CENIRAL aui INISTRATILIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLARABALD BENCH

THIS THE 29TH vaY OF APRIL, 2002
Origainal Application No, 3lu of 199/

CORAM 3
HON,MKR .JUSTICE R.R.K,TRLVED L,V.C.

HON.MAJ.GEN ., K. K. SRIVASTAVA ,MEMBER (A

VeP.Snukla, son of Srcri M.L.”nukia
ageu about 46 years, R/o L.I1.G
40?. Barra-~7, Kanpur-Z'?.
toece Appl.l.cant

(By adv: shri C.P.Gupta)
Versus

1 «hiexr Post Master General
U.P.Circle, Lucknow,

2, Union of Indda through Secretary
Ministry of Communication
Govt,., of India, New Delhi,

e0oee REespondents
(By Adv: Ms,Sadhna Srivastava)
ORDE R(Oral)
dUSTICE R.,R. K, TRIVEDI,V.C,
By this application u/s 19 of A.T.Act 1985 applicant
has prayed for a direétion to the respondents to communiicate

the result of revaluation in writimg to the applicant
as early as possible,

The facts of the case are that applicant appeared ~

in departmental examination held on 30,7.1995 for the

post of L.G.,0.(Lower grade officdal)., The applicant was not
declared succe;;ful. He demanded for supply of the mark-
sheet on payment of requisite fee of Bs,20/=, Mark sheet

was supplied to the applicant on 9.,4.1996, a copy of which
has been filed as (Annexure 1 to the CA). According to

this applicant secured 58 marks in first paper, 52 marks

in second paper, However, in third paper applicant could

secure only 6 marks, The applicant then made an application

M ‘.'pz




for retotalling and revaluation of the question papers and
deposited requisite fee of Rs 100/=. The respondents,
however, by their letter dated-2,2.1998 informed the

applicant that retotalling of the marks was carried out,
However, there is no provision for revaluation. The

applicant during pendency of this OA filed M.A. N0,2227497
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Thus, the stand taken by the respondents that there is”

no provis iorg\' qfor revaluation is not correct. The order
—2AD 06\
dated Mwas not taken into account, In our opinion,

the ends of justice will be served if respondents are

s A directed to take a fresh decision in the light of the D.G.2%&
oA W — 2B\

~"Eqﬂ.h::n:et:'i. above,

ckiiow to take a decision in the 1light of the
2% 16 QA
order dated 13-4+1994 and communitate to the applicant the

Sk
marks @f within two months, No order as to costs.

MEMBER (A) VICE cmmmﬁ
Dated: 29.4.2002
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