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eeri the petition. Heard the learned counsel 
'p3 	Shri K.C.Mishra for the petitioner. After hearing 

V U 	 the learned counsel for the petitioner, we feel that 

this petition has to be rejected at the admission 

stage. wie have also heard 6hri D.N.Mishra, learned 

Standing Counsel appearing for the respondents, on whom 

ea copy of the petition has been served. 

The case of the applicant is that he appeared in 

a written examination for the post of $knal and 

t Telecommunications Post under S.E.Railway. The 

applicant has stated that according to his assessment 

he has done well in the written test and he expected 

to secure more than 45% marks. The Educational Qualifica-

tion for the post in question is Class.VIII and the 

applicant has stated that "he is rather more qualified4 . 

It is submitted by him that when the result of the 

written test came out he found that he has not cleared 

the written test. He has stated that ke fimiz the 

departmental authorities appears to have undervalued 

his answer papers in a malafidé fashion. He, therefore. 

prays that his answer papers iln the written test which 

has been wrongly mentioned as answer papers for 

interview should be called for.. We have heard the 
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learned counsel for the petitioner and a 	the 
learned Standing Counsel Shri D.N.Mishra for the 

respondents at length. It is submitted by the 

1 ear ned c ou nSe. fpr the appi Ic ant that 27,000 arr 
NJ 

some 	 the written test. The only 

basis for the applicant to make his claim ,that 

his afl sw er paper s have been under valued,, 	according 

to his assessment he has done well. He has also 
not indicated in his petition how he is overqua1ified, 

even if it 	submitted by the learned counsel 

that the petitioner is a Graduate. Just becue he 

is a Graduate, it cannot be taken 4& that he has 

done well in thUE01in tten examination. There is no 
basis has been 	the petition alleging 

malafide against" 	departmentaJ. authorities. If 
we allow an unsuccessful candidate to impugne the 

result of the written examination only O1is 	, 
assessment that he has done well, then t 
will be openeA for all the unsuccessful caNdivErIt  

approacb4W this Tribunal. In view  of this we 
hold that the applic ant has not been able to make 
out a case for any of the relief prayed for by him. 

The application is therefore, held to be without 

any merit and the same is rejected at the admsion 
stage itself. 	
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