IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH:
AT HYDERABAD '

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1475 of 1997

DATE OF JUDGEMENT: 3"‘9 AUGUST, 1999

BETWEEN:

. V.Charley Babu,
C.Umamaheswara Rao,
. D.Raghavendra Rao;,
P.R.Elangovan,

. D.M.Anjinaiah,
I.V.Gopalakrishna,
K.Lakshminarayana,
. D.Sudhakar,

. Y.Satyanaravyana,
0. H.A.Rahman. .. APPLICANTS

*
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L]

AND

1. Union of india rep. by General Manager,
South Central Railway,
Rail Nilayam, Secunderabad,

2. The Divisional Railway Manager,
S.C.Railway, Guntakal,

3. The Sr.bivisional Personnel Officer,

S.C.Railway.,
Guntakal Divn, Guntakal. .. RESPONDENTS

COUNSEL FOR THE APPLICANTS: Mr.G.RAMACHANDRA RAQO

COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS: Mr.N.R.DEVARAJ, Sr.CGSC

CORAM:
HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)

HON'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI PARAMESHWAR, MEMBER {(JUDL.)

JUDGEMENT

ORDER (PER HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN, MEMBER (ADMN.)

- Heard Mr.G.Ramachandra Rao, learned counsel for
the applicants and Mr.N.R.Devarai, learned standing counsel

for the respondents.
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2. There are 10 applicants in this OA. They are
working as Deputy Station Superintendents in Guntakal
Division of South Central Railway. R-3 had 1issued
notification No.G/P.608/1/T/Vol.VII, dated 5.5.97
(Annexure-1 at page 14 to the OA) proposing to conduct
selection for the post of S8s/TIs in the scale of pay of
Rs.2000-3200 (RSRP) to fill up 38 vcacancies in that cadre
comprising of 34 0OCs, 4 SCs and STs-Nil. The applicants
and others numbering about 115 were alerted to be in
readiness to appear for the selection. A written
examination was held on 7.6.97 followed by supplementary
examination on 21.7.97 and on 27.9.97. R-3 issued another
notification No. Nil, dated 23.10.97 (Annexure-III at page
18 to the OA) calling employees who secured qualifying
marks for viva-voce test. The applicants submit that all
of them were far juniors'to the -applicants herein in the
scale of pay of Rs.1600-2660 (RSRP). But the applicanfs
herein who were seniors were not called for viva-voce.
Hence calling their juniors for viva-voce is irregular and
that they were deprived of their promotions to the higher

grade.

3. This OA is filed praying to call for the

proceedings NO.G/P.608/1/T/Vol.VII dated 4.7.97 (Annexure-~

II1 at page 17 to the OA) whereby the competent authority

had not agreed for cancellation of the written test in
connection with the selection to SSs/TIs in the scale of

pay of Rs.2000-3200 and the proceedings No.G/P.608/1/T/Vol.

VITI dated 23.10.1997 (Annexure-III at page 18 to the 0a)

whereby some employees were called for viva-voce test in
connection with that selection and treat those proceedings

as invalid and for a consequential direction to declare the
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written examination held on 7.6.97 and 2#4.7.97 and 27.9.97
for selection to the post of Station
Superintendents/Traffic Inspectors in the scale of pay of

Rs.2000-2300 (RSRP) is illegal and invalid.

4, . A reply has been filed in this OA. A rejoinder |
also has been filed. An adiditional reply sfatment was
also filed whereby the respondents have submitted the
relevant documents bertaining to the selection to higher

grades connected with this case.

5. The contentions of the applicants for the above

. . \ R
relief are discussed serlatlfm:-

(i) The applicants had submitted representation !
to postpone the written examination for the said selection ‘
as they were of the opinion that promotion to the post of
35S8s/TIs in the scale of pay of -Rs.2000-32000 qzziﬁ: be |
converted from selection to non-selection in the
recommendations of the Vth Central Pay Commission. Hence i
there may not be any need to hold any written examination |
for promotion to that post. But that representation was

disposed of by the order dated 4.8.97 (Anenxure-II at page

17 to the OA) rejecting their request.

