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JUDGMENT L ORDER (ORAL)

(Deepak Gupta, C.J.)

This writ appeal is directed against the judgment dated
23-07-2013 passed by a learned Single Judge of this Court in
WP(C) 480 of 2012 and other connected matters. It would be
pertinent to mention that the learned Single Judge decided
7(seven) writ petitions by the common judgment. Six of the
petitioners filed writ appeals being Writ Appeal Nos.37, 38, 39, 40,
41 and 44 of 2013 and these were allowed by the Division Bench of
this Court on 10-04-2014 and the following directions were

passed:-

“9. We are dealing herewith cases where
under the same advertisements virtually identical
conditions were laid down for two groups of applicants.
If the subject combination is sacrosanct for one group
how could relaxation be given to the other group? In this
case though the candidates who had applied for the post
of Assistant Teacher (Pure Science) did not also fulfill
the required combination of subjects, they have been
offered appointment but such benefit has not been given
to the petitioners. Even after the learned single Judge
asked the State to reconsider the matter the same has
been rejected without giving any reason whatsoever.
Even before us other than stating that the petitioners
cannot claim equality because some wrong acts had been
done nothing has been made out as to why the two
groups should be treated differently. We are clearly of
the view that when two groups like this are covered by
similar situation then the State cannot follow the policy
of pick and choose and give benefit to one group and
deny similar benefit to the other.

10. In view of the above discussions, we allow

the Writ Appeals and direct the State to give fresh offers
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of appointments to all the appellants as Assistant
Teachers B.Sc.(Bio) and Assistant Teacher B.Sc.(Pure) in
the case of Md. S. M. Ramas Nabi within 6(six) months

from today.”

2. As far as the present appellant is concerned, he did not
file the writ appeal in time but the application for condoning delay
has been allowed and now the petitioner-appellant is in an identical
position like the appellants in Writ Appeal Nos.37, 38, 39, 40, 41
and 44 of 2013. Therefore, it is absolutely clear that the appellant
must be given the same relief which was granted to the appellants

in the said writ appeals.

3. As such, following the reasoning given in Writ Appeal
Nos.37, 38, 39, 40, 41 and 44 of 2013 in judgment dated 10-04-
2014, we allow the writ appeal and direct that the appellant shall
be given fresh offer of appointment to the post of Assistant

Teacher B.Sc.(Bio) within a period of 4(four) months from today.

4. With this direction, the writ appeal stands disposed of.

JUDGE CHIEF JUSTICE
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