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O-/fice Memorandum 

Subiect: - Disposal of the Representation of the petitioners in WP. -
317/2022 Manieet Panwar & others Vis Uttarakhand 
.Subordinate Service Selection Commission in Compliance of 
the Hon 'ble Hi'lh Court's order, dated: 24. I 2.2022 

Selection Process of VanDaroga, Post Code-

679/724/22/2019 and it's result dated: 08.01.2022 has been challenged 

by the IO petitioners in the aforesaid writ petition. Though 100 

candidates are supposed to be supporting the writ ( annexure 2 of the 

writ) the Hon'ble High Court has given liberty to only 10 petitioners to 

submit their representation to the Secretary of UKSSSC. The Hon 'hie 

court has ,also issued direction to the commission to look into the 

matter and take appropriate decision as per law as early as possible 

but not later than eight weeks. For eight weeks or till decision on the 

representation, whichever is earlier appointment for the post of 

forester shall not be made. From the order of the Hon'ble court, it is 

clear that only the IO writ petitioners are entitled in this writ and 

consequent representation. 

Hon'ble court has directed that- "The writ Petition is 

disposed of with liberty to the IO persons, who have filed their writ 

petition to submit a joint representation to the Secretary Uttarakhand 

Subordinate Service Selection Commission, to redressal of their 
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gnevance. If petitioner make such representation within one week 

from today The Secretary, Uttarakhand Subordinate Service Selection 

Commission shall look into the matter and take appropriate decision 

as per law as early as possible, but not later than eight weeks for eight 

weeks. For till decision on the petitioners representation, whichever is 

earlier, appointment for the post of forester shall not be made." 

2. A joint representation of the petitioners was received on 

dated:02/03/2022 and Secretary also heard the representatives orally on 

that day. From the representation received on dated: 02/03/2022 and 

after hearing these candidates following point were emerged which 

are being considered in this order-

Result of the forester exam dated: 08/01/2022 should be revised or 
«uashed because: -

a) In the Normalization process there are many discrepancies and 

result should be declared on the basis of raw marks because there 

is huge difference between actual marks & normalized marks. 

Normalization formula not been applied in a fair and unbiased 

manner. 

b) 332 Question have been deleted out of 1800 Question (nearly 

20%) this is an irregularity against the standard procedure and not 

fit in the eye of the law. 

c) That the questions cited in table 1, 2 & 3 of para-15 of the 

representation were deleted in a manner which is against the law 

and standard procedure. 

Continued ... ... .... 03 



-03-

d) That there was undue delay in the conduct of the examination, 

declaration of result's etc. to favor some candidates or members 

of the same family and other miscellaneous issues. 

3. At the outset, Commission states that there has been 

comprehensive examination of the objection raised m the 

representation. Despite the representation, there 1s no 

evidence/indication of any instances of misconduct, conflict of 

interest, fraud, coercion, restrictive practices or unethical activities 

during the conduction of the Examination. The examination was 

attempted by 51,961 candidates and as a result of the writ petition filed 

by 10 candidates the future of almost 52,000 candidates is being 

jeopardized. 

4. It appears that a large number of the allegation made by the 

petitioners are based on an incorrect understanding of the procedure 

for raising objections to questions and the consequent normalization 

of marks pursuant t~ deletion of question from different question 

paper sets. 

5. Brief facts & dates about this examination are as below: -

a) An advertisement for 316 posts of vandaroga was issued by the 

commission on dated:18-12-2019. 

b) Syllabus for the examination was published on dated: 

13.01.2020 it was mentioned that the syllabus will be based on 

9th & 10th Standard ofNCERT curriculum. 
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c) Written examination was held between 16 July, 2021 to 25 July, 

2021 in 18 shifts. 

d) Objection on the Question were invited between 31st July' 2021 

to 6 August, 2021. 

e) After due examination by subject experts revised answer key 

was issued on dated: 08.01.2022. 

f) Result was published on dated: 08.01.2022. 

Deletions of Questions & Normalization: -

6. The syllabus for the exam was prescribed by the commission as 

NCERT syllabus of 9th and 10th
• The examination was conducted 

between 16 July, 2021 to 25 July, 2021 in CBT mode in 18 shifts the 

each consisting of about 3000 candidates. The 100 questions (MCQ) 

from each shift contained Questions from Physics, Chemistry, 

Biology and Environment Science. After the exam, Objections on the 

questions were invited and about 2081 objections were received in 

which 1447 objection were unique objections. A committee of experts 

examined the objections and the commission decided to delete 332 

questions out of the 1800 questions on the basis that they were out of 

syllabus, and 02 questions based on other grounds. Raw score was 

worked on the basis that right answer would be awarded one mark 

each and wrong answers -_0.25 mark each. This is as per the standard 

practice of the Commission. One bonus mark was awarded to each 

deleted question, irrespective of whether it was attempted or not by 

any a candidate. This is also as per the established practice of the 
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Commission. 