The conténfion of the applicants is that had the l
' Lovid hoewve froem
examination been postponed or cancelled, there may notfpe

any need for conducting written examination as promotion to

the said cadre;ié likely to be converted to non-selection

from selection.

The Departmént cannot wait for . future
developments for filling up the vacancies. It has to fill
up the vacancies as per ,rules in force at the time of f
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notification for filling up that post. At the time when
the notificatién calling for applications was issued, the
post of S5Ss/TIs in the scale of pay of Rs.2000-3200 was a
selection post. Hence the respondents rejected their
claim. We do not see any reason to come to the conclusion

that such a rejection is not in order. The authorities

LY

~acted as per,rules in force and proceeded to fill up the

post as selection post. Hence the above contention is not

tenable.

(ii) The second contention of the applicants is
that the written test conducted is invalid since the
guestion paper does not contain 50% of the questions in
objective type as prescribed in the Railwaf Board's letter
dated 17.4.84. That letter of the Raiwlay Board is
encloséd at Annexure-I to the additional reply. It has
been clearly stated in para 5.2 of the Railway Board's
letter dated 17.4.84 that the objective type question
should be set for about 50% of the total marks for
promotion to the highest grade selection postr in a

category. Para 5.2 is.reproduced helow:-

"Wherever a written test is held for
promotion  to the  highest grade
-selection post in a category, objective
type of questions should be set for
about 50 per cent of the total marks.
the objective type question can be of
the "multiple choice" or "filling in

the blanks" type. However, it need not

Cj»////be exactly 50% and it can be a little




' more or little less. (Board's letter
No.E(NG) 1-83-PM1-65 (NFIR) dated 17th
April 1984 - Serial Circular NO.49/84).
The remaining 50% may continue to be of
the narrative type. =~ It will be the
responsibility of the APO/DPC of the
cadre section piloting the selection to
advise the Departmental Officer about
this aspect ané ensure the same. When
the Departmental Officer sends the
question paper set by him under sealed
cover to the APO/DPO, he has to certify
in the covering 1letter that he has
complied with the condition of setting
Objective Type questions for about 50%

of the total marks."”

The vacancies to be filled in this case are in the scale of
pay of Rs.2000-3200 and that post is not the ﬁighest grade
seleétion post in the Station Masters' category. This is
evident from the Annexure-II to the additional reply. As
can be seen from the Annexure-IJ that highest grade
selection post in the Stétion Masters' category is CTI/SS
in the scele of pay of Rs.2375-3500. Hence the applicants
cannot demand that the guestion paper for selection to the
post of SMs/TIs/MI Gr.I in the scale of pay of Rs.2000-3200
shoéuld contain. 50% of the objecive type questions. Their
cont.ention is not ©borne by any ruley or executive
instructions of the Railway Board. Further it is stated in
thé additional reply that the Central Administrative

Tribunal, Bangalore. Bench had held that non inclusion of
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objective type questions in the written examination alone
cannot vitiate the written examination. But as rule itself
does not stipulate the set of objective type questions for
the present selection, we do not see any reason to grant
the prayer of the applicanté in this OA on the basis of

this contention.

(iii) The next contention of the applicants is
that the question paper does not contain the question on
official language policy carrying 10% marks which is
mandatory of Railway Board's instructions dated 25.1.96.
This letter is at Annexure-VI at page 27 to the reply. A
~study of the instructions indicates that it is only a broad
guidelines. 1In Para 4 of the letter it is stated that "the
employees should be motivated to answer the guestions

relating to Official Language but there should not be any
compulsion to answer such questions". This clearly goes to
prove that it is only opticnal and it fs not a rigid rule
to be followed. The respondents in the additional reply
submit . that the syllabus circulated to all the eligible
employees along with alert notice did not contain the
subjects of official language policy and rules. The
syllabus was circulated to all the employees concerned
sufficiently in advance and none of the employees raised
any objection before ‘conducting the written examination.
_Having.failed to object to the syllabus circulated without
indicating that the written examination will contain the
questions of official language and having submitted to that
examination, the applicants are not permitted to raise that
contention at this juncture when they did not gualify in

the examination. EFRRERREF The above submission of the

y
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respondents has to be held as a proper submission for this
contention. Further, as stated earlier, it appears from
'the circular dated 25.1.96 that the above instructions are
not rigid. Further, the official 1language for Station
Masters can be achieved in their daf today working as they
keep in touch with the travelling public and non observance
of that letter may not cause any serious problem to the
supervisory Station Masters especially in Southern States.
Hence the guestion paper for written examination set
without official language cannotrbe treated as violation of
the éxecutive orders which are not statutory in nature and

hence that cannot vitjiate the written examination.

