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Applicants, 10 in number, have challenged the

orders dated 25. 8. 2000 and 23. 11. 2000 by which their

requests for financial upgradation under the AC P Scheme

have been rejected on the ground that they have not

qualified in the departmental examination of Supervisor (A)



1.3
SAS Part I and SAS Part II in confirmity uith the clari

fication giv/sn under point of dount No, 16 in OoPT's 0P1

dated 10, 2. 2000.

2. After hearing the learned counsel for the parties

and perusing the material auailabla on record, ue find that

sBueral OAs filed by similarly placed persons like the

applicants herein working under the same respondents

claiming identical relief have been dismissed by various

Benches of this Tribunal, details of which are giv/en as

under, after discussing the facts enumerated therein

in depth,

1. OA No, 2196/2000 decided on 3.7. 2001 (Principal Bench)

2. OA No. 2684/2000 decidel on 1.8.2001 -do-

3. OA No. 831/2000 decided on 6. 11 , 2001 (flumbai Bench)

6. OA No,442/2001 decided on 6.3. 2002 (Bangalore ^nch)

3. After going through the aforesaid judgements, copies

of which are available on record, we have no hesitation

to hold that the case of present applicants is covered

in all fours by the ratio arrived at in the aforesaid

judgements and therefore ue have no valid reason to take

a different view than the ones arrived at in these

j udgement s.

4. In the result, the present i]Ais dismissed being

bereft of merit but without any order as to costs.

(fl. P. Singh) (V, S. Hggarwal)
flember (A) Chairman
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