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The ^plicant®  in  thi® case pray fior production of

books of the candidates alongwith the selection p2Dceedi< 

nggs and after exemining the sente, to quash the selection 

©longuith ^nnexure® A.^3, A»7 and A-ld®

2e ihe  brief facts of the case are as fbllows t

The applicants averred in  the ^p lication  tm t the

respondent no®3 by his notificetien no® 757 B /6 /8/TTE /88 dated

9c6®as decided to hold a selection for the posts of Conductors,

H©ad toxSsTicket Collectors and Senior Ticket Exsainers in

the g r a ^  of fe® 1400»2300» The quantum of vacancies «ae m t

notified, 142 Candida^© wax© called-for to ^p e a r  in the
UvJ,

written test • It  is contention of the ^plicants
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SotA .
in  the atppl^cation that favourl^lss %»»«» s h o ^  to certain 

candidateso The ©Ssaination was conducted and laass sp y in g  was 

donco The answer books was not pix>per ^  order# Though# the 

^plicant^>sad the union protested for the same, bat there was 

no p r ^ e r  respons®© The selection was also made in  ^ i t e  o£

protest. The a;pplicants and the union avoided for action fey 

th® r e ^ n ^ n t s  for one & half years, but no action was taken, 

'^eace this ^plication*

3c In  the Counter filed on behalf of the reapondentSc the 

allegations made in the application are denied parawis®. It  

is stated that the j^plicants were a llo ^d  to appear in  the 

selection for the post of STE/Head T •C/Conductor in the grade 

of l400»2300/« (RPS)„ Hone of the applicants qualified in 

the selection. The selection was made correctly® "nje exarainafc- 

ion vQB conducted properly under the scg;>ervlslon of responsible 

o fficials o The seniority of the some ©f the candidates hacve 

b©en ch®ag®d in view of the Jud^en^ of C o A o T ©  Therefore# 

the allegations raade in  the explication regarding certain 

changes in th© seniority, is not coriect. The answer books

t5©r«3 properly valued^ The department conducted the enqoizy

n <>.0> ek.

se ^^ ie d  unfairness in the eKaninatidn^ but no ©videncs

found. Lastly, it is stated that there are no metit is  

the ^p lication  and the same has to be disaissede

4 o This is a old ease of the year 1990 and this was listed

fos hearing bsfoee the Special Benc^ with proper notice*

There is no representation for the ^plicant« Hence, we have 

heard the learned cs^unsel appearing for the respondei&s and 

hove also p e ru ^d  the Application, Coucter^ Rejoinder and 

A n s ^ x u r a s e

So The point for consideration is whether the prayer ©f

^p lic an t  is  to be granted or not ?
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6o This is a case where the fipplicants raade h»fe allegat; 

stating thast some of the caadidates, %*io ^peared  in  th® 

exspiaation , ware showa favouritiaa by the respondent no«2 

& 3e It is also there allegation that the ag^licmtte and 

the union asked for thorou^ enquifiy into this ©stter by the

vigilance deparfement or the CoB«X» It  is pertinent t© m t®

t h ^  this assertion of the applicants is denied in the Coentei

giled b? the JBeqponSible o ffic ia l. This is  a case whee© 

the ©ntire are in  dispute•‘̂ .n writ petition like thi^ on®# 

the Tribunal cann’Ot make a rowing enquiry and assess the 

nethod in #»ich the eKsainabion was conducted* The aj^lieants 

hav© © right to be considered in the selection* WheJAes 

the ®»a;aination is conducted according to the rules or not 

nay be a subject matter that one can agitate in court of law. 

but #»ether the examination was conducted properly or note 

whether mass espying is allowed or not# whether the marks 

are inflated or deflated ex the actual a ^e c ts  of the ca©©, 

'^'■ ^^he Tribunal canrot give a decision without ai^ evidence
L  1/V-wv.A-

being recorded«^afficlently -eniigBed^gy-the-sgae-ig-entigely

d^£f©rent aa ^ o u ^ t  -the £ipplica!^« TSi©-3s^l«' @f tfeo 

'^il^snce ^osaais^ioa-is-o^-»#i^hei:-such enqulgy iM t® b«

d€m©-^£©pert7 -®r-«et^«^-le£t~for jthe_aBtbo£ities aad-^the 

Tribunal cannot give any direction because of the diispizted

factSo

7o The very prayer in this case is so vog«@ © The 

Tribunal is not expected to call all the answer books and 

©crutinis® all the answer teokS; cannot casie to the conclusion 

whether any mass copying ha® been done or not« Hence^ this 

i® iK)t a case ^ e r e  the Tribunal can iiJterfere as sought 

by the appliceists® This is a matter related to eximination 

o f th© year 1988 any stage of Imagination# the Tribunal 

canrfflt interffer® at this stage with msf selection already

in pursuance of the said examination unless the <v.ŝ



positive riglit is said to h a ^  been violate^l#

80 It  is left o|)@n for the applicants and the Government 

hot̂  to s)sea03{@-^^ in question, iS  veif* Hence^ tnere

ms® no raerit4S.n the ^plication  and the same, is , thesefiosee

dif^i@sede ^o costso
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