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High Court for civing effectt
of the Hailiay Board dated 11.1.72 by virtua

pronotion theapplicants wéuld be effected by Bﬁﬂ"
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The applicant no.l is the Head clerk in Hﬁc‘hg 1L
Depa rtment (C & W Workshop ) of Central Railway,
The applicént nos. 2,3 and 4 are Office Sup&riﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁ@iﬁ
Gr. 1l. Similarly applicents 5,6,7 and 8 a.r:*e Head(’:
in the grad@5.425-700 in the same department at Jhaﬂ%'ﬁ «
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It is because of th? romotion posts of Superinten(emt
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which they apt:-rchn..naei they muy not get they &ppmachgf-
this Tribunal stating that incase the quota is increase B

their chances mey be bright. The RHailwey ﬁiministm’ti | "3
refuted this allegation. Exectly similar matter of the *' ¥
same division came up for consideration bgfﬂm s in P _
No. 1769 of 1987 D.R. Bhatia and Others Vs. Union of n.;,,
U/ and othcers., In thet case, we granted the said J‘-“alit

and the seme will also apply to this case ?miﬂmiw x
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