(iv) The next conténtion of the applicants is
that the standards adopted for written tést held on 7.6.97
and the subsequent supplementary tests held 6n 24.7.97 and
27.9.97 are different. Hence . the whole examination is
vitiated. It was further submitted by the learned counsel
for the applicants that in the examination held on 7.6.97
there were essay type questions whereas in the examination
held on 24.7.97 anq 27.9.97 there were guestions to write
short notes. Thus different standards were adopted in
setting the question paper. In view of the difference in
setting of the gquestion paper, the examination held later
on 2;.7.97 and 27.9.97 were easy to answer whereas the
examination held on 7.6.97 was a tougher examination. As
the applicants wrote the examination on 7.6.97, they
answered tougher guestion papers. Hence _they could not
qualify whereas their Jjuniors who wrote the easy gquestion
paper passéd the examination and called for viva-voce.
Thus there was discrimination between the candidates who
appeared for selection on 7.6.97 and those appeared for the
selection on 24.7.97 and 27.9.97. On that score the

examination has to be set-aside.

N
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It is a fact that both the examinations on

various dates were held on the basis of the prescribed

syllabus and no indication is available to come to the

A

, _ QR
conclusion that the questions set on 7.6.97 48 out of

syllabus. Writing short notes on a topic cannot be

construed as easy question. Number of topics to be

answered under the heading "write short notes" will be more

than one. Answering those questions should be treated as

equivalent to answering a single essay type question.

Hence this contention in our opinion is not framed on

proper analeis.

(v} The last contention of the applicants is that

S/8hri T.Adinarayana Reddy, G.S8iva Reddy and

M.C.S.Varaprasada Rao who are juniors to the applicants and

according to the applicants' information they could not

fair well in the written test or declared to be passed in

the written test. Hence the applicants submit that the

written test held on aforesaid dates was not fair and

proper.

In a selection process where the applicants have

to write the examination, they cannot question if juniors

to them are selected on the basis of their ability to write

¥t /
) W k..
the written test. The Jjuniors named above wogld have

.written better than the applicants herein. There is no

material available to come to the conclusion that the

juniors could not fair well

in the written test. It is
only a conjwncture on the part of the applicants to

-strengthen their case.

T

Such a conj&%cture cannot be
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treated as valid contention to set aside the selection
proceedings. Further if the case of their juniors is to be
looked into, they should be before us. They,ére;p' not

impleaded. Hence on that score also, this contention has

to be rejected.

6. In view of what is gtated above, we find that the

OA lacks merit and hence dismissed. No order as to costs.

(B.S.JAI PARAMES

(R.RANGARAJAN)

ql

ME] _ 2) MEMBER (ADMN.)
Q. %49 }*y‘ '
DATED: AUGUST, 1999 é& éL_ ,
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. R ~ Form No.S. . BY.R.P.A.O.
*ﬁ | (See Rule 29) S _

CENTRAL HOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD.
1st Floor,HACs Bhavan, Opp:Public Garden, Hyderabad,5000384,A,P,

CRIGINAL APPLICATION N3. 4478, ~ OF 199 7,

Applicant(s) . - v /s . Respondent(s)
N _— . | The G.M., 5.C.Rlys, Sam& Sec'bpd.!
gycﬂggﬁggtga?ﬁﬁﬁ?otherﬂ 2 others. : T

(3y/Central Govt.Standing Counsel)
G.Rams Chandra Rao, o
To. ‘ o

L&f//;ge General Masnager, Shuen centrel Ry11way, Union of Indie,
Reilway Wilayam, Secunderabad, -

