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' Regisﬁration T.A. No.1045 of 1987(T)
| (Writ Petition 2128 of 1982)
Hiralal and others .... ... Petitioners
| versus
.Union of India and others ... Respondents
Hon'ble Justice U.C; Srivastava, V;C;

Hon'ble Mr A.B,Gorthi, A,M.

(By Hon'Mr Justice U.C,Srivastava, \C)

, The Writ petition No. 2128 of 1982 filed before
the High Court of Judicature at Allahabad » Lucknow
Bench was received on transfer tp this Tribunal
under<Sectioh 29 of the Administrative Tribunals

Act No.XIII of 1985. The petitioner has sought
relief against his reversion order dated 26-4-1982
(annexure-4 to the Wriﬁ petition). jTthWIit petition
was admittéd and interim_ordef staying the oparation
of reversion order wasfpassea.- dut of 3 petitioners,
pétitionersvno; 2 ana 3 have retired from service,
out qf whom‘pétitioner no.2 is reported to have died.

The petitioner no.l1 is still in service.

2. Briefly; the facts are that‘ﬁhe petitioner no.i

was iniiially_appointed‘avahallasi on 15-10-1958

7and subséquently_was pramotad as Tele-Com Maintainer
in the scale of %.260 - 400 and thereafter promoted

to thefpost‘of Cable Jointer in the scale of Rs.380 - 560
He was put to officiate on the Grade III of Tele-com
Inspector in the grade of rs.425-700 on ad-hoc basis i
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An view of the fact that the posts were created
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case or it was a case of mere omission, whatever
it may be the persons of this category were not
included and it is desirsble that their cases for
regularisation like the other three categories

may be considered.

3. In view of the fact that the applicant has
been working against the said post and he éppeared
in the said test, he should not have been reverted
out right. 1In this connexion, we may refer the
Full Bench Judgment of Jethanand's case , in which
it was directed that thé;person concerned may be
given two more opportunities to appear in the test,
in case he even then fails only then he may be
reverted and till then he may be allowed to continue
on the post held by,him.:_The‘similar situation
arises in this case.. Accordingly . WE direct that
" the applicant shall be. given two opportunlties
to appear in the test and in case he fails in
both, only then he may bezeverted otherwise
he has to be allowed to contlnue to hold the post
of T C I. Grade III. We aISO direct that the
Rallway Board should cons;der as to whether the
.C.I. Grade III in the scale of rs.425 - 700
could also be included w;thin the ambit of
Circular dated 29-7-1985, copies of which are
Agnexﬁie-RABZ tOwthefrejoiﬁder affidavit. 1In case
the Railway Board takes a decision that they may
also be included within the ambit of that Circular,
obviously, there is no necessity of asking
the petitioner to appeér:hythe test. With the
above directions and orders, the application is

disposeq of finally.
’ .....COntd..
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