The Raw marks thus obtained were normalized using the well 

published statistical formula adopted by the Commission. A list of 

candidates selected for physical test was published on dated: 

08/01/2022. Normalized marks of all candidates who had qualified in 

the written exam was published on dated:08.01.2022. This Formula of 

normalization was adopted by the Commission and published for the 

candidates, after consulting the subject matter experts nearly 02 years 

back. This formula has already been used in 06 examinations. Same 

formula is being used by many other examination bodies. Further it is 

to be stated that procedure of normalization is well accepted by 

Hon 'hie Supreme Court in The State of Uttar Pradesh Vs Atul 

Kumar Dwiwedi (2022} where Hon 'hie court mentioned that: -

"Normalization of marks, therefore, means increasing and/or 

decreasing the marks obtained by students in different timing sessions 

(shifts) to a certain number. In statistics, the term normalization 

refers to .the scaling down of the data set such that the normalized 

data falls in the range between O and 1. Such normalization 

techniques help in comparing corresponding normalized values from 

two or more different data sets in way that it eliminates the effects of 

the variation in the scale of the data sets i.e., a data set with large 

values can be easily compared with a data set of smaller values. The 

normalized score/percentile is obtained by applying a formula. " 
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"In this examination aggregate average difference between 

actual and normalized marks of all the candidates does not exceed 

0.36 and normalization is well within limits." 

7. The Commission has conducted 86 examinations from 

inception. The practice of inviting objections to questions, examining 

them by a panel of experts, modifying answer options or deleting 

questions which in the opinion of experts is not suitable to be included 

in the question papers is well established and followed in all the 

examinations of the commission and known in general to every 

candidate taking the exam, the petitioners were well aware of this 

practice and had willingly taken part in the examination. They are 

estopped from questioning the procedure of deletion of questions after 

writing the examination. 

8. In this reference in the matter of Atul Kumar Verma Vs Union 

of India & others (2015). The Hon'ble Delhi High court held that the 

process of receiving objection is practically mandatory for all the 

examination authorities and such objection must be given relevance in 

the evaluation of the examination. In various others cases Hon 'ble 

court held that inviting objection in necessary for a fair result. Thus, it 

is obvious that when commission invites objections then deletion of 

Questions and change in keys is evident 

In this examination 02 petitioners i.e., petitioner No. 02 Mr. Satish 

Nautiyal raised objection for 07 questions for out of syllabus reason & 

petitioners No. 08 Mr. Dhan veer Singh Chauhan raised objection for 1 

question being out of syllabus. A 
Continued ...... .... 07 
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09. There is no general rule about how many questions can be 

deleted in a question paper. This depends on the judgement of the 

subject matter experts and by the examining authority keeping in 

mind the merit and integrity of the selection process. Selection 

process is a complex process and involves huge resources of the 

Commission and State Government. 

10. In this particular examination 332 questions were deleted after 

the advice of experts and keeping in mind that these questions would 

create hardship to those candidates who have passed intennediate with 

Mathematics Physics, Computer Science and Agriculture and not 

from Biology. Further each candidate was awarded one mark for the 

deletion equally, without any discrimination. 

Discrepancies in Questions cited in para-15 ofthe Representation: -

11. Attaching a list of questions, representing candidates have stated 

that same question/concepts deleted from one shift were retained in 

another shift. As per the established procedure of the commission, no 

objection to questions is entertained after publication of result but in 

this case as directed by the hon'ble court The Commission decided to 

carry out a review of these questions with the help of subject experts. 

77 such questions were identified going through the representation of 

the candidates. Out of these 77 questions, 39 had already been deleted 

(within those 332 questions), 13 questions were not at all challenged 

for any reason, other 21 questions were challenged for error in answer 

key but not for out of syllabus. 04 other questions were found 

to be within syllabus. After this review The Commission decided that 
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there was no need to make any changes regarding these 77 questions. 

Therefore, the original decision regarding this examination stands as 

valid. 

Other various issues raised in the representation: -

12. In various paragraphs of the representation, variations are 

indicated by the candidates with self-calculated raw marks. 

Candidates have arrived at this result, through some type of Self

evaluation process. There is no point in narrating every instance of 

variation as averred by these representing candidates. It is sufficient to 

say that there will definitely be variations between the first answer 

key published right after examination and revised answer key 

published after all objections are disposed of, because of the fact that 

some questions are deleted and some answer options stand modified. 

Consequent to such moderation the raw marks will be different from 

what has been self-calculated by petitioner candidates as shown in 

representation. 

13. It is also alleged in page 2 of the representation that the syllabus 

notified originally was science but later it was changed to 9th & I 0th 

Standard NCERT. Scheme of the syllabus was mentioned in the 

advertisement dated:18/12/2019 and detailed syllabus published on 

13/01/2020. The only new thing added in the syllabus is that the 

syllabus will be of 9th & 10th Standard NCERT, because minimum 

educational Qualification for this post is from three streams. To 

keep uniform hardship for all streams, syllabus was kept at 9th & 1 Q1h 
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Standard NCERT. Actual Question paper administered in the exam, 

contained Questions from 11 th & 12th standards too. That is why 332 

questions were deleted based on experts' opinion. Thus, publication of 

syllabus was done much before the date of exam and each and every 

candidate was required to follow the same syllabus without 

differentiation. No new candidates were allowed to apply after this. 

