
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABADBEI'CH 	 I 
AT HYDERABA9 

IN 

DATE 01 ORDER : 27-11-1997. --------------- 

Between :-

P .Rosaiah 

Applicant 
And 

1. Sri N.C.Ranthnjaneyacharyulu 
Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Tenali Division, Tenali-522 201. 

Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 	: Shri P.Naveen Ran 

Counl for the Respondents 	: Shri N.V.Raghava Reddy, Addl.CGSC 

C OR AM 

THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN 	: 	MEMBER (A) 

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR 	: 	MEMBER (j) 

(Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A) ). 
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(Order per -ion'bLe Shri R.Rangarajah Member (A) ). 

Heard Sri Phaniraj for Sri P.Nàveen Rao, counsel for 

applicant and Sri NJLRaghava Reddy, standing counsel for the 

respondents. 	 - 

2. 	The CA 465/93 was disposed of 	order dt.14-11-1996. As 

per the directions in the judgement a review examination has to be 

conducted for the applicant and the applicant should be permitted 

write that review examination. No doubt that review examination 
- 	- 

be of th.fl similar standard as that of the examination held on 

7-2-93. It is now stated for the applicant that the question paper 

for the review examination was in English instead of Telugu. The 

question paper for the examination held on 7-2-93 was in Telugu. 

- Wt 
HenceAcciunsel for the applicant submits that the equal standard 

i 	ucwuI .uuasIIditiau iii LflU review examination, 	• ne second con- 

tentioh'or the applicantis that in Part-B peperrthe Arithmetic paper, 

the applicant could not have got 'O marks as he has done the exa-

mination well. Hence he submits that the review examination was 

not conducted in accordance with the directions in the O.A. and 

hence the respondents have committed cotempt of Tribunal's orders, 

3. 	A reply has been riled in the CP. From the reply it is 

seen that the review examiration was conducted on 9-2-97 and the 

applicant no doubt was given a question paper in English. But the 

applicant should be able to understand the questions as he is a 

matriculate and he could have answered the paper either in English 

or in Telugu. There was no bar for writing the answers in Telugu. 
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The applicant has not made any objection at the time of writing 

the examination and he nas also not objected till the results were 

announced. As he has failed in the examination, he is now raising 

this objection. The counsel for the respondents submits that 
t&Q 

the answer paper was valued correctly and all the answers)valUedc0"j 
p1 

and the applicant got only '0' markt in parb'8 paper. Hence the 	- 

applicant failed to obtain the minimum:marks for considering hut 

for the post ofPostman. 

kt LL 
4. 	No/ecit was brought to the notice of the Tribunal 

that the previous examination question paper was in Talugu and 

hence the review examination question apar should also be in Telegu. 

If that ppint was brought to the notice of the Tribunal, while 

passing the order in O.A. itself, the Tribunal could have given a 

specefic direction to the respondents to issue qkwstion paper in 

Telegu for the review examination. The only point that was brought 

to the notice of the Tribunal is that the standard in both the 

examinations should be equal. The C.P. now doas not point out that 

question 
the standard was different in the/paper. Hence even the question 

PaPerc9iven in nglishso far it adheres to the standard of exami—

nation held on 7-2-93, the mere issue :f  question paper in English 

is not a reason for filing contempt petition. Any candidate will 

detinetly say that he has done the examination very well. We do not 

think that it is necessary for us to examine the answer papers to 

AcvJ 
come to the conclusion twhether the applicant has rrnrv'iunrl 

'0' marks when the counsel for the respondents says that all the 

WL 	 (Sv- 
questions in all the papers wae.dc?orr

ectly.Chere is nothing to 

suspect the above submissions. 

4. 
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