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1.

The present writ petition has been filed challenging the legality, validity
and propriety of the order/ notification/ letter No. Q-1/ Student/
Counselling/ Sanchishi/ 2026, dated 22.01.2026 issued by the
Commissioner, Medical Education, Chhattisgarh, whereby the entire
counselling process of the first and second rounds conducted for
admission to Post Graduate Medical Courses for the academic year
2025, along with the allotments made thereunder, has been cancelled,
and further challenging the application of the amended Rule 11(a) of
the Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduate Admission Rules, 2025 to
already selected candidates, along with the explanation dated
23.01.2026 as well as the subsequent order/notification dated
23.01.2026 intimating a fresh counselling process, on the ground that
the same is arbitrary, unconstitutional and violative of Articles 14, 19

and 21 of the Constitution of India.

The present petition has been filed by the petitioner seeking for the

following reliefs:-

“10.1 To issue a writ and/or an order in the nature of
appropriate writ do issue calling the records from the
respondent authorities concerned for perusal of this
Hon'ble Court, if thinks fit in the facts & circumstances

of case;

10.2 To issue a writ and/or an order in the nature of
writ of certiorari do issue quashing the order/letter

dated 22/01/2026, issued by Respondent no 3



cancelling the counselling process of the first and
second phases conducted earlier for the admission for
the year 2025 and allotments made therein, in and all

consequences arising thereof and related thereto,

10.3 To issue a writ and/or an order in the nature of
writ of certiorari do issue quashing the order/letter
dated 23/01/2026, issued by Respondent no.3 initiating
fresh counselling process of the first and second
phases conducted earlier for the admission for the
year 2025, in and all consequences arising thereof and

related thereto;

10.4 To issue a writ and/or an order in the nature of
writ of certiorari and declare the application of Rule
11(a) of the Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduation
Admission Rules, 2025 as ultra vires so far as it
relates to counselling done first and second phases

conducted earlier for the admission for the year 2025:

10.5 To issue a writ and/or order in the nature of
appropriate writ directing the letter/order dated
22/01/2026 and 23/01/2026 and Rule 11(a) of
Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduation Admission
Rules, 2025 dated 22/01/2026 may be declared
inoperative to the effect of allotment of petitioner and
the petitioner to pursue studies with respect of

admission taken.

10.6 To issue a writ and/or order in the nature of
appropriate writ directing the respondent authorities
for application of the Amended Rule 11(a) of the

Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduation Admission



Rules, 2025 to the subsequent phases of counselling
which will be conducted subsequent to order passed
by this Hon'ble Court in MCC No. 40 of 2026 dated

16/01/2026
10.7 Cost of the proceedings;

10.8 To grant any other relief deemed just and proper
in the facts and circumstances of the case for
imparting complete and substantial justice to the

petitioner.”

The facts of the case as emerges from the petition are that, the
petitioner is a citizen of India and a permanent resident of the State of
Chhattisgarh. The parents of the petitioner are also permanent
residents of Chhattisgarh, and the petitioner holds a valid domicile
certificate of the State. The petitioner is therefore entitled to all
fundamental and constitutional rights guaranteed under the
Constitution of India. The respondents are “State” within the meaning
of Article 12 of the Constitution of India and are amenable to the writ

jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Court.

The petitioner secured admission to the MBBS course in the year 2016
through CG PMT counselling at Raipur Institute of Medical Sciences,
Raipur, under Pt. Deendayal Upadhyay Memorial Health Sciences and
Ayush University of Chhattisgarh. The petitioner successfully
completed the MBBS course in the year 2021 and thereafter
completed the compulsory rotating medical internship from 10.05.2021
to 09.06.2022. The petitioner is duly registered with the Chhattisgarh

Medical Council.



For pursuing postgraduate medical education, the petitioner appeared
in the NEET (PG) examination conducted by the National Board of
Examination in Medical Sciences (NBEMS) on 03.08.2025, the result
of which was declared on 19.08.2025. The petitioner qualified the
examination with a score of 510 and an All India Rank of 21613.
Pursuant thereto, the petitioner registered for All India Counselling
conducted by the Medical Counseling Committee (MCC) by
depositing the requisite fee. In the first round of All India Counselling,
the petitioner was provisionally allotted the Radiation Oncology course
at Jawahar Lal Nehru Cancer Hospital and Research Centre, Bhopal,

and deposited first-year fees of Rs. 1,25,000/-.

