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In THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

oA .288/96 decided : 12-8-96
Batwaen

P.V.K. Rajasekbhar | ‘: Applicant

and

1. Unien ef India, rep. by
its Secretary

Ministry ef Heme Affairs
Deot. ef Persennel & Training
New Delhi ' -

2. Unien Public Service Commissien
Dhelpur Heuse, Shajahan Raaad :
New Dalhi, rep. by its Secretary : Respendents

N. Rama Mehan Rao
Advecate

L1

Ceunsal feor the applicant

-

V. Rajeswara Rae
SC for Central Gevt.

Ceunsel fer the respendents

CORAM

HON, MR, JUSTICE M.G. CHAUDHARI, VICE CHAIRMAN ééﬁZ:’

HON. MR. H. RAJENDRA PRASAD, MEMBER (ADMN.):%V<G

€



Judgement

Order (par Hen. Mr. H. Rajendra Prasad, Member (Admn.)

The a;plicanp Qas a cqndidate at £ﬁeVCivil Services
Examinatien, 1994, C@nducﬁéa3by the'U?SC. He cleared the
Preliminary test in cenneg@;i@n,wiith the exam.’:,nation and'
was duly allewed ém aomeagzat the Mains.3 He was net, hewaver,
called up fer the viva-vece test subsequently although
accerding te his belief, he fully deserVPd te be se® called en
the basis ef his geed perfarmance at the Mains examinatien.
2.:' When the case came'up for heqrinq, a request was made
en behalf ef +he applicant .that the matter be tiken up later

Sri Ram Mohan Rao,

in the day since the learned caunseL.was unable to be present.
‘The request was considered but ceuld net be acceded te becuuSe‘
mere pressing matters had elready been fixed for hearing in
the aftérna@n. Merewver, an officér ef the UPSC, Mr. Narinder
. 8ingh, Joint Directer, was present in the Ceurt with the
necessary record as erdered earlier by this Tribumal, and it
was necessary that he return eariy teo Headgquarters. The‘facts
were, tﬁerefore, examined with the help ef the pleas available
en recerd. Sri Raghu Kumar was alse heard %@r Shri Rama Mehan
ﬁa@, en behalf of thelapplicamt.

3. The grievanée and the claims ef the applicant are based

en the fellewing arguﬁents :

a) He had been & candidate #t the same sexaminatien in 1993
as well, anﬁ‘he had been duly called te face the viva-
vece test en that sccési@n, altheugh, accarding t® him,
he had net prenared'as methedically fer that examinatien
as he had dene new feor the 1994 Examinatlen.

b) = The- marks scar~d by him in some @f the subjects were

seen to have been higher in the earlier examinatien



thau.what had been awarded te him in the same subjects

at this latter examinatien. This, accerding te his belief,i
is illegical since né dﬁ@ﬁﬁg;;;E;I:)in standards ceuld
passibly eccur in a successive'year in the same candi-

date in the same subjects.

c) It was the view of certain academicians and outside
schelars, with whem he reviewed his ewn performance sm@ﬁ
after the examinatien, that ha desarved a definjtely higher
ranking in the Mains examinatiethhan what had eventually
been given him. f

4) He had secursd higher marks in the same subjects in
snother examinatien cenducted by the APPSC in the same year,
Based en the abeve pleadings, the applicant prays that his

ranswgr-scripts be gcrutinised by this Tribunal with a view te

determining as te whether er net the valuatien and the marking

Jiven te him was fair and adéguate,

4, The respondent has filed an elaberately argﬁed ceunter-

affidavit, in which they méke, interalia, the fellewing peints:

i) Ne candidate may legitimately make a self-assessment ef ‘
his ewn perfermance in a public examinatien:

ii) The rating and valuation of the answer—scriptsgzmlyggéjthe
appreved examiners, whe are chesen with care for their
é@mpetence and expertise in their respective fields ef
study, can have the status of finality and ne 'assessment !
by uncennectaéd "academicians" and eutside "reviewers" can
ever be a valid substitute fer it.

iii} Over the years, the Cemmissienm has evelved thereugh and
foel-preef systemsfor the efficient cenduct ef examina-
tiens, and ef preper assessment of each candidates perferm-
~ance in them. If the candidate was net called fer the
viva-vece test, it weuld simply mean that his perfermance
was ﬁot feund geed eneugh te be called fer it._ Ne ether

interpretatien is pessible.



