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"... Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the Bihar Public Service Commission, as well as,
State submits that the case of the petitioner is squarely covered by the law laid down by the Apex
Court in the case of Ran Vijay Singh & Ors. Vs. State of Uttar Pradesh & Ors., reported in (2018) 2 scC

357. However, the petitioner may represent before the Director, Primary Education, Bihar for redressal
of his grievance.

3. The petitioner, if so desires, may file representation for redressal of his grievance before the
respondent no.2 - the Director, Primary Education, Bihar, who is directed to dispose of the
representation of the petitioner in accordance with the law laid down by the Apex Court in the case of
Ran Vijay Singh (supra) expeditiously.

4. The writ petition stands disposed of...."
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"...The High Court held that the rule providing for verification of marks gave an implied
power to the examinees to demand a disclosure and inspection and also to seek re-evaluation of
the answer-books. The Jjudgment of the High Court was set aside and it was held that in absence
of a specific provision conferring a right upon an examinee to have his answer-books re-
evaluated, no such direction can be issued. There is no dispute that under the relevant rule of the

Commission there is no provision entitling a candidate to have his answer-books re-evaluated. In

*~ Himanshu Kumar Son of Pramod Pandey, Resident of Village Tikulia, P.S.
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