Simultaneously, the petitioner registered for Chhattisgarh State NEET
(PG) Counselling, 2025, governed by the Chhattisgarh Medical Post
Graduate Admission Rules, 2025, after depositing the registration
amount of Rs. 2,02,000/-. In accordance with the directions issued by
this Hon’ble Court in WPC No. 5937 of 2025 (Dr. Samriddhi Dubey v.
State of Chhattisgarh), the State issued the first and second merit lists
and conducted counselling rounds. The petitioner was allotted an M.D.
(Radio Diagnosis) seat at Shri Shankaracharya Institute of Medical
Sciences, Bhilai, and completed the entire admission process on
09.01.2026 after submitting original documents, affidavits and
undertaking, and depositing admission fees of Rs. 10,79,000/-, bank
guarantee of Rs. 10,00,000/- and hostel fees of Rs. 4,52,700/-.
Provisional admission and confirmation letters were issued, and the

petitioner joined the course on 21.01.2026.



Upon securing admission through State Counselling, the petitioner
resigned from the earlier allotted All India Quota seat through MCC on
14.01.2026, resulting in forfeiture of the security deposit.
Subsequently, despite there being no direction from this Hon’ble Court
to apply the amended Rule 11(a) of the PG Admission Rules, 2025
retrospectively, Respondent No.3 issued an order dated 22.01.2026
cancelling the entire first and second rounds of counselling along with
admissions already granted, followed by a notification dated
23.01.2026 initiating fresh counselling. Aggrieved by the arbitrary
cancellation of the completed counselling process and admission
already secured by the petitioner, the present writ petition has been

filed.

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the impugned action of
the respondent authorities in cancelling the first and second rounds of
counselling, after the entire admission process had already been
concluded and the petitioner had duly joined the allotted postgraduate
medical course, is wholly arbitrary, illegal and violative of Articles 14,
21 and 21A of the Constitution of India. The petitioner was selected
strictly on the basis of merit and in accordance with the rules prevailing
at the relevant time. Once a vested right accrued in favour of the
petitioner upon completion of admission formalities, issuance of
provisional admission and confirmation letters, and submission of
joining, the same could not have been taken away by a subsequent
executive decision without any fault on the part of the petitioner. Such
action not only infringes the petitioner’s fundamental right to education

but also fails the test of fairness, reasonableness and non-
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arbitrariness.

Learned counsel further submits that the first and second rounds of
counselling and seat allotments were completed on 24.12.2025 and
07.01.2026 respectively, much prior to the order passed by this
Hon’ble Court in MCC No. 40 of 2026 and prior to the publication of
the amended Rule 11(a) on 22.01.2026. There is no direction of this
Hon’ble Court permitting retrospective application of either the
clarification order or the amended rule. In absence of any such
mandate, the respondent authorities had no jurisdiction to cancel a
concluded counselling process. Even otherwise, any amendment in
the rules can operate only prospectively and, at best, could be applied
to future or fresh rounds of counselling and not to admissions already

finalised.

Learned counsel lastly submits that the petitioner, acting bona fide,
resigned from the earlier allotted All India Quota seat after securing
admission through State counselling, thereby suffering forfeiture of
security deposit and exposing herself to irreparable financial and
academic loss. The impugned cancellation has placed the petitioner in
a precarious position, jeopardising her career after years of
preparation and two years of drop for postgraduate studies. Permitting
such arbitrary exercise of power would lead to endless counselling
processes, administrative chaos and grave prejudice not only to the
petitioner but to similarly situated candidates. Hence, the impugned
orders deserve to be quashed and the petitioner be allowed to

continue her postgraduate studies in the seat already allotted to her.
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12.

Learned counsel appearing for the State Government respectfully
submits that the writ petition is misconceived, premature and devoid of
merit. The impugned orders dated 22.01.2026 and 23.01.2026 have
been issued strictly in compliance with the law declared by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court and the clarification issued by this Hon’ble Court in
MCC No. 40 of 2026. The State, being under a constitutional
obligation to implement the ratio laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court
in “Dr. Tanvi Behl v. Shrey Goel & Others” (2025) SCC OnLine SC
180 and subsequent clarifications, was duty-bound to rectify the
counselling process so as to ensure that admissions to postgraduate
medical courses are made in accordance with constitutional principles
and settled law. The action of the State is neither arbitrary nor
discriminatory but is a bona fide exercise undertaken to bring the

admission process in conformity with law.

It is further submitted that no vested or indefeasible right accrues to
any candidate merely on the basis of provisional allotment or
admission, particularly when the admission itself is subject to statutory
rules, judicial scrutiny and final outcome of pending proceedings. The
petitioner was fully aware that the counselling process and admissions
were subject to the outcome of litigation concerning Rule 11(a) of the
Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduate Admission Rules, 2025.
Therefore, the plea of vested right or legitimate expectation is
misconceived. The State has ample authority to cancel or revise
counselling if the same is found to be contrary to law, and such
corrective action cannot be termed illegal merely because certain

candidates had already joined pursuant to a provisional process.
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14.