14. It is also requested in the representation that Commission 

should release the results as per raw marks without deleting any 

question and without normalization. It is not possible to declare 

results of this examination without normalization as the exams was 

conducted in 18 shifts with 18 sets of Question papers. Neither it is 

possible to retain all out of syllabus questions and declare ranks based 

on raw marks actual marks. It is to be noted that among the total 

candidates who applied for this post, a large number of candidates 

have not studied biology of regular 1 ith & 12th• They belong to various 

Streams like Agriculture, Math's & Computer Science etc. Besides 

inter Agriculture students do not study Physics & Chemistry to the 

same extent or depth as taught in regular inter science (PCM & PCB) 

students. That's why syllabus was kept at 9th & 10th Standard science 

of NCERT. The questions which were deleted were from Biology, 

physics & chemistry of I l'h & 12th class. 

15. It is also alleged in the representation that the delay in declaring 

result is in Itself suspicious and this delay shows that there was 

tampering of results. The examination was conducted in the month of 
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July, 2021 and results were declared on 8th January, 2022. The time 

taken to declare results is largely because the large number of 

objections were raised by candidates and their disposal by the subject 

experts. In any event, the result process is largely automatic/system 

driven and therefore there is no scope for human tampering of results. 

16. In para 15-D of the representation, it is alleged that 12 candidates 

alleged to have the members of the same family, having roll numbers 

close to each other and also marks obtained close to each other. 

In order to fully address the concerns of the petitioners raised 

against these 12 candidates, the data pertaining to these candidates has 

been analyzed. 

Answering pattern analysis examines the frequency of answers 

submitted by the candidates at 15-minute intervals during the 

examination. System catalogue this and flags a series of rapid 

responses which deviate from the standard time interval in submitting 

responses. No such behavior has been observed from these 12 

candidates. 

Fastest finger analysis was also done which analyses the correct 

answers by the candidate relative to the average of all candidates. The 

fastest finger analysis determines that these candidates are in medium 

level scoring and no anomalies were noted in analysis. 

Furthermore, CCTV analysis was also done in reference of these 

12 candidates. These does not appear to be any evidence confirming 

any of the allegation put forward in the representation. Additionally, it 
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may also be observed that only 2 of the I 2 c-a.ndidates had the same 

venue for the examination. All the rest of the candidates ha,·e been in 

different venues making it highly improbable to adopt any unfair means. 

Considering the foregoing reasons, representing candidates ha,·e 

not shown any ground for which the examination process could said 

to be arbitrary, partial of favoring any one group of candidates. A1l 

submissions given in the Representation appear to be based on 

incomplete and inadequate data, false claims, Jack of understanding, 

hence no merit has been found in the representation dated:02/03/2022. 

The representation is disposed of accordingJy. 

~ <t/•/)</ 
(Sa:0s1 ~ adoni) 

SecrelOJJ', 

Copv Forwarded to: -

I. Shri Pankaj Purohit Learned Advocate, High coun of 

Uttarakhand, Chamber no.- I 0, Nainital, 

2. Manjeet Panwar, Rio Post-Myani Devan, Myani, Tehri 

Garhwal, Uttarakhand, 249186 

3. Satish Nautiyal S/o Bashudev Nautiyal Rio Jemer Uttarkashi, 

Geonla, Uttarakhand, 249 I 52. 

4. Varon Singh Rauthan S/o V.R.S Rauthan, Rio 38 Bhagirathi 

Colony, Near Acacia Public School, Lower Nattanpur, 

Natthan Pur Nehrugram, Dehradun, Uttarakhand, 148005 

5. Aditya Sagta S/o Sanjay Sagta, Rio H.NO.-1 2 Chandmari 
' 

Patan patni Champawat. Uttarakhand, 262524 

6. Deepak Singh Mehra S/o Guiab Singh, Rio H.No.-51 Near 

Government Inter CoJlege, Odar, Boragarh, Chamoli. 

Uttarakhand,246427 

7. Akshay Kumar S/o Bhawani Ram, 60 Jabar Kot, Chamoli. 

Uttarakhand,24648 I qj} · 
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8. Atul Choudhary S/o Netrapal Singh, 335 Ibrahimpurdeh, 

Saliyar, Haridwar, Roorki, Uttarakhand, 247667 

9. Dhanveer Singh Chauhan, S/o Raghuveer Singh Chauhan, Rio 

Garath, Garaarkashi, Gadoli, Uttarakhand, 249152 

1 O.Anil Kumar Joshi, S/o Harish Chandra Joshi, Rio Bhaipuri, 

Kulha, Post-Majhra Anand Singh Mazarahasan, Uttarakhand, 

253160 

11.Kailash Dangwal S/o Ram Singh Dangwal, Rio Pampapuri 

Ramnagar Range, Nainital, Uttarakhand, 244715 

12.Guard File j:2f 9-1/~J,v 
(Santosh Badoni) 

Secretary, 


