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2. Briefly, the case of the plgi;ﬁ;n’g&155r1 1r heat i)

bsen working as Khalasi in Signal and TiIILT Aﬁ“ﬁiﬂif“1%J

Bastern Railway Moghalsarai since 10,1,1967. Hi'“

post of Khalasi helper in the scale of pay Rs. 219-1ajuiJ' Jas
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has challenged the above order on the ground thqt‘%pj,g;JﬁJ
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may be *rn:unﬁu ZL‘JQ P_Q he is found fit
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that promotion can not be claimed as a matter o aht.

4. O the basis of ths pleadings ef the *-
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appeal, it would be sufficient to discuss the findingu(u
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trial court on issue nos. 1 and 6.
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Issue no.1. Is the plaintiff entitled to the rn];-.i_.:lt"'-'p___r-

Issus no.6: Is the plaintiff entitled to any relief?
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5. Both thsse issues waras taken up together by tha tnijl.
court and if was held that the post of Mason Grade III is *}:"
selection post and under para 212 of the Railway Estahlhhmmﬁ -
Code, for t,'h{ promotion to this post,basides m:.litahi.l:_l.-ty and b
seniority, it was nscessary to pass the trade test and as the

plaintiff had failed in the trade test, he was not lnt.‘l.tlid*‘--t_d-'
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anothar va ua IC ; in :th; sche {‘t ulad casts :&?"{?1::':n:jj.?}z.},_-?f_-;: Papar no.29

is the Hindi c cop: ﬁ_ e lstter. It clearly goss to prove that the
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plaintiff-appellant is that he _ "-; ve been promoted without

being subjected to a test al*""l" _ 3 seniormest candidats
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catagory of a skilled post, it was necessary thfﬁﬁgi%ki;ggﬂLiﬁfg;
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appear in the §rade tegt.to prove his suitability fﬂfﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁéﬁ

but as he failed to do 80, he could not be pnumnt-d.ta:ﬁﬁgi;;;f“:'j
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The learned trial court had decided both issuas against the
plaintifP-appellant.

6. Ue are of the opinion that the findings of the P
learned trial court on the two issues mentionad-above is hggugf' ,f
on & propar appreciation of the eavidence on record and the

departmental rules applicable in the matter and call for no

intecferance.
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