/éf//%he Divisional Rallway Manager, South Central Réilway,_@untakal_
Division, Guntakal,Anaathepur Dist., = ‘

$$uth.¢eﬁtral Railway,,

3. The Benior Divisional Personnel Officer,
cuntakal “ivision, Suntekel.

Whereas an applicatioh'Piled by the above named 2pplicant
s under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribungl Act, 1985 as

in the copy &.nexéd hereunto has been registered and upon
preliminary hearing the Tfibunal has admittea the application,
Notice is hereby given to ydu that if you wish to contest
the éppiication, you may file your reply along uith'the;document
in support thereof and after serving copy of the éame on the.
applicant or his Leg2l practitioner within 30 days of receipt of
the notice bafore this Tribunal, either in persocn or through @
Léga;lprectitioner/ Preasenting fficer appointed by you in -
this* behalf. 1In default, the &8id application may be heard and
decided ‘in your absence on or after that date without any

furthar Notice. ‘ .
Issued under my hand and the seal of the Tribunal

This the . Bowrths . . . . . . .. . day of . JNOVERERL, = 4gg

//8Y ORDER JF THE TRIBUNAL//

-

Dats: 17+11+37. | - | FOR iEE}ﬁ?qﬁﬁi
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Vin the Central Administrative Tribunal

HYDERABAD BENCH _
ANDHRA PRADESH AT HYDERABAD.

OA No. . \\’\7§ of 19@']’7
| V- Cf'\cugbd Podnn. & - Applicant§

' " Petitionerg
Mine O
VERSUS

.Responden?*ts

Hwe U .Chav,»qj Q”G\RW\

Applicant-Petiticner § .
Roopondent in the above Appeal/Petition do hereby appoint anggf

G. RAMACHANDRA RAO
: 8.A.B.L.
ADVOCATE

Advocate/s of the High Court to appear for me/us in the abe¥ye.

s pplication/Petition and to conduct and prosecute (or defend) the
same and all proceedings that may be taken in respect of any applica-
tion connected with the same or any decree or order passed therein,
including applications for return of documents of the receipt of any

_ moneys that may be payable to me/us in the said Application{Pet{'giin

=t S a o= Pe Bt - 0 " - HEaame "

| certify that the contents of this Vakalat were read out and
explained in the ‘Language known to the executant or executants
in my presence who appeared perfectly to understand the same and
made his/her/their Signatures or marks in my presence.

Executed before me this..........-!‘s]” day of .NoVenmi bl 195 7

TR TR Y

Accepted (9 W g’;_;ﬁ
‘)_}J—/_& -
. ADVOCATE, HYDERABAD.
| uM 3’11}‘%’) o ‘_

Qwﬂ,lﬁ Real.
G. RAMACHANDRA RAO,
Advocate
3-4-498, Barkatpura.
Hyderabad-500 027. (A, P)
Phone 11565196




3"-'\. . 3 H{\-A‘/ '- ‘ ) J'*\?71\'“’-"' . . .
\/ 'JW-J’
Central Administrative Tribunal
| Hyderabad Bench, Hyderabad.
O.ABA No. ] 975/}/ of 1663
Mﬁmg___gffﬂ Af?%ﬁ;ﬁANCE
N.R. DEVARAJ
- ADVOCATE : T
Standing Counsal lor Railways |
S L \
d S ’ Counsei far #@{@%Wﬂ@«ff .....
Addrek_s for Service : ~ Phone : 761C&80
Plol No. 8, Lalithanagai .
- Jamal Osmania,
¢ , . - ﬁyderabad - 800 044
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é;ntral AdmmlstratlveTrlbunaI Hyderabad Bench
HYDERABAD. {
oA/ gaNo. 4TS of 19937 "f
e |
V. Charley b £ .

Vs.

