not possess post-graduation degrees, had already been
appointed. Their Lordships rejected the said contention of the appellants

by observing as under: -

“7. We cannot accept the submissions made by
Mr. Jayant Sud, learned senior counsel for two
reasons: Firstly, if the Rules provide a specific
qualification, then the same is to be fulfilled. The
advertisement cannot modify or reduce the

qualifications mentioned in the Rules. Secondly,
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if some appointments have been made contrary
to the Rules, it would be open to the
applicant(s)/ petitioner(s) to point out the same
before the appointing authority or challenge the
same in the Court of law which shall be dealt with

on its own merits.”

In the present case, even if the claim of the appellants is taken to be true,
they cannot claim negative equality since this court has already held that
the appellants were bound to strictly adhere to the terms and conditions
of the advertisements for claiming reservation. It is well settled principle
of law that Article 14 of the Constitution does not envisage negative
equality. If there has been a benefit or advantage conferred to a
candidate without legal basis or justification, then that benefit cannot be
relied upon as a principle of parity or equality. The principle of equality
cannot be used to perpetuate illegality or compel the State to repeat it.

Moreover, those similarly situated candidates who have been given
appointments, have not been arrayed as respondents in the present batch
of cases and thus no order prejudicial to the interest of those candidates
can be passed by this Court. Though, the appellants have claimed that
some of the candidates who have scored lesser marks than them, have
been given appointments, however they were not arrayed as respondents
in the respective writ petitions. Further, though in L.P.A No. 77 of 2020,
the appellants had filed I.A No. 159 of 2024 to implead those similarly
situated persons who had been given appointments, as respondents,
however the said interlocutory application was not pursued by them till
the stage of final argument. We are of the view that the appellants should

have raised the said issue in the writ proceeding itself, however they failed
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to do so. As such, they cannot be allowed to raise such a factual
contention before this Court that too at a belated stage. Even otherwise,
if according to the appellants, some candidates were wrongly appointed
by the JPSC/]SSC, they should have challenged their appointments before
the competent court of law. Nonetheless, on that ground they cannot
claim their appointments.

Mr. Krishna Murari has also claimed that out of 44 vacancies, only 8 were
filled and as such 36 posts are still vacant. Under the said circumstance
and looking to the peculiar fact of the case of the appellant-Dr. Nutan
Indwar, she may be given appointment to the advertised post treating her
under reserved category. It is further contended that no prejudice will be
caused to other candidates on giving appointment to the said appellant.
He also urged to consider the case of the said appellant sympathetically.
The said argument of Mr. Krishna Murari is also not worth consideration
in view of the fact that the condition for filling up the particulars of the
requisite caste certificate in the online application was a mandatory
requirement and the consequence of its non-compliance was also
mentioned in the advertisement no. 02 of 2016. The said appellant has
to face the consequence of non-adherence to the mandatory
requirement. Under the writ jurisdiction, the High Court is not supposed
to relax the rule/condition of advertisement on mere ground that some
advertised posts have remained vacant. If such a practice is allowed, then
the entire purpose of fixing the cut-off date for submitting requisite
certificate(s) will be redundant. All aspirants are entitled under law to be
treated equally. There cannot be different yardsticks for different set of

aspirants.
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90. In view of the aforesaid discussion, we do not find any infirmity in the
impugned judgment dated 20.12.2019 passed in the respective writ
petitions filed by the writ petitioners/appellants.

91. The present appeals being devoid of merit are, accordingly, dismissed.

92. Pending application(s), if any, also stands disposed of.

(M.S. Sonak, C.1.)

(Rajesh Shankar, J.)

May 07, 2026
Ritesh/A.F.R.
Uploaded on 07.05.2026
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