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CENTRALADViINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
,bLLAHPBAD BENCH I4LLfl{-IABAD.

All ahebad, this the 23rd day of April 2.CX)2.

QUORU,l: HON. MR. C. S. CHADHA,A.1l.
HON. f. -. A.K. BHAT!Y.§~ J .Ivk..

O.A. No. 1782 of 1994.

1. Hemant Kun a r shazme s/o ;;;iri urlidhar Shanna r/o 149/6,

Tanki dala Hata, Mashihaganj, Sipri Bazar, Jhansi.

2. Shailendra Kimar Bhagwat s/o Manohar Rao Bhagwat r/o 119,

Pench kudy an, Jhansi •••••

Counsel for applicants : Sri H.K. Tewari.

• •••• Applicants.

Versus

1. Union of India through Ministry of nail'Nays, NeN Delhi.

2. Divisional lailway Manager, Central .i:i.ailway, Jhansi.

3. Senior DLv isional. Personnel Off i cez', D. R.i~1. Off ice,

Central Railway, Jhansi.

4. 3enior Divisional Signal & Tel e ccmmun i cat i.on Engineer,

Central. H.ail way, J hen si., ';';

5. ant. Rekha Bhar~vaj, Jr. Clerk, Sr. 0.J1E Office C.H.Jhansi.

6. 3nt. Madhuri Srivastava, Jr. Clerk, D:f.C~TE(C), GR. Jhansi.

7. Sri Kabal. Singh, Sr. Clerk, C,jI(C) , CH, .Jhans L

8. Sri N.C. S. Ka imal , Jr. Clerk, csrt c) , Jha-nsi C.R.

9. Sri 3urendra Pal Singh, Jr. Clerk, C.T.I/;,VAGC, CR, Jhansi.

10 • .;;)ri r..o, Richharia, Jr. Clerk, C31 ORI, CH, .J'hans L,

11. Rajendra Kun ar A]arwal, Jr. Clerk, A3rE(IvLJ), Cd, Jhansi.

12. Sri Mohan Singh, Jr. Cl erk, Dy. CST E(C), CH, J hansi.

13. Yogendra Kun ar Tiwari, Jr. Cl erk , ~ . .oSTE Office, Cn .Jhan s:

..... • • • • • Hespondents •

Counsel for respondents : Sri A.V. Srivastava.

o n DEI ( ORAL)

BLHON•.. JiR. ~. S. Q-IAa-l ,\

Vide this O.At, the appl Lcant s have sought reI ief

to the effect that the respondent s be directed to hold a

suitability test for promotion to the rank of senior cl erk

in vietJ of the letter dated 17.2.94 and further ~ the
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resul ts decl sred of the said examination as per letter dated

31.8.94 be not given effect t~. The main ground for relief
lI>

~that app.l icant was not informed about holding of the suppl i-

me rrt ary test on 2.7.94 and 6.8.94. .Jithout going into the

correctness of this allegation that he was not Lnf ormed, the

main issue to be decided is ~hether the J. ack of any such
ptt-/~r.~

Lnf'o rmatLon has cd-lUsed.inj ustice( t:1 the appl icant. ./e woul d
. ~~
consider ~ giVingJrel ief provided he passed in the subsequen

,
test s and such reI ief coul d have been granted f ran retro spec-

ti ve effect had it been proved that he w as indeed not Lnfor-,

rn ed of the earlier tests.

2. Counsel for the respondents has brought it to our

notice that after 1994, ,the tests have been held every six

months and each time the appl Lc arrt has not bothered to appear

for the suitability test and, therefore, he is not entitled .
to any relief on that ground. The respondents are willing ';:

to consider him at any subsequent test and giving pranotion

if successful fran the date of passing of the test. ~ince

the appl icant himself ha!~ver bothered to appear at theA~ts after the~test, the validity of which has been

challenged, he has no ground for relief. The O. is, there-

fore, dismissed as being without any merits.

No order as to costs.

~J.M.
stlJi!usI

24.4.02