iv. The number of marks scered by a candidate in any
subject in twe succe&sive years of the same examination._
- or even in & 'similar' examinatien cenducted by
anether bedy in the same year er in subsequent year(s)-
can mevef be the true index ef his calibre and has ne
visible eor acceptable inter.relatienship wifh one
#nother. If ; candidate has scered a certain number of
marks in a subject (er subjects) in a particular year, it
dees net autematically fellew that in thae next examina-
tien such marks have te be necessarily higher. By the
same token, his level of performance in q@ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂgimilar,
examinatien is ne guarantee of @ like perfermance of
cemparable quality er excellence in seme ether exXxsamina-
-tien. In the last snalysis, it is a candidate's perfeorm-
-dnce, relative te that ef ether candidates, which
detarmines his eligibility and eventual success.

5., Analysifgg the arguments ef the parties, we feei it is

Unnecessary te make aﬁy'detailed cemment en the facts ef this

case., It weuld suffice to add‘that we 3re in cemplete agreement

with the centents of the counter-affidavit., We, therefere,

held that : the performanée and marks SeCUred by the applicant

in an earliar, er Similar, examinatlon has ne relevance te the

quality ef his perfermance in a later or dlff—rﬂnt examlnatlon-

the perceptiens of the gpplicant regarding his perfermance are

subjectiVe and self-serving; ané the opinioms and views of some

sutside aﬁd whollyigznnected persens with regard te the

applicant’'s perforﬁﬁmce carry ne value er acceptability.

6. In the light ef the fimdings in the previeus maragraph,

we censidered it whelly unnecéssary te meruse the answer-scripts

of the applicant, altheugh thay wers duly brought in by an

Officer ef the Comm1531@2?te enable us te se peruse them. WwWe

N




are of the view that it weuld have turmed eut te be 2 point-

less sxercise since we pessess neither the expartise, ner £ lio) .
. : ;

indeed any autherity, te make 3 fresh assessment ef the ¢
) N

applicant’'s answers. In arriving at this decisien, we have _*\

¢
Y.

alse taken nete eof the submissien ef the Cemmissien that the L
applicant's answer=books have been rechecked with a view te
ensuring that (i) all answers have been duly matked by the
cencerned examiner(s) and)that ne answer has been emitted te

be valued and marked (ii) the marks awarded te all individual
answers have been cerrectly teotalled, and @ii) the tetals

thus arrived at have been cerrectly incerﬁorated in the meme=7.)
-randum ef marks cemmunicated te the applicant.

7 The pleas, assertiens and claims of the applicant are

cempletely ill-cenceived and unacceptable. The OA is dis-

allewed. N® cests.

. J— (
(H. Rajen Prasad) (M.G. Chaudhdri)
Member {Xdmn.) Vice Chairman
Dated : Auguét {2 ,96 | \
Dictated in Open Court j?v7ﬂ;s
“ET

sk ‘_ . oy



]

l 0.X.228/96.
To

-

1, The Secretary, Union of India,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
Dept .of Personnel and Training,
New pelhi.

2. The Secretary, UeP GeCo
' pholpur House, Shajahan Road,
New Delhi.
3. One copy to Mr.N.Rama Mohan Rao, Advocate, C'.l-xT'.Hyd.
4, Cne copy to Mr.V.Rajeswar Rao, Addl .CGSC.CAT.Hyd.
5. One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.

%, Cne sparecopy.
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TYPED By -~ . . CHECKED BY

. : . . ‘ COMPARE L BY APFROVED BY

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINYSTRARIVE TRIBMMAL

-

HYDERABAD BENCH ATHYDERABAD
_ , . THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE M.G.CHAUDHARI
i : VICE~CHAIRMAN
AND

. THE HON'BLE MR.H.RAJENDRA PRASADsM(A)

Dated:A) &  _190g

ORDER / JUDGMENT

\ -M.I:B/R.A./Cofn NO.
in

0.A.No. 2% % ﬁg

{.
9 ‘
T.J};.E\TO. . (wlpl ) ‘
Admitged and Interim Directddns i
Isspej.
Allowed,
Dispoged of with directions
D_alsmlssed
Dismiss_e -as withdrawn.
Dismissg¢d for Default,
OrderedfRe jected. -, .
pvm _ ' o .No order as to costs. Q\)t&@— &’? ‘9
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