T}w C(WL«{/LA/ I\Z
§-¢ % Fee M o gr," )

. - MEMO OF APPEARANCE ? 3DEC !q@g
To, ' \ P\ /
N, 4 =G o
2., aetx
| P20l o
o .“. [ :".‘l.. . . s .
I N.R. Devaraj, Advocate, hasvmg been authorised ... .....cocviiciiieeee s
(here furnish the parliculars of authority)
by the Central/State Government/Government-Semwvent/ ............... a.ume&imﬁﬂco:puration/eeeie&y noti-
{ied under Sec. 14 of the Administrative Tribunals. Act, 1985. Hereby appear for appheantiNe...oo.... :
/RespondentfMo..........ccoevivvreenenenes and undertake 1o.plead and act for them in all matters. m the

aforesaid case.

/
Place : Hyderabad. ‘ | ' ' Signatur De/ gnation of the
Date: 45 12298 | : |  Counsel '
Address of the Counsel for Service . ‘ .. . - N.R. DEVARAJ
Plot No.8, Lalithanagar . . e Standing Counsel for Railways

Jamai Osmania . ‘ Semef—Smﬁdmg—emmsel—fef—eemr&I-Gevl
Hyderabad - 500 044, . :
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hotyweents nt. of Order: 4.11.97.
1, V.~harley Pabu . Gy :

2., C.'"namahcesars N80 _ . -g{\\

3. D.Raghav~ndra 730 v ¥ %

4- F.R.ﬂl’!n(ﬂ‘?’ﬂ ) :; i ‘::“ '

50 D."cA“jin 1ah * . . a’.

6, I.V.00n~1- Yri-hn» * . 9

7. kK.La*~hninarayana ' S

8, D.fudhk-r N S

9., Y.matyn-ra an? ) N

10. Y. A.RAhRTN

¢ e QA”?I. ic~nt.

And
1. The "cnéral “an>nsr, Touth Central rRailway, taitnilryem, ~2cunter-tn

2. Divirinnnl tailway "ininar, “nuth central railvavy,
suntaw=! Pivision, Guntak-l, Ananthanur District.

3. tenlar "ivieinr-l narnannel SEfilcar, “outh Contral R il ay,
~untaral Nivirion, CuntX-l,

w

, eeosROemONAnnts,
count=l for the Amnlicints : r.C.iwmochrntey TAo
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Hear* Sri ﬂ.“ﬂ**ch'g*ra Rao for tho annlicant, "rne for
the re-norfenta,
2. Thoush ths Railway Departwent i~ su™mitting ev~-ry n>- an’ th n
thwt thny will allat to *he coun=el {n ti~s, nc tpdy is avaikabl:
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1, V."harley Mabu
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31, D.Raghav-ndra “ae .
‘. p.Q-’-l‘DQﬁYﬂh . Te -
5. D.F.Anjin*iah . , {\’4‘ 2
6, I.V.7o0: 1 Yrishn» IR
7. X lakzshainaraymna . A

8., L.5udh=ksr
9, Y.Caty'nsra~ann
19, H.A.nRahnan
eeeAmNn] Lot
An?
1. The Sendrsl Manmaer, “outh Central nallway,tailnil ey, “ecunlarh

2, Siviziconal lailway Mini-agr, “outh Central Railway,
cuntaksl DividAicn, Guntikxil, Ansnthapur Dietrict,

3._39n15r nrisins1l Ter-<-snasl "ffiscr, ‘onth Central n-il ay,
rentaks]l Qivieion, Suntekal, :

et ssRCENINA2NL Y,
counrel for the Applicants 1 Pr.C.3machaniry Pac

Counsel for the Res~ontents. t lif.
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L

Himar® Sri N.Ramschen'ra Rao for the epplicint. Wone for
the sﬂ‘poﬂﬂents.
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IN THT CONTRAL FRMTNTASRITYRS TATMUYAL TRANED ARNCY HY©F AR

08,10, 1475/97

Detween: ~t,0f Order: 4.11.97

1. V.Charley Rahu

2. C.Umamshesvary R10
3, D.Raghavenira B30
4, P.R.E1lYNJOYN

5., P.H.Anjinaiah

6. I.V.Cop-ln Yrinhna
7. K, Lakehminsrayana
P, C.Sudhakar ;
9. Y. aty'n--ayan» LAy o 2,
10, #.A.Rahoan &3 - f

es s Anplic-nts;
And

1. Tha Ge-ergl Mans-er, ~“cuth Central Railway, Rallrilayawm, Secun'erch

2. Divisionnl Railway ¥ n=cer, "outh Central Pailway, Cuntakal Tivn.,
Cuntakel, “nanthainur Pistrict,

3, cenior Diviricnal Ter-onrel 0fficer, South Central Railway,
~untaktl Niviegion, Guntak:*l,

csae R’sspon-‘ﬁﬂtﬂo

coun-el for the Apnlirants ! vr.GC, 'amachandrs Rao
Counzel for the Respon?ents [ Xxx
~ee Ly

