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N, Kishen Rac «s Spplicant,
vs

1. The Union of Indla rep. by
the General Manager, SC Rly,
Rail Nilayam, Sec'tad.

2. The Chief Persennel Cfficer, | )
SC Rly,. Rail Nilavam, Sec'bad.

3. The Chief Works Manager,
Eignal & Telecemmunication
- Werkshop, SC Rly, Mettuguda, l

Secunderabad, .. Respondénts,
N
|
Ceunsel for the applicant H Mﬁ.G,Ramachandra Rao
Ceunsel for the respondents s Mr.C.V.Malla Reddy, SC for Rlys.
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THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN,)
i
THE HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL.)
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' CRAL ORDER (PER HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADMN.)
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Heard Mr.G.Ramachandra Rae, learned counsel for the

applicant and Mr.C.V.Malla Reddy, learned counsel for the respondents,

2. The applicant is working aé Head Clerk in Signal and

Telecommunications Workshop, SC Railway, Secunderabad. He submits
that he is a senior most Head Clerk in the aforesaid department

working as such from February, 1989. His next promeotion is to the
post of'Office Spperintendent GrfII in t%e scale of pay of Rs.1600~
2660/-. This is a selection pest comprifing of written test acs well
as'viva—yece test. ?he applicant though appeared for the selection .
was not empanelled for the post cf Officé Superintendent Gr-II,
3. Hence he has filed this OA'to declare the proceedings
initiated vide Ro.80273/X11/Estt, dt, 4—%-94 as illegal and invalid
and for a censequential direction teo holF fresh selectien or in the
alternativé?declare the applicant had passed in the written test held
on 10-7-94 and 30-7-S54 fer promoticn to |the post of Office Superinténdenf'
Gr-II in the S&T Workshop., |
4. S@tice before admissien was ordered on 3-4-95 wherein
R-2 was directed to produce the answer ?cript of the applicant in regard
to the written examination ¢onducted in:July, 1994 for consideration for
selection to the post of Cffice Superintendent Gr-II from the pest of
Head Clerk, The above answer script of the applicant was produced on
18-4~2% and wae perused by the Bench. ‘it is observed after the perusal
of the record that ﬁhe "tctalling_is cﬁrrectly done. Marks were awarded
for all the qguestiens which the applicant attempted",
5, The contentioen of the app?icant for allowing the
applicaticn are discussed as below:w

The notificétion dt. 4-3*&4 was issued for filling up

5 posts of Office Superintendent Gr-I1 in the S&T Workshep, Mettuguda
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calling 17 candidates for selection inclqding the applicant, He is
first in the senierity of those whe ame appeared for the examination.
ﬁe dié his written examination well as Séated by him and hence he should
‘have been empanelled after subjecting hi? to the viva-veoce, As he was
not empanelled he submits that his answér scripts were net cerrectly
valued and there were errors in the calcblations of the marks awarded
to him ip the selection held on 10--07-‘-94r
6. Tc check the veraf}ty of this contention enly the interim
order as extracted abcve Was given, TheiBench‘perused the agnswer scriptss
of the applicant and came to the conclusion that there was ne errer in
correcting the answer scripts of the aleicant and the remarks of tﬁe
Bernch has been extracted above, Hence ﬁhis contention cannet be up-held,
7. The second contention ef fhe applicant is that there were
some irregularities and malﬁractices in!the written test held on 10-7-94
and 30-7=-¢4 and on that basis he conten?s that the examinaticn has to
be cancelled. |
2, In the reply it is stated[that the épplicant has submittedm
a representation on 3-8-94 alleging irregularities and malpractices in
the written test held on 10-7-%4 and 30~7~%4, The respondeﬁts further
submit that the applicant has nct brougﬁtout any irregularities or mal-
practices to the invigilators who had supervised the examination on the
date when he wrote the examination., It is further avé}ed that his
representation dt. 3-8-94 1is a belated Pne. It is alsc seen from the
reply that the Vigilahce department had enguired into the matter and
found that the representationﬁgg frivelbus andf;§ not based on facts.
In view cf the above submission and‘theiVigilan;é department has gone
in to the getails of the cemplaints, we cannot say that the complaintg
haé_any merit toc allow this épplicaticﬂ. Hence we have to reject this
contenticn alsc as the respondent authorities had taken sufficient
action tc examine this centention by helding an enquiry through the

Vigilance department. Hence this cohténtion also fails,
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o | The applicant| submits that the revised nctification
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was issued on 4-3-85 reQ}sﬂng the list of qualified candidates for

viva-vece by adding one moﬁe employee at S1.No,3 by cerrecting the
' N

the examination, The applicant himself States that he is the genior

: |
most among those who called fer the examination. The said candidateﬁﬁ

included at S1l.Ne,.3 would Fet have affected his prespects of empanelment
F
if he had passed the written test and viva-voce. Even if one of the

S

candidates was introduced mf S1.No.3, it[is not geing to affect the
L
chance of the applicant to get empanelléd if he had passed the

examination. The very fa?t that he did[not pass the examinatien he
was nct empanelled. Even[otherwise it is éeen - from the reply
that the candidate intred?éed at Sl.Neng was not included in the

selected list. Hence eve¢ if there weﬁé irregularities in allowing
the candidate zt Sl.Ne.3 1::0 particip.aten[ in viva-voce, it ne way affectedmm
the proceedings of the se}ection. Hen?e we do not finé any material

substance tc accept this éllegafion-algo for allowing this epplication,
[

10, No other cechtention was raised by the applicant,
|

11. . In view of %ke what is stated above, we find no merits
'l

in this CA. Hence the OA is d.’Lsmissed,l No costs,
|
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fﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁga;;;r‘ (R. RANGARAJAN)
MENBER(JUDL ) MEMBER(ADMN )
\%Arf) | .
—“TPated : The 18th Nov/ 1997.

(Dictated ih—tﬂg‘ﬁpghnbau;t) ‘ﬁ§EZY}\\ ,
! ) ]

b-z .

spr




TYPEZD BY CHECKED BY
COMDAREND my APPRROVED 3Y

IN THE CIWTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL " v,
HYDEZRABAD

 THZ HIDNTGLE SHRI RLR4NGARADJAN 1 M(A) 7

A WD

THE HON'BLE SHRI B,5.331 PARAMESHWAR 3
| M (3)

Dated: - I% /[( '/CZ',Z |

-

GROER/ IS 5-HeF—

9.0 A AR o B

Admittqd and Int
Issued,

im Directions

Allowed
DispdSed of with Jirections

‘Dismissed
T resprair

Dismisseq as withdrawn

Dismissed\ for Default
Ordersd/R
No prder a

jected

to costs,

YL KR | S II Court

Fvig sm#ﬁ&affam'r
Centre AdminisHMve Tribunal

e JOEEPATCH
-50EC 1997

grrrarg Faruers
HYBERABAD BENCH

mu»..l i g
1

. %

*






