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{ By Hon zm% M. VK. S -3 Me

in this aplfilica‘cwn z:mdér se
f | " Administrstive ’Irihun.als Act, 198.:,
sought the following reliefs -
{a) Thaol it 4s declarecl that the appi'ic
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entitled to get the promotion and sena.ority iri%, "
Fitter(Fay scale -151. 260-41"0 Now gr:de iai g&@._ na iﬂ?w
the Grede-I1i Fitt L.er p?y scale of As. 330-@@(-_:

1| r\.
"- :

800) from the res g.ﬁnc!epts | % £y
(b) STRat At 35 7d éplar‘ﬁd that the ap&*ﬁ" c%eh’@'”’aﬁa |
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entitled ©o get th& wa b 5 /dif ference Of wazas aﬁﬁ ﬂthar all
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benefits, which are '-*-n‘t.ltled to get the a,pyl.ﬁﬁ ;'irpm

"12.5,86 to upto the dave Uf cromotion. '-‘~ '
Throuch their amendment app‘lc;tl@ﬂi thaaf mave ﬁlsﬁ

s OUg ht {uaahmg of the eircular No, HBP/?'?Q(;,_“‘% r -&f‘ti&aﬁf
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11 dated 3.2 g. 1985 and {upther 5!-iu:n_:;l*ﬁ:.""is;'-;l.lli‘égs4E

to the respondents touamendmmt and clarify hl% 0l gg létm
of 10,7.1585(annexure mR—IlI) suitcbly tha’gﬁ'xﬂ tr age ‘E;pst

; ; ok ., ' 4is reguired &5 one time axemption and allu@@b’g ,\f‘ i *M ¢
& i ~ upgradation to tha a}}‘licmts without .ny ,f,‘__-.L:;, AN
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disposed o€ on the basis ©of the records and the argumants

of the learned counsel for the respondents,

3 The apylic;ntzlwho are grade-lil fitfer in ke

{re¢in Lighting Department Gentral.ﬁailray Jhansd , srqgued

that they are entitled to promotion in Crade~Il fitter

on the basis of ssniority and suitibility, but the
respondents conducted tests on @,2,1986 and 20,2.1S86

and published its result on 25,11.1986 vide thﬁlr letter
of 27/28.4,1986, in which the applicantSwere not oromoted
and their juniars.were promo tad, 'They also allege’ that
they were again called for 5uitabiRity-cum—seniority test
and again not promoted despite being entitled to get
promotion and seniority, They further assert thot their

representation dated 14.:,1986 and representation through

counsal dated 25.9.1986 were not replied by the respondents

4, The respondents have resisted the applic ation

inter-zlia, on +vhe ground that passing the prescribed trade

+test is essential for zn employee TO be promoted to
artison categories, They further asserts that the
applicants’no. 1,2 and 3 were bookasd for trade test

for the post of rFitter-Il vide letter RmdX dated 7.2.1986
ungder hpgradation from 1,.,1.1984 for reclassificatiﬁn of
Actisan Staff in the Hly, felief of artisans in terms of
Hailway Boards'! letter of 10,7,1985 end circulated on
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31,7.1985, but were declarad failddin the trade test in .

three attempts published vide letter oOf 26 L 4,1986, rFurcther

the applicants no, 4 was notl hooked for the trade test as

in
he was declared fal IEd_[th trade test of fitter -1l in
threoe attempts held on _i4.3.l'> 9, 20,6,1581 ané 2.9, 1982
Uunh * &

e ——— il

e T mr ——— e ————




d

considered Ly the respondents. e, there-foré?',_
the pending representation of ‘the applicants da |
be considered by the respondents in the light of rules ﬂ’fi
instructions’ applicable for promotion from grade~I1i1 fitter

to grade-I1 fitter as afplicable on the dates when tma )
applicants became ¢ligible and due for such promotion and g

dispose of the‘ same within a period of three qmn%ﬁisi from the
date of communicition of this judgement.. The application is
dis;ﬁo sed of as aove with no order as to ca_s.f';a-_;q"
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