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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD. 

R.P.47/91 
in 

O.A .212/91. 
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S.Ramakrishna 

Thomas Abraham 
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S.K.Ameer John 

S.A.K.Jeelanx 

D.Nagi Reddy 

J.Devacomerian 

K.N.S.Satyanarayana 

10.P.Krishna flurthy 

11.G.Krishna i1otan 

12.Patan Khader \Jali 

13.K.Srinivasa Icumar 

14.N.Rama Nurthy 

Vs.  

Date of Order: 1Si-cecI19.9/t 

15.P.Vijaya Bhaskar 

16.Yesupadam. V 

17,T.Venkataswara Rao 

18.G.Sudarshan kumar 

19 0K.Srinivas 

20.K.Punnaiah 

21.Bandi Chiranjeeva Rao 

22.K.Srinivasa Rao 

23.A.Nageswara Rao 

24.P.Ananda Paul 

a 

pp licant slAp  p lica nts 

The Chief En9ineer (Electrical), 
South Central Railway, Secunderabad. 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 
SC Railway, Uijayawada. 

The Senior Divisional Electrical 
Engineer (Maintenance) , 
SC Railway, Vijayawada. 

The Sr.Divisional Personnel Orficer, 
SC Railway, Vijayewada. 	

. . .Respondents/Raspondents 

Counsel for the Applicants 	: 	Shri P.Krishna Roddy 

Counsel for the Respondents : 	Shri N.V.Ramana, SC for Rlys. 

CUR AM: 

THE HON'BLE SHRI J.NARASIMHA MURTHY : MEMBER () 

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.BALASUBRAMANIAN 	: MEMBER (A) 
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(Ordr of the Division Bench delivered by 
Hon'b].e Shri J.N.Flurhty,Jiember  

This Fevieu petition is filed by.the petitioners 

aggrieved by th1 Judgment datad30-4-91 passed in OA 212/91. 

The main contentions in the review petition is that the 

respondents set aside the results without giving 	opportunity 

to the applicantis. In fact no maipractices have 'taken place. 

have 
It is also contended that the Respondents/not even issued 

notice to the a plicants before setting aside the list of 

candidates passkd in the written test and it violates the 

principles of nturel justice. It is rurther contended that 

the contentr of pare-7 of the judgment of this Tribunal is 

neitner borne out from the counter filed on behalf of the 

administration tior the same was contended before the 

Tribunal. an ¶jie applicants 	x9m re—iterated the conten— 

tions that are aised and argued in the Original'  Rpplication. 

2. 	The 4xamination was conductea and aftr tne correc— 

tion of the paç4ers  there was an allegation thatthe papers were 

leaked out to a certain section of the people and so the 

examinations hue to be set aside and the Respondents made 

thorough i•nvesigation. The Respondents also tsted some 

persons who have passed the examination. But the persons who 

passed the exarhinatian earlier could not pass.the same exami—

nation second time. Hence the respondents have cancelled the 

entire set of the examinations. This court after perus.ng  the 
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records of the Vigilance Department, mentioned the facts, 

which are not bi'ne by the petition nor by tne cc'unter. So 

the department ame to a conclusion that the maipractices 

was-taken place. Hence they have cancelled the examination. 

The contentionaf the aplicants that the Respondents ought 

issued 	 - 
to have IL 	a'notice to the persons who have appeared for 

the examination in regard to the cancellation is an A4oe&t 

proposition. HL the respondenLs will serve noticeä on all 

the parsons who appeared for the examination. There is no 

need also to serve such notices when the respondents have come 

to the)conclusioi that the malpractices Were taken:place in the 

examination. some people may succeed in the examination some 

people may fail in the examination. The persons who are 

connected with the malpractice generally pass the examination. 

Ihere is no need to give any notice to those persons who have 

appeared in the examination, before cancellation of the exa-

mination. It is for the department to take a deision to cancel 

the examination and conduct re-examination. The Review Petitio-

ners did not raise any new points in this review petition and 

the points already agitated in the O.A., were again reiterated 

in this Review petition. So, there are no grounds to review 

our orders dateld 30.4.1991 in O.A.No.212/1991 and the review 

petiHon is accbrdingly dismissed without costs. 

(R. BALIASIJERAMANIAN) - 
Memb r(Admn.) 

Dated: 	Septeer, 1991. 

(J.NARASIMHA MURTHY) 
Member(Judl,) 

vsn 
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