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SUBJECT:— ForuardinQ of copies of the Orders passed by 
the Central Administrative Tribunal,Bangalore. 

—xxx— 

Please find enclosed herewith & copy of the 
ORDER/STAY ORDER/INTER III ORDER/, Passed by this Tribunal 

in the above mentioned application(s) on 4t'ioi/ 3 

DEP 	•GI5TR?R 
U' JUDICIAL BRANCHES. 
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CENTRAL AD1INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE 

REVIEW APPLICATION NUMBER 62. OF 1993 

DATED THIS THE 24TH DAY OF NOV&IBER, 1993 

Mr.Justice P.K.Shyamsundar, 	. .Vice-Chairman. 

And 

Mr. V.Raruakrishnan, 	 .. I1ember(A). 

The Director General of 
Employment and Training, 
Ministry of Labour, 
Shrama Mantralaya, 
New Delhi. 

The Director, 
Foremen Training Institute, 
Tumkur Road, Ban6alore-22. 

The Union of India, 
by its Secretary, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi. 	 .. Applicants. 

(by Standing Counsel Shri M.Vasudeva Rao) 

V. 

R.Francis, 
S/o late Rayappa, Sigamani, 
Aged about 37 years, 
residing at Site io.23, FT-I-III3CB, 
near New BWSSE Water Tank, 
Nandini Lay-out, Yesnwanthpur, 
Uangalore-22. Respondent. 
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Mr .Justice P.K.Shyamsundar, Vice-Chairman: 

We have heard the learned Standing Counsel who for a chane 

has sponsored this review application although we are accustomed 

to hear such applications at the instance of the applicant in 

the oriinal proceeins before the Tribunal. Be tiat as itb 	 g  

may, learned Standing Counsel takes exception to two observations 
- 	r 

, 

' 	 made in our order dated 30-7-1993. One is that we had given 

t -a1po-ty a direction to the Department to publisa the results 

ov~ I of the Departmental Promotion Conunittee. We nave read the order 

00 
:,* •.-..------' 7. 

8ANG
, 

 



-2- 

S 
and we are clear in our, 	that there is no such direction 

at all. This is what we said - 

The learned counsel for the applicant informs us 

that the department had already held such DPC but 

had not published the result. If that is the position, 

the department should publish the results of the DPC.' 

The above makes it clear and explicit that if the department 

had not published the results of the Departmental Promotion 

Conittee, it will have to publish the same. We never asked 

the department to publish the results wari it had done so ear-

her, at any rate we now make it clear by stating here and 

now if p1e results are already published it is not necessary 

to republish them again. The other objection taken by the 

learneu standing Counsel is that we had directed trie claim of 

the applicant in the original application be considered for 

. c .  
mannhii 	higher post of iintenance iiillwright aitnougn ne 

did nut have the eligibility tag as accordin, to the Recruitment 

holes one has to complete 7 years of qualifying service in the 

lower post to become eligible for claiming the post of 11am- 

tenance 	viii1wri8lit. 	According 	to 	the 	learned 	Standing 	Counsel 

the applicant R.Francis will be completing 7 	of qualifying years 

service only in the year 1994 but we have considered this objec- 

¶ 
tion in para 4 of our order thus - 

4. 	The 	learned 	Standing 	Counsel 	now 	mentions 

that 	the 	applicant 	is 	not 	eligible 	to 	be 	considerec 

for 	higher 	post 	of 	1aintenance 	iillwright 	as 	he 	has 

not 	completed 	7 	years 	of 	qualifying 	service 	ann 	he 

will 	be completing 7 years of qualifying service only 

in 	1994. 	We 	however, 	find 	from 	Annexure-Al6 	dated 

31-12-1985 	the 	applicant 	in 	fact 	got 	appointed 	with 

effect from 31-12-1985 and the wording of the appoint- 

merit order is such as 	to imply 	that it; was a regular 

appointment. 	The 	res1 ondents 	have 	not; 	been 	able 	to 

show to. us anything to the contrary. 	In view of this, 
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the applicant seems entitled to be considered along 

witn the other eligible candidates. In case the appli-

cant is selected for promotion and is actually promoted 

lie would be given all consequential benefits as per 

Rules." 

Our view as above specifically does not preclude the department 

from rejecting the applicant 's claim for promotion as i'iaintenance 

?iillwright if he is not qualified according to the Recruitment 

Rules. It certainly behoves on the part of the respondents to 

consider the applicant's case for the promotional slot provided 

he is qualified. In the light of the foregoing, we do ndt con-

sider it necessary to entertain this review application. It 

stands disaissed. 
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