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1. Heard Sri Rabindra Bahadur Singh, learned counsel for the writ petitioner,
Sri Manish Kumar, learned Standing Counsel for the State, Sri Siddharth
Singhal, who appears for Respondent no.4 and Ms. Srishti Gupta (AoR No.
A/S 0657/2022), holding brief of Sri Kartikeya Saran, who appears for
Respondent nos. 2 and 3.

2. A statement has been made by the learned counsels for the rival parties
that they do not propose to file any affidavit and the writ petition be decided
on the basis of the documents available on record.

3. With the consent of the parties, the writ petition is being decided at the
fresh stage.

4. This Court entertained the present writ petition on 18.11.2025 while
passing the following orders:-

"Matter has been taken up in therevised list.

Though, learned counsel for the writ petitioner as well as Shri Akhilesh Kumar
Maurya (AoR No.A/A0014/2020), learned advocate holding brief of Shri Sddharth
Snghal, learned counsel for the respondent no.4 is present, but no body is present on
behalf of respondent Nos.2 and 3.

It is quite unfortunate as nobody is appearing in these matters.

I ssue notice to respondent Nos.2 and 3.

Put up this case on 10th December, 2025 as fresh.

In the meantime, affidavits may be exchanged."

5. Thereafter on 02.02.2026, the following orders were passed:-
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"1. Learned counsdl for the respondents no. 2, 3 and 4 submits that the petitioner has
not challenged the order dated 21.02.2024 whereby he was debarred by the U.P.
Subordinate Service Selection Commission and in the instant petition only the
subsequent orders passed by the Union Public Service Commission has been
challenged.

2. In view thereof, the copy of the aforesaid order dated 21.02.2024 has been supplied
by Si Sddharth Snghal, learned counsel for the respondent no.4 to the petitioner
today in Court. In view thereof, learned counsel for the petitioner seeks to challenge
the aforesaid order dated 21.02.2024 by amending the writ petition.

3. Accordingly, case is adjourned for three weeks to enable the petitioner to do the
needful.

4. Put up this matter as fresh on 24.02.2026 before the appropriate Bench."
6. On 24.02.2026, this Court proceeded to pass the following orders:-

"Order on Civil Misc. Amendment Application No. Nill of 2025

1. Snce there is no objection to the same by the learned Standing Counsd,
amendment application stands allowed.

2. Let necessary amendment be carried out in the writ petition by learned counsel for
petitioner within three days.

3. Since the amendment application is directly filed in the Court, Office is directed to
allot a regular number, if required.

Order on writ petition

3. Put up this case as fresh on 10.03.2026."

7. Sri R.B. Singh, learned counsel for the writ petitioner has made a
statement at Bar that though by virtue of the order dated 24.02.2026, an
Amendment Application No. Nil of 2025 came to be alowed while
guestioning the order dated 21.02.2024 passed by the Secretary/
Examination Controller, U.P. Sub-ordinate Service Selection Commission,
U.P., Lucknow, but he seeks dismissal of the writ petitioner in so far as the
order dated 21.02.2024 passed by Secretary/ Examination Controller, U.P.
Sub-ordinate Service Selection Commission, U.P., Lucknow with aliberty to
challenge the same by preferring a fresh writ petition.

8. Learned Standing Counsel as well as Sri Siddharth Singhal have no
objection to the same. Accordingly, the writ petition in so far as it seeks to
guestion the order dated 21.02.2024 passed by Secretary/ Examination
Controller, U.P. Sub-ordinate Service Selection Commission, U.P., Lucknow
is dismissed with liberty to challenge the same by filing a fresh writ petition.
However, objections to be raised at the appropriate time by counsel for the
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respondents against the order dated 21.02.2024 are |eft open.

