CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
JAIPUR BENCH

Orders pronounced on: 8- 7, 2674
(Orders reserved on: 26.07.2016)

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. SANJEEV KAUSHIK, MEMBER (J) &

HON'BLE MRS. MEENAKSHI HOOJA, MEMBER (A)

(Ij)ﬂ.mo A.NO. 291(00343[201
T,

Vijendra Singh S/o | Late Shrl Mool Slngh aged about 43 years, working
as L.D.C. Scale,;,gSZOO 20200 f(Grade%pay ‘2000)‘junder Division Store
Depot, W. CJRallway 1,Kdta *R/o .Plot NO. 9~'* Gurukrlpa”’CoIony, Sovaria
Road, Kota Junctlgon;*a E“”ﬁ-“a**- L‘%-
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1 !‘JUmon of Indlag*through General HManager, West Central Ra|1way,
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1*’ Narendra Kumar S/o;ilf_ate Shﬁrl Dal Chand Rajak, aged about 42
t,years fprk; g_as, ClerkisSealer 5300- 20200 [Grade Pay £000)
under Sr. ?Materlal‘_ Manager ‘Electric ’Loc015hed,»,W C. Rallway
TuglakabadﬁNeWEDe[hl R/0 21720 BhuhyaganJ,IAgra Jt ﬁ_;,é’

2. TeJ Slngh‘ S/o Late Shrl ‘Samander Slngh aged about= 51 years,
workmg as“Clerk Scale 5200-20200 '(Grade pay 2000) under Sr.
MaterlaFManager, Electric’ Loco Shed W.Ce Raliway Tuglakabad,
New Delhl‘wa/o Village Nangla (Sll ..Nagar) Bharathur, District
‘Bharatpur. e i, T e

| Ry ‘":s'--.--ﬂ,,,‘ S ‘m&_,:fh ) .
; - Applicants
' Versus :

1. Unlon of Indla through General Manager, West Contrail
Railway, Jabalpur
2. Dy. Chief Matenal Manager West Central Rallway, Kota.

Respondents

Present: Mr Nand Klshore Advocate, for the applicant.
- Mr. M.K. Meena, Advocate, for Respondents.

, " (0AN0.291/003436L545 of 2014-
(Vijendra Singh of Anotlier Vs, VO ete.)




i

v n e e e D

B L —_

_

. ‘L“;Wg}uﬁ\%h "

e

-

i

eZh]

_,..x:‘

ORDER | |
HON'BLE MR. SANJEEV_KAUSHIK ; MEMBER R ()

1. The facts and the questions of law raised by the applicants in
both these cases are identical and as such these are being

disposed of by a common order. The facts are being taken

from O.A. No. 291/00343/14 - Vijendra Singh Vs. UOI
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% The f:?CtS ofsthe’ case which lead toglllng ofaO A”‘ arefthat the
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Store Depot at Kota '|n iscale of Rs. 5200—20200 GP Rs.1800

on 14 8 1996 The applicant appeared for appointment to
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the post of LDC under 33° 1/3% quota and passed the same
yide letter dated 29.1.2004 (Annexure A-1) with a rider that
he will have to clear type test within two years. He was
posted under Controller of HQ Jabalpur. Two type tests were
conducted in which he could not get through. The applicant,

|
on transfer, jqined under Divisional Store Manager, W.C.
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Railway, Kota on 3.3.2005. A 3™ type test was conducted in
which applicant again failed. He states that the machine
upon which he gave test was defec_tive'. The respondents

issued reversion order dated 12.2.2007 (A-3) which was

challenged by him {and other two applicants jointly) in O.A.

No. 59/2007 which was decided on 4.9.2008 with the
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4, Theappli}cant continued to work as LDC. The applicant
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suhmitted1 representations for regularization of his services

i
but to no avail. The applicant claims that he could be easily
regularized by the respondents as he has passed type test

from the Hindi Training Institute of Govt. of India. Due to
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non-reversion he could not participate in the s'_electid;ns made
by the respondents in meanwhile; and other! persons have
been appointed as LDC. In O.A. No. 435/2010 - Smt.

Kamlesh Kumari Vs. Union_of India etc. decided n

28.4.2010, the applicant was allowed more than 4 chances

to clear the test. This order was challenged in D.B. Civil
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certificate 01: clearance of typing test conducted by the
Governm!ent of India, Ministry of Home Affairs,
Departmlent of Official lLanguage, Hindi Teaching
Scheme &lExam Wing), New Delhi may be considered.
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In view of aforesaid discussion, we are not inclined to
interfere with the judgments passed by the Central
Administrative Tribunal in the case of all the three
respondents. We, however, reiterate that this
fourth/additional chance which the respondents shall

avail to pass the Typing Test, would be last one and no
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i% ordered “to be. revertedﬂ back fm‘as Group D employee.
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K der *of thls “Tribunal in . OA No 59/2007 “decided on
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of view in ert Petition No.. 1723/2008 (Ram Lakhan Yadav

etcr. Vs. UOI etc.) pending in M.P. High Court at Jabalpur
Bench and no orders have been received and as such no
further action hae beeh taken.

7. We have heard learned counsel present for the parties and
examined the material on the file.
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8. A perusal of the pleadings would make it abundantly clear

that the case of the applicants: in both cases (three in.

number) on the same cause of actio'n, as involved in this
case, had earlier been disposed df on 4.9.2008 (in which all
fhe three were a party) with a specific observation that the

issue would be bound by the decision to be taken by the
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