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Chandigarh

Sr.No.119
IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CWP No. 9545 of 2017
Date of decision:04.05.2017

Ramandeep Kaur

......... Petitioner
versus
Guru Nanak Devi University and another
.......... Respondents
Coram: Hon'ble Mr.Justice Rakesh Kumar Jain

Present:  Ms. Saloni Sharma, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Rakesh Kumar Jain, J.(Oral)

The petitioner has prayed for a writ in the nature of mandamus
to allow her to appear in the 6™ semester exam of Contract-II and 8"
semester exam of Family Law-II and Environment Law. The petitioner
joined the Bachelor of Law(5 year integrated course) in the year 2010.

During the course of hearing, counsel for the petitioner has
submitted that the petitioner has to clear one paper of 6th semester, namely,
Contract-II in which he had already availed three chances and one golden
chance. She has prayed that the petitioner may be granted one another
chance to appear in the said paper and in this regard, she has relied upon
Rule 32 of the General Ordinance on Admission to Examinations provided
in Guru Nanak Dev University Calendar, 2008 Volume II.

I have heard counsel for the petitioner and examined the
available record.

Today, I have pronounced a judgment in CWP No. 8088 of
2017 titled as Priansh Abrol vs. Guru Nanak Dev University and others in

which it has been held that the provisions of Calendar, Vol.II of 2008 are
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general provisions which cannot be applied to the students of Bachelor of
Law(5 years integrated course) or LLB of 3 years course as they have
separate rules contained in Calendar Vol.III 2008 in which Rule 6 provides
that three chances to be given for clearing the paper. Further Rule 9 of the
said calendar Vol.II provides that degree has to completed after clearing all
the 10 semesters. Counsel for the petitioner has failed to show any provision
except for Rule 32 of the General Ordinance.

Hence, in view of the decision taken by this Court today in the
case of Priansh Abrol(supra), there is hardly any reason for this Court of

interfere in this petition.

Dismissed.
[Rakesh Kumar Jain]
4™ May, 2017 Judge
Shivani Kaushik
Whether speaking/reasoned Yes/No

Whether Reportable Yes/No