9. The case of the writ petition is that an advertisement came to be published
by the fourth respondent, Secretary/ Examination Controller, U.P. Sub-
ordinate Service Selection Commission, U.P., Lucknow for the post of
Sammilit Gram Panchayat Adhikari, Gram Vikas Adhikari (SK) and Samaj
Kalyan Paryavekshak Pratiyogita Pariksha-2018. However, on 21.02.2024,
the fourth respondent, Secretary/ Examination Controller, U.P. Sub-ordinate
Service Selection Commission, U.P., Lucknow debarred the writ petitioner
for a period of five years on account of adopting unfair means. Since the
order debarring the writ petitioner came to be circulated to the examination
authorities, thus a show cause notice came to be issued to the writ petitioner
on 11.09.2024 show causing the writ petitioner as to why appropriate action
be not taken against the writ petitioner. The writ petitioner on the receipt of
the show cause notice, tendered its reply on 03.10.2024 and thereafter on
18.09.2025, an order came to be passed by Deputy Secretary, U.P. Public
Service Commission, debarring the writ petitioner on 18.09.2025 for a
period of five years.

10. Questioning the same, the present writ petition has been preferred.

11. Learned counsel for the writ petitioner has sought to argue that the order
impugned cannot be sustained for a single moment. Elaborating the said
submission, it is contended that once a show cause notice came to be issued
requiring the writ petitioner to tender its reply, then the contentions so
sought to be raised by the writ petitioner in reply to the show cause notice
ought to have been considered. Contention is that the contentions so raised
by the writ petitioner has been brushed aside and overlooked. Argument is
that it may be a case, where respondents may not be convinced with the
contentions so raised, but there has to be a consideration of the same, thus it
is submitted that the order impugned be set aside and matter be remitted
back to pass afresh order.

12. Sri Manish Kumar, learned Standing Counsel as well as Ms. Srishti
Gupta holding brief of Sri Saran have submitted that once the Sub-ordinate
Service Commission has debarred the writ petitioner for a period of five
years, then there remains no occasion to depart from a decision taken by the
Sub-ordinate Service Commission by the U.P. Public Service Commission.
However, he could not dispute the fact that the contentions so raised by the
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writ petitioner in reply to the show cause notice have not been considered.

13. | have heard the submissions so made across the Bar and perused the
records carefully.

14. Facts are not in issue. It is not in issue that on 21.02.2024, the Sub-
ordinate Commission has debarred the writ petitioner for a period of five
years and based upon the same, a show cause notice came to be issued by the
Public Service Commission on 11.09.2024, which reads as under:-

"RIROT SAT3 ifed

(300 Tich TdT AN (UfehaT Td & Harer) fHammEe-2011 o Fa9 32(2) &
3=RTd) JoWo ST TdT IT AN, TGS & UAH-196 /06/d= (Uto-
1)/2023/@ve-8/todto-1, fadic 21.02.2024 gRT VIRENDRA PRATAP
PATEL @t f&Aier 26.06.2023 & 05 a9 o fod = srott & ufdarfea forar
&
" UH UEEd AfeR!, IH fAFE S9ER! (Wodho) U THNST hedTul
ddefeh (T T9) UtedT, 2018 <l GUaer § ool o M R 3= Al &
TR e & BRI

ard: 15 feadi & e 59 31T &l ST YA he Toh Al 7 MU ITh HelIeul
& HRUT IoYo Tidh TdT AN, YIRS ehl THET Tieqral / I+ @ 05 a9 & foad
yfdaTia &= fean S stue 78 +ff giaa forar S € o afe s safed e
T AR dTed & af fediee 01.10.2024 &1 W6 03:30 st JoWo wlidh AdT
AR, 10, FHERET e AW, ARG | Hiedi Gfed Iued & FYal Yorded &
HIEIH U1 IR YN et FAHd e | T8 ot Tu foman sirar 8 o fAfde srafy
& iR AR IR UL 7 B4 / ARHITd FAdTE o IURYT 7 8- TR Ig AR
foram ST foh 28 FWrY | ATl $© el Fedl & Ud dGIaR Hl~aH e ITd
o faar s

