A.Government of India Enterprise
Departmental Examination Branch
Eastern Court, 2" Floor, Room No.222,
Janpath, New Delhi-110001
194

F.N0.63-61/2010-DE Dated : X! September, 2012

To

Al the Chief General Managers of Telecom Circles, BSNL
Chief General Manager Kolkata Telephones /Chennai Telephones, BSNL
Chief General Manager Mtce. NTR, BSNL New Delhi

Sub: LICE in BSNL-Revaluation of answer sheets -Judgement -reg.

Sir,

['am directed to forward herewith a copy of the judgement dated 12-07-2012
of the Hon'ble CAT, Jabalpur Bench in OA No. 70 of 2011 & 04 of filed by Smt. Abha
Srivastava and Shri Kartar Singh Yadav respectively in connection with revaluation
of answer sheets. The OAs have been dismissed by the Hon'ble CAT, Jabalpur
Bench.

2. It is requested that wherever required this judgement may also be quoted in
the para-wise comments being prepared to defend the similar cases. The
judgement may also be bought to the notice of the concerned Courts in respect of
ongoing Court cases, if any, involving the similar issues. .

Yours faithfully,

Encl: As above.

Asstt. General
Ph ¢11- 23765386




»

- Smt. Abha Shrivastava,,

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,, JABALPUR BENCH
S - JABALPUR

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.70 OF 2011 -

Jabalpur, this M@, the mikday of July, 2012

HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE DHIRENDRA MISHRA, JuziciaL MEMBER
HON’BLE SHRI G.P.SINGHAL, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

- Ap.plicant
* W/o Dr. Sunil Shrivastava, -

Aged 49 years, R/o Type nw,
P & T Colony, Bhadbada Road,
Bhopal - 462003,

4
(By Advocale Shri C.A Thomas)

Versus

1. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limiteq.
(A Gowt. of India Enterprise)

Floor, Sanchar Bhawan, Janpath,
New Delhi~ 110 001.

Through : Chairman-cum—Managing Director

2. Chief General Manager,

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited,

(A Gowt. of Indi Enterprise)

MP Telecom Ciicle, Hoshangabad Road,

-Responaantg

3. Assistant Director (Rectt)

- MP'Te{eoom-Clrcle, Bhopal,
* Office of the Chief Generaj Manager,

MP Telecom Circle, Hoshangabad Road,
Bhopal - 462015, :

AND

F 2011

ORIG!NALAPPLICATION NO.04 OF 201

ar Singh Yadav,

S/O Late Mabharaj Singh Yadav,

Aged 54 years, R/o A—482,4 Street No.14,
A-Block, Sharda Nagar, Bhopal,
Nariyalkheda, Bhopal (M.P.) - 462033

- Appilicant

(By Advocate: Shri C A.Thomas)
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- Respondents
ough : Chairman-.cum~Managin

g Director
2. Chief General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Umited,
(A Gowt. of Ingia Enterprise) .
" MP Telecom Circle, Hoshangabad Road,
Bhopal - 462015 ;

(By Advocate — Shyij P.Shankaran)

o RDER

1. The aforesaiq oriéinai appiications are being cisposed of by this
common order as 'bo(h, these applicants are aggneved by evaiualion
of theijr answer sh.eets pertaiqing to Junior Accounts Officer, Part-1,

S0 made avaiiable o the applicants
vide Annexure-Ar2 The appiica

nls applied for ,fuml.snlng Coples of
the answer sheets under the Rig

ht @ Information >0
Same was denjeq and they

E1e iniormeag vide com iy

Nicshion dated




18-9-2010 (Annexure~A/3) that they could inspect the answer sheets
within 20 days from the date of issue of ietter  The applicants
inspected théir answer sheets and found that seyera| answers to the
questions ha\;/e been canceiled without endorsing any remark and
without granting any mark. They have also Alleged in ihek apphcations
that the marks initially granted have teen altered ang against
descriplive answers, no marks nave heen given 1o them for several
answers. They havAe further alleged Ihat énm.”c-zr sheels of the

i
applicants have been deliberately not evaluated Properly in order tg

extend benefits to other candidatles.

- Considering the above- allegations in the ofiginal applications, the
applicants’ applications for :requisitioning answer sheets were allowed

and in compliance. of the directions of this Tribunal, the original

of ali the 5 papers wéré perused in ttwgir Bresence. Qp Penssal, we
‘round that the concerned veluer has evaiysteq each and every
question attempted by both the applicants. " He has put mark of -\~
against an#wers to some of the questions an«-i'"a#«zﬁ?ed raks and
against answers to some Ao! the other questions ;X' mark has been
put and no mark has been awarded for such answers. However,
each and every question altempted by the applicants have been duly -

examined.



5. It is pot in dispute that as pef Rule 15 (Part-l) of Ancendi 37 0f P&T
Manual,‘ Vol.lV (rules reiating (o depatlinanal TR Tar,
revaluation of answer script is not permissible in any case of undef
any czrcumstances as pleaded in para-18 of the reply and not .

oontroverted in rejomder or during the course of a- mmenls

6. The law is well settied lhal in a pelition fileg for relief or re-evaluation

of answef sheet of recruitment task it is not permissibie for the High

-

Court to examlne the queonn paper and answef sheets itseil,
i particutarly, when the Co:mmission had assessed the inter-se merit of
the ca.ndidates: {f there.was a discrepancy in framing the question of
evaluation of the answer, it would be for all the candidates appearing

for the recruitmen! examination and not for petitioner only, as has

veen heid by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the matter of H.P. Public
Setvice Commission Vs. Mukesh Thakur & Anr. {AIR 2010

SUPREME COURT 2620}.

7. ln the lnstant cases, Mies porusal of the answey ~h€~r s o Lk
applicants, we are of the opnmon that no case is made out for
direction to the respondents to get the answer sheels revaluated on

the stated grounds.

¥

8. In the resuR, we‘do not find any substance in these ofnginal

applicstions, the same deserve to be znd h2 hereby dismissed

without any order as to oosts Answef shee(s be retumed fonhwnh )

—
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G.P “Singhal) ' ) ) (Dhirendra Mishra)
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