15.

Learned counsel for the State further submits that the contention
regarding retrospective application is unsustainable. The impugned
action does not amount to retrospective implementation of the
amended rule but is a corrective measure to ensure that admissions
are ultimately made in accordance with constitutional mandates. The
State is required to maintain fairness, transparency and uniformity in
medical admissions, which is a matter of public interest overriding
individual inconvenience. Any financial loss or hardship alleged by the
petitioner is incidental and cannot override the requirement of lawful
admissions. If the relief sought by the petitioner is granted, it would
perpetuate an illegality and create inequality among similarly situated
candidates. Hence, the writ petition deserves to be dismissed in

limine.

We have heard learned counsel for the parties and perused the

documents annexed with the writ petition.

The Chhattisgarh Government has framed the Chhattisgarh Medical
Post Graduate Admission Rules, 2025, which is applicable w.e.f.
06.11.2025 provided the institutional preference to the candidates and
the candidates, who are given preference, may not necessarily be
domicile to the State of Chhattisgarh. Rule 11 of the said Rules of

2025 is necessary to notice here:-

“11. 999 § RIaT—

(@) T BIC § IuTe el W FAYH S A B
yaer fear e, i a1 a1 U, <edrd Suredry [yid
wWRe fIg Ud Ry fawafdeney, saiae A WdE
frfdrear werfdere 9 vaddies & uras @ 81 srerar Sif
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17.
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Jard gt 8|

(@) SWiaa u—f1gq (%) H SfeaRad w41 ura rwafefat
B U fF 9N & SwR afe Wid Rad v ol €,
31 Rad Wl ) W agffal &1 gawr fear R,
e oM 11(®) ¥ SwifRgd & foRa iy s
fafecar weTfdere & wadidivd &t ura &1 &1 )7

Earlier, one Dr. Samriddhi Dubey had filed a WPC No. 5937 of 2025
(Dr. Samriddhi Dubey v. State of Chhattisgarh and others) before
coordinate Bench of this Court, which was decided on 20.11.2025 and

in para 21 of the order, it has been decided that:-

“21. In view of the proposition of law as laid down by the
Apex Court in Dr. Tanvi Behl (supra), Rule 11(a) and (b) of
the Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduate Admission Rules,
2025 are quashed being ultra vires and violative of Article
14 of the Constitution of India and the State shall not
discriminate between the candidates belonging to the
categories mentioned in Rule 11(a) and (b) of the
Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduate Admission Rules,

2025

Subsequent to that an application for clarification of the directions
contained in paragraph 21 of the order dated 20.11.2025 passed in
WPC No. 5937 of 2025 was filed by the State, which was registered as
MCC No. 40 of 2026 (State of Chhattisgarh and others v. Dr.
Samriddhi Dubey and others) and vide order dated 16.01.2026, the

MCC was disposed of clarifying the followings:-

“14. According to the learned counsel for the
applicant/State, the Government of Chhattisgarh, Medical

Education Department, has issued a notification dated
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01.12.2025 by substituting Rule 11(%) and (=) and
substituting it by Rule (%), (&), () () of the Rules of 2025.
Though the same is not the subject matter of this petition,
however, for better understanding of the facts, we deem it
appropriate to take note of the same, which reads as

under:

“11. Hae g ATl P GRNA ARAT — ANHII Td i
frfhed @1 | Sueel el @ & aul § e fdar s
2| FRINTd ReTvT vg 50 ufierd WIS, e ofue #Re ¥g 50
gfcrera 9IS |

() ARITTT STREVT — 50 Hfrera A

e vd Aol fafdear qerfderel @ g Al S99 gl
@ forg emRfera <& =i saivTe o # Rerd wageRl Ry

q=ar ur ffeear Hederel W tHAdTd Sl fhar ®
AT W JaRg Tl T T el W UYII B AT

IRETOT & UTH IR & 7 ARe & MR R fear S |

() IR FRANTA RV — 50 Ufeerd Hic

IR AT REV AY 50 yfoma AIS Sdd HeIR A
ST 3 el R oyawr 9l U sl Bg Rrea—wid
AR Gl & R W fHar S| & el w6l gaR

BT RN REAT AN] A1 B |

(7T) STRIET SHE1 SR W I yEford JIReTw W 6 & d'd
] BT |

(&) afe AT MREAT & AqTd FeiRa el w urs amweft

Ul Tl Bl €, a7 AU—37U XSUS & ded UGar & any
39 Raa el @1 efaror (conversion) @xd gV S= |

