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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

R.P.47/91

0.4.212/91, Date of Order: | Bi5 SepblTIl.
1. Kammela Satyanarayana 15.,P.Vijaya Bhaskar

2. S.Ramakrishna 16.Y@supadam. V

3, Thomas Abrdaham 17.T.Venkatesuwara Rao

4, V.P.Jdohany ' 18,G.5udarshan kumar

5. S.K.Ameer Jdohn 19.,K.Srinivas

6. S.A.K.Jeslani : 20,.,K .Punnaiah

7. D.Nagi Reddy 21.Bandi Chiranjeeva Rag

B. J.Davacoherian 22.K.S5rinivasa Hao :
9, K.N.S5.5atyanarayana - 23.A.Nageswara Rao
10.P.Krishna Murthy 24,P.Ananda Paul

11.G.Krishna Mohan
.12 ,Patan Khader Vali
13,.,K.Srinivasa Kumar
14 .M .Rama Murthy

[}

.. Applicants/Applicants
Va,.

1. The Chief Engineer (Electrical),
Sputh Centra) Railway, Secunderabad.

2. The Divisional Railuay Manager,
SC Railway, Vi jayawada,

3, The Senior Divisional Electrical
Enginesr (Maintenance),
SC Railusy, Vijayawada,

4, The Sr.Divisipnal Personnel Officer,

SC Railiway, \ijayauada.
.. .Respondents/Respondents

Counsel for the Applicants : Shri P.Krishna Reddy

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

CORAM:

THE HONW'BLE SHRI J.MARASIMHA MURTHY : MEMBER (3)

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.BALASUBRAMANIAN ¢+ MEMBER (A)
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(Brdér of the Division Bench delivered b
 Hon'ble Shri J.N.Murhty, Member (3 ).
1 .

\

i |
| |
. This RLuiau Patition is filed by, the petitioners

i \ |
aggrieved by thﬁ Judgment dated230-4-91 passed im OA 212/91.
The main contentions in ths review petition is that the’

|
respondents set aside the results without giving opportunity

to the abplicants. In fact no malpractices have 'taken place.

have
1t is also cont?nded that the Respondents/not even issued

notice to the agplicants before setting aside the list of

candidates pass%d in the uritten test and it violates the
principies of nhtural justice, It is turther coptended that

. the contents - of para-7 of the judgment of this Tribunal is

| P
neitner borne out from the counter filed om behself of the

adminigtracion por the same was contended baFore;tha
Tribunal. & mme applicanté xkegy re-itarated the conten-

| .
|
tions that are fraised and arqued in the Uriginel Application.

. s |
2, The sxamination was conductec and after tne correc-

tion of the papers thers was an allegation that the papers were
leaked out to é gartain section of the pecople aqd so the
examinations hlue to be set aside and the Respoédents made
thorough inveséigation. The Respondents also tested apme

per sons who haye'passad the examination, But the persocns who

l .
passed the examination earlier could not pass. the same exami-

nation second time, Hence the respondents have cancelled thse
|

entire set of ths exaqinations;',This court after perusing the

0;‘03.
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Copy tos- -

1.

The Chief Engineer (Electrical),
South Central Railway, :
Secunderabad.,

The Divisional Railway Manager,

South Central Railway,

Vijayawada.

The Senior Divisional Electrical Engineer (Maintenance},
South Central Rallday, Y
Vijayawada. 4 & W AN 9 R v -
The Senior Divisional Personnel Officer,
South Central Railway,

Vijayawada.

One copy to Shri. P.Krishna Reddy, Advocat® ,H.No.3-5-899,
Hymatnagar, Hyderabad.

One copy to Shri. N,V, Ramana, S.,C. for ﬁailways, CAT Hydbad.
Oﬁe copy to Shri J.Narasimha Murthy, Member{Judl) CAT, Hydbad.

One spare éopy.
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records of the Migilance Department, memticned the facts,
; : j
which are not bdrne by the petition nor by tne counter. 5o

the department Jame to a conclusion that the malpractlcas
|
|
|

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

*

The contantion.éf the applicants that the Respondents ought

issuad .
to have /o - a!notice to the persons who have appaarad for

| ‘ alrsund-

the axam;nat;onl in regard to the cancellation 15 an wpest
proposition. H$u the respond;nts will serve notices on all
the parsons'uho;éppeared for the examination, There is no
need also go sefve such notices when the respondents have come
to th#cancluaioﬁ that the malpractices Were taken place in the
gxaminaticn. Some people may succeed in the axaminatiun some
people may fail in the examination. Tﬁe persons who are
connected with thes malpractice generally pass the examination.
There is no need to give any notice to those persons who have
appeared in the examlnatlcn, before cancellatlnn‘cf the exa-

\
mination, It is for the department to take a daclsion to cancel

t he 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 0,A,, were again reiterated
in this Review Fetition. So, there are no grounds to review

our orders dateP 30.4.1991 in Q.A.No.212/1991 and the review

petition is accordingly dismissed without costs.

3

M&/&ﬁffﬁ , ﬁL;laJnAM{Z::::z::f%

(J.NARASIMHA MURTHY) ' (R.BALASUBRAMANIAN)
Member (Judl.) Member (Admn. )

_ ,
Dated: [ §)h September, 1991, ?egfsﬂf
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IN 'I‘HE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD  —

THE HOW'BLE MR

v.a. Mo, 22) ¥ ~

TriTBo; ) (WP No~

Admitted ang Interim directio e, S

ssued, Bentral Administrative Tribiha

Allowed. _\DESPAT'GH,
171\ 2)“ T

.0.

HYDERABAD %r*br‘"’"

ot LT S

Dispos;éﬂ of with direc

-.’Bﬁis sed.

Dismissed as withdrawn.

Dismissed for dedault.

M.A.Ordered/ke jected.

Co \_/t(o order as to ccsts, /






