IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD-BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

CONTEMPT PETITION_NG.68/97

N 2
DRIGINAL APPLICATIONND.465/83
DATE__OF __ORQER__:__27=11:1997, !
| K
Batwuean :-
P.Rosaiah
ess Applicant
And

1. Sri N.C.Ramanjansyacharyulu
Superintendent of Ppost Offices,
Tenali Uivision, Tenali-522 201,

+«e++ Respondents

Counsel Por the Applicant :  Shri P.Navesn Rao

Counsel for the Respondents ¢ Shri N.V.Raghava Reddy, Ac!dl.E_GSC

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

THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR s MEMBER (3J)
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(Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajanh, Member (R) ).

Heard Sri Phaniraj for Sri P;Névaen Rao, counsel for

applicant and Sri N.®.Raghava Reddy, sfanding counsgal for the

e

respondant g,

2. The OA 465/93 was dispossd of ?y order dt.14-11-1996, As

per the directions in ths 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

YV N .
_wikl be of thet similar standard as that of the examination held on

7=2-93. It is nov stated for the applicant that the guestion papaf
! for the review examination was in English instead of Telugu., The

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

7 (e farmancd <
Hencekcounsel for the applicant submits that the equal standard

BGa e LB TIF maLiiLaliisy Ll LNe Teview exXxamination, 'n8 second cone-

, ' } y . B L
tentionof the applicantis that in Part-B paper;—the Arithmetic papsr,
i | ‘

the applicant could not have got '0°' marks as he has done thes exa-~
mination well. Hence he submits that the reviéu axamination was
not conducted in accordance with tha directions in the 0.A. and

hence the respondents have committad cuhtampt of Tribunal's orders.

3. A reply has been filed in the C.P. From the reply it is
sesn that the reviesw examimation was conducted on 9-2-97 and the
ahplicant no doubt was given a question paper in English. But the

applicant should be able to understand ths guestions as he is a

matriculate snd hes could have answsred the paper sither 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 tims of writing

the examination and he nas also not objected till the results were
announced . As hs has failed in the examination, he is now raising
thls ob jection. The counsal for the rﬁspondants submits that

o
the answer paper was valued correctly and all the ansuerslfalusdf\“@Ha
-

: #
and the applicant got only 'O°' markg_iﬁ perts8 paper. Hende the s

applicant failed to obtain the minimum marks for considering hiﬁb

for the post of Postman.

o, fiiny e artumen
4, No}?tmaa}t.uas brought to the notice of the Tribunal

that the previous examination gusstion paper was in Telugu and

herce the review examination gquestion papar should also be in Telagu.
|
If that jppint was brought to the notice of the Tribunal, while

passing the order im 0.A, itself, the Tribunal could have given a
specefic direction to the rsspondents to issue guestion paper in
Telegu for the review examination. Jhe wonly 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 dous not point out that

_ question
the standard was different in the/paper. Hence euen!fha question

b

B A e~
paper given in Englisq&so-far it adheres to the standard of exami~-

nation held on 7-2-93, the mere issue ‘of gquestion paper im English
is not a reason for filing contempt petition. Any candiﬂate will
definetly say that he has done the examination very well. UWe do not
think that it is necessary for us to examine the answer papers to

) . /chva_&—
come to the conclusion tgﬁé;uhathar the applicant has reeceivyed
‘a0’ mark%ﬂyhen tha counsel for the raspondents says that all the

el kawxz : (a2
questions in all the papers ua&ed(gur:ectly.thara is nothing to

suspect the above submissions.
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