TN POMIRLS MHRY 1,0 gt p womra ()

WHT ATIRLT T Y, LT T PAY 0 wuwvT (7))
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v IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL :: HYDERABAD BENCH
" AT HYDERABAD

Miscellaneous Application No. 10O  of 1997

IN -‘
=

" Original Application No. 203 of 1997
i

Between

1, V. Charley Babu, J
s/o late Sri V.Adinarayana,
aged 47 years, o
R/o H.No.870/B, Railway Qrs., |
Hanuman Nagar, Guntakal -515 801
Ananthapur District. |

2. C. Umamaheswara Rao,
s/o late Sri C, Venkata Reddy,
aged 47 years,
Station Superintendent,
'Nallwar Railway Station,
Guntakal Division, S.C.R.
Guntakal, ARXRLhapuaxxRizk.

3. 8xx D. Raghavendra Rao, i
s/o late Sri D, Seshagiri Rao, :
aged 45 years,

Station Master,

Easavi Station, Aluru Talug, .
South Central Railway, ' )
Guntakal Division, : T
Guntakal. . !

4, P,R, Elangevan,
s/o late Sri P.V,.Ranganathan,
aged 49 years,
Station Master,
Aspari Railway Station,
Aluru Talugq,
South Central Railway, ~
Guntakal Division, Guntakal.

5, D.M. Anjinaiah,
- s/o bate Sri D. Munaiah,
aged 53 years,
Dy, Station Superintendent,
Guntakal Railway Station,
Soutlt Central Railway,
Guntakal,

6. I.V. Gopalakrishna,
s/o late Sri 1.V. Narayana,
aged 46 years, ' :
Station Master, %
Eddul adoddiy Rallway Station }
Pattikonda Tq. Guntakal.

,
f
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7. K. Lakshminarayana,

- sfo Sri K. Subbanna,

aged 43 years, .

Dy. Station Superintendent,
Dharmavaram,=-Railway Stn.
Guntakal."

8, D. Sudhakar,
s/o late Sri D. Ramaiah,
afied 43 years,
Dy. Station Sugerintendent,
Guntakal, S.C.8H.

9. Y. Satyanarayana,
s/o Sri Y, Rangarae,
aged 49 years, | =
Dy. Station Superintendent, | .
Gooty, South Central Railway,

lO-H.A. RahIRan,
s/o late Sri H,Nizamuddin,
aged 50 years, Instructor,
Bellary Training School,

South Central Railway, ~ APPLICANTS
Bellary. e REEZXXADNKR
And

l. Union of India,
Reptd. by General Manager,
South Central Railway, : !
‘Rail- Nilayam,  Secunderabad. :

2. Divisional Railway Manager,
South Central Railway,
Guntakal Division, Guntakal,
Ananthapur Dist,

3. Senior Divisional Personnel Officer,
South Central Railway, :

Guntakal Division, :
Guntakal, ' oe RESPONDENTS

ey §) ot
MISCELLANEQUS PETIT ION fILED UNDER RULE @} OF CENTRAL

ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL (PROCEDURE) RULES, 1987

- _For the reasons stated in the accompany ing
‘affidavit, the Applicants herein pray that this Honourable
Tribunal may be pleased to permit the Applicants to join :

. A

together and file a Single Original Application and pass

such other orders as this Hon'ble Tribuhal deems fita |
' ‘ //
Hyderabad, ‘ ' S

- l&/\/;%/
Date: 3 .11.1997 COUNSEL FDR,T?E//?LICANTS

0 .A "
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL :: HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

