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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AL~H>.BAD BENCH •. ALI.AHAB/\D. 

(Open ceurt) 

Allahabad this the 12th day •f February. 2004. 

Original Application Ne. 447 ef 1997. 

Hon'ble Mr. Jus tice S.R. Singh, Vice-Chairman. 

H•n•ble ~r. D.R. Tiwari. Member- A. 

1. D .. K.L. Srivastava S/• Sri Baij Nath Lal Srivastava 

Staff Ne. 029 08. we rking as Purchase Assistant 

Contr• ller •f Ste res Off ices. Diesel Lecametive 
Works, Vara nasi. 

2. Ra kesh Srivastava S/• Late •1 .. P. Srivastava 

Staff Ne. ·01166, W• rking as Depet Stere Keeper-II, 

Deputy Contreller ef Steres (Depet) Office. 

Diesel L•c•m•tive werks, varanasi. 

3 •. D.L. Shukla S/• Sri R.P. Shukl• 

Staff Ne. 09110, Werking a s In-put out-put: supdt. 

Electrenic oa ta Process ing Under EDP t-1anager Off ice, 

Diesel Leceme tive Werks, Varanasi. 

4. >.wadhesh t1ishra. S/• Sri Tarkeshwar Mishra. 
Staff N• • . 03496, \'lorking as Dep•t Store Keeper in 

the effice o f Deputy contreller o f ste res ( Depot), 

Diesel Loc•~•tive W•rks, varanasi • 

•••••••••• Applicants 

couns~l fer the applicants :- Sri s.K. om 

VERSUS ------
1. Union· of India throug h the General t1anager, 

Die se 1 L• c • m• t i ve \·Jerks. va r a na si. 

2. Chief PersGnnel Officer/G.M (P), Diesel L~comotive 

\'lerks, va ra na si. 

3. Ce ntr• ller ~£ Steres • 
• Die sel Lecomotive Werks, Vara nasi. · 

4. Sri llf.K. Mehndi Ratt, centreller e f Steres, 
DLW. vararM1si. . . 

s. Sri P.N. Tiwa ri wer l<ing as :-lep•t Stere t<ee perTII, 

DL\·l • va ra na si • 

6. Sri u.c. Tiwa ri, worki~ as Asst~. centro ller of storesJlA~) 
D.L.\'1 . Vara nasi. ~ 
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7 . Sri R. N. Sinha , working a s Asstt. C•ntroller of 

Store s ( nB ), DUil, vara nasi • 

•••••••• Re sp~ndents 

ceunse l fer the re s ponde nt s :- Sri Amit Sthal ekar 

Sri Sudhir Aga nra l 

0 R D E R ------
BX Ho n• b l e ~r . Jus tice S . R. Singh , vc . 

c ha llenge herein t he va l idity ef written examinat i •n 

hel d pursuant te the notifica tion dated 17 . 06 .1996 for 

recruitement t• Greup ' B' services under limited depa rtmental 

cempetitive examina tion q uota for t he t \'re posts of 

Assi s t ant C•ntr•ller of Stores ( Gro up ' B ' services ) and 

fer d irectio n cerrunandi ng the re s ponde nt s te cenduct the 

written 

besides 

exa minatio n purs uant t• the sa i d no tificat i on afresh 
o-r-

the r e lief •f i ssuance a writ, order ~r dire ction 
I... 

in the na ture of certiorari q ua shing the re s ult dated 

17.04 .199 7 (Annexure - 6 ). 

2 . The applica nt s and r espondents 5, 6 and 7 were a ppeared 

in the written examina tion held •n 16.10.1996. The applicu nt, 

' however, could not succeed in the written exami na tio n a nd 

the re spondent No . 5 theugh ,s ucceeded in the wri tten 

examinat ion but failed in the interview. The r espondents 

6 and 7 namely Sri u . c . Tiwari and Sri R. N. Sinha were 

declared successful as a result ef written examination and 

viva-v~ce test. The written examinati on i s sought ta be 

quashed basically •n the g r ound that the q ue s tien paper 

i ssued by the resp~ndents was net in confdrmity with the 

syllabus provided in ne tif ica tion da t ed 17 ; 04 .1996 in that 

while it was pr•vided that e ut •f 15 0 ma rks 100 weuld be 

ea rma r ked fer prefe s sional subject and 50 f e r general 

knewl edge but n•t only the question paper was fer only 100 

marks , n• q uestion with re spect te general knowl edge and t he 
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entire questi•n paper was based en prefessienal subject. 

The applicants did appear in the written examinati•n and 

t eok a chance and. therefere, in eur epinien, it cann•t 

now be permitted te questie n the validity •f the examinatien 

simply en the ground aferestated •• Particularly~ in view •f 

law laid-dewn by the Hon•bl~ supreme ceurt in om Prakash vs. 
A. Kumar AIR 1986 (SC) 10•3 mere fact that the applicants 

made representati•n after the examinati•n en 26.10.19'6 

weuld net entitle them t• questi•n the validity ef the 

examinati•n.tn a ny case. the respendents cannet be said t• 

have been adepted any discriminate ry and arbitrary meth•d 

in judging the discriptive merits •f the candidates. The 

answer sheets were preduced befere us during the ceurse •f 

arguments and we find n• patent ill~ality in the result •f 

examination. 

3. In view •f the above discussions, we find n• merit 

in the O.A and the same is dismissed with n• •rder as 

t• cests. 

~ Vice-c~an • Member- A • 

/Anand/ 


