NAFR
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WPS No. 4738 of 2018

1. Ku. Shweta Sahu D/o Baleshwar Prasad Sahu, Aged About 38 Years,
R/o House No. 4-B, Street No. NPA Sector-4, Bhilai, District- Durg,
Chhattisgarh.

2. Urwashi Bhatpare D/o L.D. Bhatpare, Aged About 32 Years, R/o Village
Tekri Mandhar Colony, Raipur, District, Raipur, Chhattisgarh.

3. Hitendra Kumar Sahu S/o Shri Jeevrakhan Lal Sahu, Aged About 47
Years, R/o Vivekanand Nagar, Durg, Chhattisgarh.

4. Ajay Kumar Suktel S/o Hemant Kumar, Aged About 32 Years, Working
In Industrial Training Instutute, Bhilai, District- Durg, Chhattisgarh.

5. Rajesh Kumar Soni S/o Late Murlidhar Soni, Aged About 31 Years, R/o
Behind Chandi Mandir, Poshan Gali, Mathpara, Durg, District- Durg,
Chhattisgarh.

---Petitioners

Versus
1. State Of Chhattisgarh Through The Secretary, Skill Development,

Technical Education And Employment, Department, Mahanadi Bhawan,
Naya Raipur, Chhattisgarh.

2. Director, Technical Education, Employment And Training, Indrawati
Bhawan, Block 3 & 4, First, Third and Fourth Floor, New Raipur, District
Raipur (C.G.).

3. Director, Directorate General Of Training, Employment Exchange
Building, Library Avenue, Pusa Road, Beside |.T.l. Pusa, Karol Bagh,
New Delhi (India).

4. Director, Higher Training Institute, (Ati / Epi) Ramanthpur Uppal Road
Hyderabad, (Telengana).

5. Director, Higher Training Institude, V.N. East Marg, Chunabhatti (East)
Sayran Mumbai.

---Respondents

For petitioners Shri Ajay Thakre, Advocate.
For State : Shri Ashutosh Pandey, Panel Lawyer.



Hon'ble Shri Justice P. Sam Koshy
Order on Board

20/07/2018

1. The State counsel is directed to accept notice on behalf of the

respondents No. 1 to 5.

2. The challenge in the present Writ Petition is to the order Annexure-P/1
dated 24/05/2018 whereby the petitioners who are working as a Training
Officer since January-2013 have been ordered to go in for training of ATI/CTI

of 1 year consisting of two semesters.

3. The contention of the counsel for the petitioners is that, as per rules, if a
training officer has put in more than 5 years of service, then he/she need not
undergo training of 1 year. It is only a training of 3 months that would be
required and this 1 year training is for those persons who have not
completed 3 years of service. He further submits that, in the instant case,
since the petitioners were appointed in January-2013 they have already put
in more than 5 years of service, the impugned order dated 24/05/2018 is
therefore bad in law to the extent of sending the petitioners for a training of 1

year whereas it ought to have been for 3 months.

4. The State counsel however opposed the petition with only a doubt of
whether the petitioners were infact appointed in January-2013 or not.
However, he does not dispute the fact that as per rules, if they have putin 5
years of service, they need not go in for training of 1 year, but the training for

them would be that of 3 months.



5. Given the aforesaid factual matrix of the case, this Court does not

intend to keep the Writ Petition pending any further.

6. Let the petitioners file their objections before the respondent No.2 in
respect of their grievance within a period of 10 days from the date of receipt
of the copy of this order. The respondent No.2 in turn shall consider and
decide the objections of the petitioners in the light of the provisions of the
Chhattisgarh Industrial Training (Non-Gazetted) Class-IlI
Service Recuritment Rules within a further period of 45 days for the

date of receipt of objections from the petitioners.

7. Till the objection if so filed by the petitioners within the time prescribed
is decided by the respondent No.2, they shall not act upon the impugned

order Annexure-P/1.
8. With the aforesaid direction, the Writ Petition stands disposed off.

Sd/-

(P. Sam Koshy)
Sumit JUDGE



