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THE HON®BLE MR. JUSTICE V.Se. MALIMATH, CHAIRMAN

JUDGMENT (ORAL)

None appears for the petitioner. The petition,
the reply and the documents were perused and Shri M.L.
Verma, legrned counsel for the respondents, was heard,.
2. The petitioner claimsjcrossing of Efficiency Bar
Wegef o 1=1=1985 in the scale of P3.650~1200. The stand
taken by the respondents is that the petitioner is not
entitled to cooss the Efficiency Bar w.e.f. that date
as he had not earned eligibility for crossing the
Efﬂiciency Bar as on that -date he had not passed the
prescribed departmental examination. The petitioner
had not passsd the prescribed departmental examination
on 1¢1+85 is not disputed. He passed the prescribed
departmenfal examination only on 15th of January, 1988.

The respondents are right in taking the stand that

(V/consequent upon the passing of the departmental examipation
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on 15.1.1988, the petitioner cannot claim retrospective
crossing of the Efficiency Bar weaef . 1.1.1985 as on

that date, he didynot possess the required eligibility

for crossing the E£fficiency Bar.

3o The petitioner'opted for ﬁhe revised scale of pay
conseguent upon coming inté force the Fourth Pay Commission's

Report. The respondents bave rightly taken the stand that

“oncs the petitionsr got fixed in the revised scale weesf.

1141986, he hes to werk out his rights in regard to croseing

af Ehe Efficiency Bar in accordance with the neu scale

which became applicable to him, namely, %.ZUQD—SSDD{ Weaf o

1.1.1986.” The petitioner having cétsd in favour of the

reg;séd scale, the authorities considered the patitidner

for crossing the Efficiency Bar as and when Ha becams due

in the new revised scales | ' \\\J
I, therefore,‘see no good reasan to_Find fault |

in the action taken by the respondents. Hence, this

petition fails and dismissed. No costse.

( VeSe MALINAT” )
CHATRMAN.