15. The writ petitioner tendered his reply on 03.10.2024, which is quoted
hereinunder:-

fFde g for wneil i Ay ued g7 off dRact ued Ulo TRIHRT Ulo TRIEHIN
AR SIQR o aredt 81 89 9 darad AfgaR) 9 9m faehd gt (Ao
Tg) TR 2018 &t GHURIET H FiFHferd I S A URIE SR WIS g W
g3 ot 3R # T Weqn § da7 o SrRiAfe e o Ty 1 R 7Y T FRA R O
R T o5 TR 31T %7 1 317 TTechl BT el oY GEIRT TR Tl fohy Tr1eTT Sehe STew
fFieheT 3T 3Tk S1E HR HUR HIAdTE! dech <l HIg ST G & T Fie # TTed o1 ot
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et Ak heeh AT TE! Ukl T ST FoTHER Sheg, SHILTIS T VI &1
3ct: STHE ST & TefT Rt g1 fob # (W § 1 A S0 et oiich & ShrdfdTel ohi it
STelfch I =TT o GIRT SATUH STHTA <hl TEX hIGT UTed §AT 6 1"

16. Thereafter on 18.09.2025, the Commission proceeded to pass the order
impugned, which reads as under:-

(IoTo Wich HaT TANT (Wfehal Td & ddte) fHammEet-2011 & a9 32(2) &
3=RTd) IoUo Iefiee JdT T¥F 3TN, TRaS & Uslich-196/06/dH (Teto-1)
/2023/Eue-8/todto-¢, faieh 21.02.2024 gRT VIRENDRA PRATAP PATEI
&t fartiek 28. 06.2023 T 05 a¥ & fordt T Tt & wfdara foram m 2-
"Tftafeld I UEEd ATIERR], A TR SAfSERT (Hoho) Ud THST el
qddefeh (T T3) TLedT, 2018 <l GUer § segefi o T R 3= Afh &
TFAHRT e & HROTI"

2-3oYo YL HaT TG AN 6l Ith U JoHo ich HaT AN bl Hi UTed Tl
I & de H AUR HRUT daren Afeq faAiw 11.09.2024 Ufvd FRd U T8
TAEIRTa o T o fob 15 et o Wiy / Gats ol [dfY & Yd 38 A1 i HRUT
TS e o ol 7 31U 3Tk PR & HRUT JoTo Tidh JdT STENT, YIRS bl
IO qRreTatt 3R 99+ ¥ 05 a9 o oy Ufdared @ faar S| st I8 off
A3 forar mam o fop fAfde safdr & offar SR v 7 89 W T srautia feman
S foh 38 HEawe | STUehl F© Tl el & Ud dagdR SN gRT 3Tf~H el
TTed oY T3aT STQT| 3TUehl U8l ST o foiq stgent Safhird goarg &g o
01.10.2024 ! RN e H ATgd i feram = o1

3- 38 F<H T 31U GRT A0 Yeardar fatieh 03.10.2024 & AreqH & 37T U
TTo 3TNT o THET TWGT TAT| 37TUch Teh?Ul TR Hio STTANT gRT A& $UUT o fohar
7| fIERIURT Ao AN o FUAER U] AEN HRifed gRI SR 6ROl
garen Jifeq & fafsr 11.09.2024 & 05 ast & U dies a1 AN, IJoWo
T TR oRietieTt / Arefichl O Ufaared o fear mar gl

17. A bare look of the order impugned would reveal that none of the
contentions so raised by the writ petition has been considered. However, in
one line, it has been recited that the reply so submitted to the show cause
notice is not satisfactory. In the opinion of the Court, the very purpose of
issuance of show cause notice and seeking reply stands extinguished, once
there is no consideration of the reply to the show cause notice. Since the said
exercise islacking, thus the order impugned cannot be sustained.

18. Accordingly, the writ petition is decided in the following terms:-
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(@) The order dated 18.09.2025 passed by Specia Secretary, U.P. Public
Service Commission is set aside.

(b) The matter stands remitted back to the authority to pass a fresh order
within a period of two months.

(c) By saying so, it may not be construed to be an expression that the writ
petitioner is bestowed with the benefits automatically, as the same will be
dependent upon the fresh orders to be passed therein.

19. With the aforesaid observations, the writ petition stands disposed of.

Mar ch 10, 2026

N.S.Rathour

(Vikas Budhwar,J.)

Digitally signed by :-
NIPENDRA SINGH RATHOUR
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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