MISCELLANEOUS APPLICATION No. 10O©7) of 1997
IN
>
ORIGINAL APPLICATION No, 25673 of 1997

Between

V, Charley Babu and ,
9 others. ..  '«s APPLICANIS

AND

1. Union of India, :
Reptd. by its General Manager,
. South Central Railway,
Rail Nilayam,
Secunderabad.

2. Divisional Railway Manager,
South Central Railway,
Guntakal Division,
Guntakal, Ananthapur Dist.

3. Senior Divisional Personnel Officer,
South Central Railway,
Guntakal Division, :
Guntakal, Ananthapur Dist. ~ «« RESPONDENTS

AFFIDAVIT FILZD ON BEHALF OF APPLICANTS

I, V. Charley Babu, s/o late Sri Adinarayana,
aged 47 years, residing at Timmanicherla, Guntakal, Anantha-
pur District &n now temporarily come down to Hyderabad do
hereby solemnly affirm and state as follaws.

1. . I am the Applicant (1) hereiin and also in the
Original Application and I am acqu;intediwith the facts of
the case. I am authorised to file this affidavit on behalf
of other Applicants also. I am now working as Deputy Sta-’
tion Superintendent at Timmanicharla, Guntakal. Applicants
(5) {7) and (8) are aiz;_working as Deputy Station Superine |
tendénts at Guntakal, Dharmyvaram and Guntakal Stations in

v-thed L1

BEPONENT
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Guntakal Division respectively. Applicant No.(2) is
working as Station Superintendent at Néllawaru and the
Applicants (3), (4) and (6) are working as Station Masters
at Esavi, Aspari, Edduladoddi Stations in Guntakal Division
Applicant No.(Q) is working as Instructor, Bellary Train-
ing School in Guntakal Division. Applicants (2) (5) (9)
and (10) are in the scale of pay of K.2000-3200 (R.S.R.P)
on-adhoc basis and other Applicants aﬁe in the grade of
Bs. 16002660 (R.S.R.P.) '
2, I state that the 3rd reséondent herein had
issued a hotification dated 5.5.1997 proposing.to conduct
a seleﬁtibn for the tests of Sta{ion Superinteddents/
Traffic Inspectors in a Scale of &.2000-3200. In the said
notification a list of 115 candidates iincluding the Appli-
cants herein ucg;i;ligible to appear for'tha selection is
also published. The written testy wik?s cheduled to be
held on 7.6.1997. Before appearing for the written testy{
about 70 candidates including the Appiicants herain gave
a reprgsah{ation to the respondent (Zi herein to cancel
the tesis as the Vth Pay Commission Recommendations are

F

about to be implemented and it w8s not clear whether the

it Pty A1

éﬁ:éé carrying the scale of k.2000-3260 are selectioqmor

] [ A
not., Subject to the representation’s#-the Applicants o

. along with others had appeared for the written testi{ The
request myde by the ‘Applicants fér ca@cellation of selac-
tion was not conceded and a wiwaxxaeaxke notification was
published on 4.8.1997 by the 2nd respondent herein pub-
lishing a list of 114 candidates who had appeared for the
w;itten test. Subsequently the 2nd réspondent herein had
issued proceedings dated 23.10.1997 ddclaring the resulte

R
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of the written test\ and calling upon those candidates
who were qualified in the written test to appear for viva-
voce test on 4,.11.1997,

3. Aggrieved by the aforesaid éction<>f the
respondents the Applicants have filed thé Original Appli-
cation. The facts of the case at the.ﬂa& bearing ol the
same in respect of each of the Applzcants in the above
Original Application are the same and thls Honourable
Tribunal can give relief to the Applicants in one bingle
Appllcatlon. ‘

4, It is therefore prayed that;this.ﬁonourable
Tribunal may be pleasad to permit the Applicants harein
to join together and file one Single Application, as
otherwise the Applicants will be put to éreat hardship

DEPONENT ]

and irsparable loss.

Solemnly affirmed baefore me

this day the ?_"“’\ November,

1997, fhe Deponéat signed his

name at Hyderabad., =~ - BEFORE ME

‘ N>y,
ADVOCATE: :HYDERABAD,
| . : ;

1
1
1
1
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