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Diesel Mechanic Grade I in the scale of m.sae-ss
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~the year 1976 and stands at 7th pDSitIGﬂ in tha g;éf;
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list of Diesel Mechanics published by the Pgrsa;p;_-_. ﬁ-; '_
Branch of the Divisional Officer, Jhansi anﬁ.dﬂg

prometion in the supervisory cadre only in the !
wing of diesel organisation and they are eligibfffﬁl%-f
promotion to thée post of Junior Chargeman (Mecua )
Engine Examiner, Junior Instructor, etc.; that fi
posts of Mechanical Supervisor in the grade of ﬁ‘Agb'J@Ti-

were nptifdied to Have fallen vacant
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and deiigent1y1~1ﬁhaut any qgmﬁrainﬁ,inﬁg-a#mn to super-

visory work; that in the written examima»wgf—nﬂ_
test held later on the plaintsz was delibéﬁﬁf
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in'the viva-voce test with ulterior motive of lq
off icers; that the ﬁlalntiff had ebtaﬁned s&c%@w

in the written test but was faiiﬁd ET?Tﬂ”@; 1

the defendants that the act of failing the plain‘ti?—ifﬁ‘ﬁ_;‘;i',.‘t
in the selection to the post of Junior Chargemen
(Mechanicel) is illegal, arbitrary, malafide, ultfa?i?ﬁjfT
and to declare the plaintiff 'passed' and to prevent |
the defendants from reverting him from the post Gfi.

Junior Chargeman (Mechanical) to a lower post.
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3. In the reply filed on behalf of the defﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁﬁgk'
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it is stated that the promotion to the post uf-Sﬁpégjﬁgﬁﬁ
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cadre is not made on the basis of seniority-cum-
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suitability but on the basis of selection; that fhgf ?-
plaintiff was promoted purely on ad hoc basis 1“r?ﬁf.
exigency of service; that in December, 1980 it W@S'ﬂé§ .
to form a panel to fill up the post of Chargemen ’B$q
Mechanical agalnst the ten vacancies of 25.pert:en$ﬁﬁ;;;
of departmental rankeres and the eligible candﬁ@a#qg‘;?ﬁi'
called to appear in the written test-in fhe-saﬁ%fwkfwr
above posts; that the plaintiff did pass EE . |
but te failed in the viva-voce test qé'“ﬁ.T:}?Jﬂ_
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L & § selectlon'test he is not entitled to beJempqnhl

and promoted as Chargeman 'B' as claimed by himﬂggﬁ*yaﬂég}
the plaintiff cannot claim his promotlon to the'ps-iiv ;

: on the basis of his continuous working for more than
| 18 months as the Railway Board have clarified in ﬁh
letter dated 15.1.1966 that the benefit of 18 month-s;j ‘

of ficiation on the higher posts is applicable to Sl

i employees promoted after pa551nn the selection te

. being selected by the 3elect10n Board in case of po

im to be filled up by selection.. .
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1 4% We have heard the arguments of the 1e<;ﬁ.”~

counsel for the parties and have also perused:gha?ﬁf:
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| documents on record. The first contention of the =
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basis and, tharefﬂre,.heﬂéa fﬁ

test and as he was alread?-wankiﬁg 1ﬂ~% ?fmfwiﬁ*
satisfactorily he could not be'ialled Iﬁ tﬁﬁ
test. The defendants had filed copies of %hﬁh:esgéf%;iﬁs_
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reports of the plaintiff for the year& l?lﬁugﬁ;" 981.
and 1982-83. On a perusa of these reports &t %§ wg¢ff

that in the year 1980-81 the plaintiff had earmed ““ﬁT,
entries in respect of large number of items of “Qﬁk{'_
the Reportina Officer had not found him fit for-pramﬁga:_F%

The general assessment of the Heporting Officer is, “ﬁﬁfﬂg;

has not yet been able to establish himself as an .y
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ef fective Supervisor and needs constant guidance from
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his superiors". The adverse portion of the remarksdgﬁﬁ% 
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communicated to the plaintiff from time to time. Eﬁ;a
the report dated 17.11.1982 the plaintiff was declal

not fit for promotion and his performance was judggéE
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from 'good' to 'average'. It appears that the gla wr'f

had made representation against the adverse repﬁrtsﬁ=ﬁ? '
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the last three years on 23.5.1983 in which there jg v

mention of a represcntation made by him on 312.19&2{
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These reports clearly indicate that the assessmeni:%ﬁiﬁ,
the work and conduct of the plaintiff was not saﬁfﬁ?%éﬁﬁf
as claimed by the plaintiff in his plaint. It was  :f :
contended by the learned counsel for the defendants th s
in the viva-voce test due consideration was @$V&5T§%i?TT;

confidential;rap@rﬁafﬂn-ﬁh? work ﬂhﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁﬁéﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ@iﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ;
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Ulterior motive has &"zlgﬂ
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tion Poard. We are, therefore,'unable to acceﬁw

the claims made by the plaintiff and dlsmissrﬁg

suit. The parties shall bear their own c@s:l:s.
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Dated: June 0 ",E" ’ 1987,
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