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W.P.No.5338 of 2026 

 Notice Before Admission. 

 Ms. Rajya Laxmi, learned Central 

Government Standing Counsel takes notice 

on behalf of respondent No.1. 

 Issue notice, including personal notice 

to respondent No.2. 

 The proof of service to be filed by the 

next date of hearing. 

 Learned counsel appearing for the 

petitioner would submit that the petitioner 

appeared for CLAT 2026 (Booklet Version B) 

and was awarded 93.50 marks with an All-

India Rank of 709. As per the official 

marking scheme (1 mark for each correct 

answer and –0.25 for each incorrect answer), 

the petitioner conducted a self-verification 

using the carbon copy of the OMR sheet and 

the official answer key.  The self-assessment 

revealed 97 correct answers, 13 incorrect 

answers, and 9 unanswered questions, 

resulting in a total of 93.75 marks. However, 

the officially declared result reflects 97 

correct answers, 14 incorrect answers, and 8 

unanswered questions, leading to a score of 

93.50 marks — a discrepancy of 0.25 marks. 

 Upon comparison of the carbon copy 
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and the scanned OMR sheet, it was 

discovered that Question No.81 contained a 

stray smudge-like mark against Option ‘D’, 

which was not made by the petitioner. 

Despite this, the respondent treated it as an 

attempted incorrect answer and imposed 

negative marking.  The deduction of 0.25 

marks on the basis of an alleged stray mark, 

without any proof that it was made by the 

petitioner, is arbitrary and materially affects 

rank, counselling, and seat allotment in a 

highly competitive national-level 

examination.  Hence, the petitioner seeks 

indulgence of this Court. 

 To support his case, learned counsel 

relied upon the judgments of the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court in the matter of:  

1. State of Orissa vs. Dhaniram Luhar1 

The relevant portion reads as under: 

 “Even in respect of administrative 

orders Lord Denning, M.R. in Breen v. 

Amalgamated Engg. Union observed: "The 

giving of reasons is one of the 

fundamentals of good administration." In 

Alexander Machinery (Dudley) Ltd. v. 

Crabtree it was observed: "Failure to give 

reasons amounts to denial of justice." 

"Reasons are live links between the mind 

of the decision-taker to the controversy in 

question and the decision or conclusion 

arrived at." Reasons substitute subjectivity 

by objectivity. The emphasis on recording 

reasons is that if the decision reveals the 

"inscrutable face of the sphinx", it can, by 

 
1 (2004) 5 SCC 568 
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its silence, render it virtually impossible for 

the courts to perform their appellate 

function or exercise the power of judicial 

review in adjudging the validity of the 

decision. Right to reason is an 

indispensable part of a sound judicial 

system; reasons at least sufficient to 

indicate an application of mind to the 

matter before court. Another rationale is 

that the affected party can know why the 

decision has gone against him. One of the 

salutary requirements of the natural justice 

is spelling out reasons for the order made; 

in other words, a speaking-out. The 

"inscrutable face of the sphinx" is 

ordinarily incongruous with a judicial or 

quasi-judicial performance."  

2. Disha Panchal and others vs. Union of 

India through the Secretary and others2, 

while considering the impact of incorrect 

assessment done by the CLAT consortium therein 

had directed to revise the score of the remaining 

candidates without disturbing the admission 

already done. 

3. The Honb’le Division Bench of High Court 

of Judicature at Allahabad in the matter of 

Avneesh Gupta (Minor) vs. Consortium of 

National Law Universities3  The relevant 

portion reads as under: 

 32. In such view of the matter, the 

respondent/Consortium of National Law 

Universities is directed to revise the merit 

list by awarding marks against question 

no. 9 of booklet-C (corresponding to 

question no. 91 of booklet-A) and to all 

other questions which correspond to the 

same in 

 
2 AIR 2018 SC 2824 
3 2026 SCC onlne All 220 
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[2:00 pm, 20/2/2026] Suma: different 

booklets of CLAT-2026 entrance 

examination by treating both 'B' and 'D' as 

correct answers and thereafter are further 

directed to revise the merit list and 

republish/re-notify the same within a 

period of one month from today. Since it 

has been informed at the Bar that the first 

round of counselling has already been 

finalized thus the students/candidates 

who have already taken admission 

pursuant to the first round of counselling 

shall not be disturbed, however for further 

counselling, the respondent are directed to 

act on the revised/re-notified merit list and 

the issue (ii) is accordingly decided. 

  

 This matter requires detailed 

examination and the facts can be 

ascertained only upon hearing respondent 

No.2.  

 List on 06.03.2026. 

 In the meantime, respondent No.2 is 

directed to consider the request of the 

petitioner by affording one additional 

opportunity to her to seek a comparison 

between the OMR sheet relied upon by the 

respondent and the carbon copy of the OMR 

sheet supplied to the petitioner, so as to 

properly examine and appreciate the merits 

of the grievance raised.   

________ 

EVV,J 
Issue C.C. by today 
(B/O) VSU 

 


