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Friday the 19th day of May 2000( 19-5-2000)
PRESENT
The Hon'ble Shri JeVeseleGeuaTialliYU.U, R ERY (1)
and |

The Hon'ble Shri S5« ANICKAVAS..oali, ME . 32x(A)

-

O edeii0, 587 of 1992

1 .4xhil schartiva Dsk Karmachari Sanch
Postman-~Group < and ZJa3

Syltanpur .ivision, through its divisional
Secretary, Triveni Prasad Panday

s/o Sri Swami Dayal Panday, aged

about 28 years, R/o Village and Post - S hahgarh
District-Sultanpur

2 JKaruna Shankar Pandey es Applicants
VSe

i.Union of India, through Secretary

/o @oomux Telcecomaunications,

wew Delhi

7.Chier Postmaster General
U.Pevircle, Lucknow

3.Sr.Superintendent of Posts
iy Fsizabad

4.Superintendent of Posts, Sultanpur .. Respondents
Mr.-eiarayan .. Agvoc te tor the applicants

M. Dr.Dinesh Chandra .. Advocite ior the rasponuants



Order:Pronouncad by the lion'®le Shri JeVeds3ele s o L JYULY
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he anmpiicants in this O4 pray for the
! relief of setting aside the =2xamina:zion conducted on
b 13.9.1992 for departmantal as well outsiders and for
a direction to hold a frash examination.
| 2. According to the apnlicants they are‘recognised
} unions of £ Jis. The Suwmrinten lent of Post Olfices,
sultanur,notified to hold exan nations at B igasad.
) The caniilates who wanted to appear in the #xamiracisn vere
diracted to ang@ ar at Faisabad. According them)there
shoul3 not be any discrimination between the caniida.es to
' appear for the examination. Aapbout 350 me bers of the
ap;-licant @tssociation were to appear. But 120 merbers
boycottaed the examination on the around that the eraminacl ns
hava Heen condicted in an arvitrary way. Lt is their
case that the canlilidates were not mace l.nowm ‘::e_ar.:ir:g
‘, tha nature of syllaous and the othor details of the
axaninati-ne. £t is also thoir case that some e
. vith full a:tails, some were nok Pprovided the full Actails.
I It is further staced thai the ¥Emx examinations w272 not
according to the circular dated 25.10.192(aAnrexurs aA-3).
“hie aporicant ascociation gave a repre-ancatim anid also
tcleacrams, out no acticn was talien. Honce thig Une
3. +in the countor filed, the -wn-r nent haf; ~eniad
the allecatizns and statad that the exawination was
con:icted as par the rules. “he full details -erc civen
as per the rules. The reply proczeds to state that unnecesc<ary
details will not oe given in thz admission card. It is ats ==d
_that 294 candidates of Sultan ur dvision applied .ot
apuearing in the exanminati.n, out oif vhich 248 rzar.ai-~aces
appeared in papers-A and < and in rospect of P-per-C
did not .
117 ca.di-iztesfappearmtt out of the 248 canﬁida:e’;s, that

there vas no discriminatcion betvecn the candid:tes of




3
0of Sultanpur and Faisapad as allzgod oy the - v 'iceonis,
It is also sta .ed that the exaninati:n was conructzad
fairly and the results of the =tamination werc d:xclurad.
Fur ther the successful candid~tes have already joined in
their posts. there a.e no merits in the 04 amd the Ua
deserves to be dismissed.

4. when this Oa was tsken up for finai disvosal on
16.5.2000 both sides were not represented; As this matter
involves declaration oi the result and this is of the yezar

1392 the Tribunal has considered the matarial available on

racord and pasc the following orders.

5. £ is the contention »I the applicants a-.zociation

hd -
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that the examination ras notmsrﬁxak:t in éccorianca with

the recu.ations and the rules. But we find that there is
nothing on record to show that any particular rule is violated.
As reg.rds non-supply of the syliabus it is s:n from the
counter filed by the responients that thé candidates have

peen supplied the ned¢essary material ragording the scope of the

[ d

ax-mihation well in auvance and no illéga ity is committed.
Furthor the questien as to how the paprs are at variance
when compared to the syllabus is not spécially broucht out in
tha OA or in any of the annexures filed by the applicant
association. Purther even if there is a small deviation,if any,
it should not go to the extent of cancelling the examination.
a
Wle furthar iind that/numoer oi candidates had appeared and
the successrzul candid-tes were alreguy giVen the assigrment.
Further this OA is of the yrzar 1992 and 8 yzars have lapsed
now. That apart, the matter as to what had hanpenad to the
applicants, in which position they are‘now. are all relevant
facts and for which there is no material on r 2cord. ‘e
there e holz thajin a tyne of this case vhere the prospects
J
of.a nunoer oi candidaces are involved, the results o the
axamination held cannot bz set aside. If the results wre
to be set aside, it would b2 c ausinc undue harsiship to the
candida tes who had come out successful and talien ur their

assignmants alre-dy. 42ven if there is any mistake(no mistake
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égecifically pointsa out) that will not causs any nlacrance
to the candidstes uho have been declarad su ces:ful zand
ta.en up ’ their appointment. Further eguality
will not pormit the same. That apart, when one: the

appi cants have participated in the sxamination and their
subszcuent boycotting of the exXamination will pot give
them the right to question the examination, esprncially

when the stand of the respondents is that the ax-minations
were oniucted according to the syllabus and the rulese.

6. In the light of the discussion above we hold that
the Oa is devoid of merit and is fxwitk accordingly dismissed

with no order as to costs,
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