(afra=t) =roft & &= = o [

15. The Hon’ble Apex Court, in Tanvi Behl (supra) has

observed that domicile based reservation in PG Medical
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course is bad but the Apex Court has also clearly stated
that a reasonable number of institution based reservation
is permissible. Further, a miscellaneous application being
MA No. 512/2025 in CA No. 9289/2019 was filed before
the Apex Court, wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court vide order
dated 24.03.2025, in the first paragraph has observed that
the residence based reservations were not permissible for
postgraduate seats in medical colleges and that only
reservation to a limited extent is permissible, for
institutional preference alone, meaning thereby that

institutional preference is permitted to a certain extent.

16 In view of the above, the contents of paragraph 21 of
the order dated 20.11.2025 passed in WPC No.
5937/2025, “and the State shall not discriminate between
the candidates belonging to the categories mentioned in
Rule 11(a) and (b) of the Chhattisgarh Medical Post
Graduate Admission Rules, 2025”, stands deleted and the
State shall act in accordance with the ratio laid down by

the Apex Court in Tanvi Behl (supra).”

18. In the case of “Dr. Tanvi Behl” (supra), the Hon’ble Supreme Court

has held that:-

“31. We are all domiciled in the territory of India. We are all
residents of India. Our common bond as citizens and
residents of one country gives us the right not only to
choose our residence anywhere in India, but also gives us
the right to carry on trade & business or a profession
anywhere in India. It also gives us the right to seek
admission in educational institutions across India. The

benefit of ‘reservation’ in educational institutions including
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medical colleges to those who reside in a particular State
can be given to a certain degree only in MBBS courses,
for which we have assigned reasons in the preceding
paragraphs. But considering the importance of specialists
doctors’ in PG Medical Course, reservation at the higher
level on the basis of ‘residence’ would be violative of
Article 14 of the Constitution of India. This has been
explained with pronounced clarity both in Jagadish Saran
and Pradeep Jain. If such a reservation is permitted then
it would be an invasion on the fundamental rights of
several students, who are being treated unequally simply
for the reasons that they belong to a different State in the
Union! This would be a violation of the equality clause in
Article 14 of the Constitution and would amount to a denial

of equality before the law.

32. The law laid down in Jagadish Saran and Pradeep
Jain has been followed by this Court in a number of
decisions including the Constitution Bench decision in
Saurabh Chaudri. We may also refer here judgments
such as Magan Mehrotra and Ors. v. Union of India
(UOI) and Ors. (2003) 11 SCC 186, Nikhil Himthani vs.
State of Uttarakhand and Others (2013) 10 SCC 237,
Vishal Goyal and Others v. State of Karnataka and
Others (2014) 11 SCC 456 and Neil Aurelio Nunes
(OBC Reservation) and Others v. Union of India and
Others (2022) 4 SCC 1, which have all followed Pradeep
Jain. Thus, residence-based reservations are not

permissible in PG medical courses.

33. Having made the above determination that residence-

based reservation is impermissible in PG Medical courses,
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the State quota seats, apart from a reasonable number of
institution-based reservations, have to be filled strictly on
the basis of merit in the All- India examination. Thus, out of
64 seats which were to be filled by the State in its quota 32
could have been filed on the basis of institutional
preference, and these are valid. But the other 32 seats
earmarked as U.T. Chandigarh pool were wrongly filled on
the basis of residence, and we uphold the findings of the

High Court on this crucial aspect.”

When the coordinate Bench of this Court has already clarified in
paragraph 21 of the order dated 20.11.2025, passed in WPC No. 5937
of 2025 that, the State shall not discriminate between the candidates
belonging to the categories mentioned in Rule 11 (a) and (b) of the
Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduate Admission Rules, 2025, the
petitioner cannot claim any benefit, even if she was provided the
provisional admission in the PG Medical Course and she paid the

requisite fee against the allotted seat.

