éﬁ'g%e—

'.“ - . o~ , = _;r . q’l_ g{‘;d

EEORE o5, (aiwar) framadl & (739 22 & 5Q0 fa: ge g |
\ ,

. CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL /\\
“ Jedhpur Bench, Jodhpur, ‘

i
L Date of Order ;|| /57 %c®; ~—

1. O.a.N0. 246/1998, @

Rameshwar Ram sen of Shri Jeesukh Rain, aged about 36
years, resident of Qtr. No. 164/5, iES Colony, Near
Clear water Cenplex Sriganganagar, at piesent employed
en the post of Valveman in the office of Garrxisen
gngineer, Sriganganagal . '

2. 0.A. NO. 247/1998,

Babu Singh sen of shri Bhaan 3ingh, aged about 32 years,
resident of vill and Po. Chak Kaluwala at present
employed on the post of in the ofiice of, vValveian ia
the office of Garrison fngineer, Sriganganagar.

APPL ICANTS ,.e0

VER B

l. Unien of India through Secretary to Goveriaient of
India, Ministry of Defeuce, RKaxsna Bhavan, New Delhi,

2. Commander Works Bngineer, s, Srigalganayar.,

3. Shri Sukhdev &ingh, vValvewan S No. 370212, office
of the Garrison Engineer, K LP area, Abohar.

4. shri Bhagirath, iute S No. 367865, 0/0 age BSR,
Fagilka, Militery dtation - E&ired name deleted,

S5« Raia Chander, Mate, o No. 313950, O/0 Garrison
; . shngineer, Sriganganagal .

RESPONDENTS o400

. M. J. K. Kaushik, counsel for the applicants,

Mr . Kuldeep Mathur, adv. Brief holaer for
- Mr. Ravi Bhansall, counsel for the respondents No. 1&2.
~w None present for respondents No. 3 & S.
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| . CORAM

Hon'ble Mr. A. K. Misra, Judicilzl renber.
Hon'ble Mr. A. P. Nagrati:, Adalnistrative rember. -

OR DELR

‘ { per Hon'ble Mr. A. K. Misra )

i in poth these OA's, the point involved to be
| decided and the relief clalmed by the respective
, o » , applicant. is couuon, therefore, both these OA's are

l© disposed of by a gewwbon order.
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2. In these QA's, the respective applicant.. hag::
prayed that the respondents no, 1 & 2 Ee directed to
produce the Tracde Test proceedings held on 2nd pecember
1998, in respect of applicants and the respondents
No;. 3 & 4 for the perusal of the Tribunal. It is

also p_rayed that impugned orée.f dated 06.04.1998

( Annexure aA-1) be ordered to be modified accordingly
with all consequential benefits to the applicants.

It is also prayed that the impugihed orders dated .

16.04.1998 ( aAnnexure A-2 ) and 27.,04.1998 ( Annexure‘
A=3 ) be declared illegal and be quashed. Alternative,];&
the applicants have prayed that the respondents no.
1 & 2 be directed to conduct trade test, in respect
of applicants and allow consequential benefits at par
with their juniors.

.
3. Notices of the OA's were given to the
respondents, who have filed their reply to which

no rejoinder was filed by any ef the applicants.

4, - We have heard the learned counsels rfor the
parties and have gene through the case file. We have
also seen Marks/Result sheet relating to the trade

test in guestioi. ‘ ¥
V.

5. From the files, it appears that both the
applicants were initially appointed &s vaivenxan.
Official respondents organised a trade test for
pronctien to the pest of Pipe Fitter en 02.12.1997,

In diffetent trades. fhere were 9 vagancies and

L J 3 LN ]
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29 candidates were Called for trade test, 2 persons

one of whom was posted outside and anathér was
o ’ M'ﬂo""‘;aﬁﬁ%f i Al Eponun, 7,\/
not nglble,Lthej:efore, 27 candidates were called

as per the list. It is alleged by tl;xe applicants
that they had dene fairly w‘ell in the Trade test,
5 but pere declared unsuccessful. In respect ef
few candidates written test .was taken and in few
othel cases, no written test was conducted. On the
ethef hand, the Tespondents have stated that no
e » wx:.it;:i*.en test was conducted 'and the trade test was
condpcted as per the requi.fements of the Rules,

& . The Fandidates who had not done well in the trade

test) and did not secure thé requisgite pass marks
were! declared falil, no discriminatien was dme with
any of the candidates. The applicants of both the
OA's| did not Secure the requisite pass warks and
were, therefore, no\t declared pass, the allegatiaus

of the applicants are without any foundatien.

6. It was argued by the learned counsel for the
applicants that the prometicn. was required to be

done strictly in terms of seniarity and no trade test

was heeded, but in view.of the departuental Rules

relgting te such premotions, trade test was required
tii? to be done and fer conducting the trade test a
Boaga Of Officers was x:qu'xir'ed to be caigtituted.
In ghe ingtant case t:.rade' test was conducted by the
Boalld of OffiCers as per the requiresents of the Rules,
thegefore, the contention of the learned advocate

in the applicatien, that the trade test was not

Teqtired to be conducted, is without any foundation.
Froif the Kesult sheet, it appears that various
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- candidates who were called were subjected to practical

as well ali oral examinations, No written test was conducted
c

in respe of any of the candidates, therefore, the

averirent:| of the applicants that few of the candidates

were subJEcted to written test and few Others were not
subjected to written test is also without any foundation.
From the gesult sheet, it appears that no candidate

was subjeéted to any written test. Marks for practical

exalnlnati

on were awarded separately and marks fer oral

test wprelalso awarded Separately. Raeh test was of

25 marks

of the minatien. The candidates, who did_not secure

50% marksg in both- practical as well as oral were

declared |fail. Both the applicants i.e, Rameshwar Ranm

and Babu fingh did not secure even bares minimum pass

marks in jany of the two examinations and consequently

were decllared fail. In view Of this, the contention ef

the applijcants that they had done fairly well in the

exammatit}m is without any basis. when such tests/
: 4

/. examinatitons are conducted, then awarded marks would
¢

regulate |[the result and not one's own assess8aent, therefore,

the applicants ewn assessment that they had dome fairly

well in the examinatien is of no consequence.

7. in our opinion, both the applicants could not

qualify the trade test for being further preomoted in

teriws Of|the departmental notificatien, therefore,

both the|gpplicants are not entitled to aany relief.

8. Both the OA's are without any merit and liable \

to be dismissed. Therefore, both the OA's are dismis g
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with no ,order as to costs. -
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