On 22.01.2026, the State Government vide its notification amended
the Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduate Admission Rules, 2025 and
the Rule 11 has been amended, which is given as below:-

g

%% RULE-801/205/2025-MED. Sxirig  fuf

T HETIe™T &

HATTDTOR UTSaehT H UG AR 2002 ( 28 T 2002) BT GRI-3 TS &R

4 gRT UeT AfRAl @ WM ¥ A U ST AT IRGR TAGERT BUNG

o

Ryfehedr ST TaeT oM, 2025 H f=faRyd e o 8. srfd-

e

Ih et A-
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fr-11 & Tore R Ffefla o ufieenfia s SR, srefd-
11. Y391 &g ek a1 favre=

(@) TRIhR farfdrea FeTfereral 6t wfiel 7 Sifiet YR @I 3 FHfid & 78

50 Hfcrerd Tt & IWIA I Iueted 50 U 9T DT D Hich W J Tsiigd
argeff fore WA, T, ueusd BRiee I N R IR smgfde
STTINT GRT J=IAT UTH feifhean AeTfienerar 31 Il fohar & s1er S s<iive
T & JIRa 3rgeff €. wder vg e BN

(@) feft fafeear Ferfeeme™l 6 el & o el & 50 Hfded el | I
goiigd angefl, Fen .l ft @ usueH weiive T § Rd I
Y[ STANT GRT JaT 6 e AeTidernerii | S<ivf 5T § a1erar St

BTG 5T & HaRd 3reff 8, uaer ag ul 81

QY Iuefedy 50 Hfcierd HIcl P! HTEvaT & YR R 31U Hieh Bl ife
fafed faar ST $9 JaeM g U arelf foielM va.atalow. s
gTe Ig A R I Sgfde oM R Hrar ww o fafeear

TRl ¥ ST T8 fham & (R e arefl), e 8|

@M foht fafeea Ferfoemeral 6 50 gfderd onu el R oft 5T F vafad
JTRET FRIH-6 SR BT
() IR A fafser Ferfdene $t el & foog ue angeff Sucky T8

B & v i Rep w8 oIl 2. o wrsfafelt it et wRor Y smdeT ufthar &

g 31 b et @ HURT (Conversion) Fd T I8 IR HEFTT anfefa

1 JrEfed B ST qH |
Pursuant to the notification dated 22.01.2026, considering that there
may be change of entire reservation roster/seat matrix and the
allotment may also be changed, an order has been issued by the
respondent No.3 on 22.01.2026 and cancelled the first and second
phase of counselling and also cancelled the allotment of the seats vide

its notice dated 22.01.2026 (Annexure P/1) and on 23.01.2026, an
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explanation has been published by the respondent No.3 to clarify the
allotment of seats under the institutional and non-institutional quota.

The said clarification is also necessary to notice here:-

SUNFIG oY (STHTERUN) I 40. GG HHID

RULE-801/205/2025-MED, FaT I-YR 3Tcd R, f&7d 22
SHa 2026 gRT fufhedr SdRRR (TH.SL/TH.OE.)
UG, T Y 2025 & FRAT F fhY Y Geer & ey 5
I8 Tv fopar o § 5 S srfegmer A Sfafea 'so
gfarerd il TR MU= BRI (Open Category) & 3R TR
3T @ M g & fb g7 el W andes guia: aRke &
YR W T STQ, SR AT (Institutional) T& IR-
AT (Non-Institutional) IFI & PIC & U 3reff

T ©9 9§ I 8117

Since, Rule 11(a) and (b) of the said Rules of 2025 has been amended
and the respondent No.3 has cancelled the earlier round of counseling
and allotment of seats, the petitioner cannot claim as a indefeasible
right that she should be entitled for the allotted seat of Medical P.G.

Course, on which she has already taken admission.

In view of the foregoing analysis, this Court finds no merit in the
present writ petition. The impugned orders dated 22.01.2026 and
23.01.2026 issued by the respondent-State have been passed in
faithful compliance with the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the case of “Dr. Tanvi Behl” (supra) and the clarificatory order
passed by this Court in WPC No. 5937 of 2025 and MCC No. 40 of
2026. The State has acted within its constitutional and statutory

domain to ensure that admissions to Post Graduate Medical Courses
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are made strictly in accordance with settled legal principles and
constitutional mandates. It is well settled that no vested or indefeasible
right accrues merely on the basis of provisional allotment or
admission, particularly when such admissions are subject to judicial

scrutiny and correction.

Accordingly, the writ petition is dismissed.

It is further directed that this order shall have the effect “in rem” and
shall apply uniformly to all similarly situated candidates. The issues
adjudicated herein stand conclusively settled, and no separate or
successive petitions raising identical grounds shall be entertained by
this Court, so as to prevent multiplicity of litigation and to ensure
certainty, finality and discipline in the Post Graduate medical

admission process.

Sd/- Sd/-
(Ravindra Kumar Agrawal) (Ramesh Sinha)
Judge Chief Justice
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HEAD NOTE

The candidate cannot claim an indefeasible
right to the allotment of a seat in the Medical PG
course, in which he or she has already taken
admission, in view of the amendment to Rule 11 of
the Chhattisgarh Medical Post Graduate Admission
Rules, 2025.
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