
IN TBE CENTPAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 

JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Union of India and Ors. Applicants 

Versus 

Prem Prakash Sharma 

-· 
ORDER 

PER BON' BLE MP. C•. P. E'HAPMA 1 Ar•MIIJI2.TRATIVE MEMBER 

In this P8vi8w Application fil~d t7 Union of India 

Pratash Sharma V2. Union of Indi3 and others, the review 

applicants h3ve pr37~d th3t the ord~r dated 18-J-1996 

pa2sed in the afores3id OA by th~ Tribunal may be recalled 

and the OA ma7 be decided afr~sh on merits after hearing 

the partie2 concerned. 

2. Along\·li th the l\ppl icati.:m, a Misc. 

the delay in filing the Review Application may be 

condon~d. In the Misc. Application it has been stated that 

r· 

review applicants on ~~-~-1998 and thereafter it took 

sometim~ to e~amine whether the application for review of 

the Tribunal's order in the OA was required to be filed. 

the R.~v i ·~\·l A r:·Pl L::at f.:,n \·Jh·i .::h .: .. ::.:: m·e.:l rna inl :/ due to the 
... !• 

initiation of th§ normal procedure of e~amining the matter 

at various 2tagea in the offices of the review applicants, 

'· ' 

• 
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dela7 in filing the P~view A~pli~ation is condoned and the 

Review Ap~licatian is dealt with an merits. 

are of the view that it can be dlapa2ed of without hearing 

been dl2pased of by circulation. 

4. In OJl. lk·. the main ~rayer of the 

Hindi S~enogra~hy, which was required far the post of 

Confidential Aasi~tant sc3le Fa. 1~00-~600, he should nat 

with 100 WPM t ,. 
'.! the 

he had passed the Hindi Stenogra~h7 Test conducted b? the 

the Diviaianal Pailwa7 Manager, Jaipur. The Tribunal 

Miniatr7 of Harne Affairs could be treated as equivalent to 

that c.:.nducted \-,.,. - 1 th.; it2elf and, 

whether the applicant could be granted exem~tian from 

appearing in the d.;partmental teat. The Tribunal held that 

the Pajbhaaha Adtitari/Hindi Offic.;r ie a.n 

official of th~ Ministry of Home Affaire, h.; is attached 

- .-: ._, .L th·::- Failway Man~g~r. The 

Tribunal referred to Anne~ur~-A6 dated ~9-~-75 attached to 

Incentive Teat with speed of 100 WPM from appearing in the 

Suitat.ilit~T Teat. The Tribunal ftn·ther f.:.und that tiE:l"•? 

Ow 



was no other Incentive Test 9part from that conducted b7 

the Pajbhaeha Adhikari/Hindi Officer, which the applicant 

had pasaed. The ::tt t·=-n t i.:·n ·:·f tho: Tr iJ:.unal ~,.,a a, hc.Hever, 

drawn on behalf of the reapondente to the fact thst 

communication Annexure-Al4 dated 8-3-9S and in this 

granted on hia having paaaed an7 other teat. The Tribunal 

obaerved that vide Annexure-A5 which was iaeu~d 3S late 3S 

the depat·tmental teet, th·~re vl33 a ·::1.:-ar menti.:·n that if 

Also the Dep9rtment had not shown that the in2tructiona at 

Annexure-A6 dated ~9-~-75 etood withjrawn or cancelled 3.t 

any time ther~after. Accordingl7 the Tribunal c3.me to the 

concl ua ion that in v i-&vl of the •::c·ntent.3 .:·f Ann:;~:ure-A6 

alread7 passed the teet in Hindi St~nograph7 with speed of 

to the post of Confidential Aesistant ac3le Fs. 1400-2600. 

Since the 3.fplicant had paseed the ep=-~d teat conducted b7 

WPM, the Tribunal held that the 3pplic3.nt Has nGt required 

to p::taa the speed teat to be conducted by the Department. 

have stated that ln.:l the 

instructions contained in letter dated ~~-4-94 (Annexure-
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would not hav~ co~a to th~ conclusion that th~ Inc~ntive 

th~ Rajbhasha was .3_ 

of Confid~ntial Assi2tant. They hav~ added th3t the 

ins t ru.::t i .:.ns .::.:.ntain·~d in dal:~d 

(Annaxur~-F~) ann~x~d to the r~ply to the Show Cause 

had that 

Stanograph~rs could be gr3nt~d onl7 on passing the 

pr~scribad spe~d t~st of 100 WPM, h3d ~scapad th~ notice 

of the Tribunal as th~re is no reference to said lette~ in 

the Tribunal's order dated 18-4-1996. 

light of the 3verm~nts in the Pevi~w Application and the 

mat~rial on r~cord including the OA, the Annexures eher~to 

and th~ repli~s and Ann~xures the~~to. Aft~~ examining all 

and the oral arguments at the time of hearing, the 

referred to in Ann~~ure-A6 datad ~9-~-75 was the one 

1- '. _, 1 the Fajbhasha Adhikari/ Hindi Office~ which 

the applicant had pa2s~d with s~eed of 100 WPM. There was 

t~st, had \lli thdrawn. aubs·=:quent 

had considered the implications of Anne~ure-Fl d3ted ~~-4-

1994 anne~~d to th~ OA by which th8 Gen~ral Man3g~r, 
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western Railway had replied to the Divieion::tl Pailw::ty 

Manager, Jaipur atating, inter::tlia, that there are no 

100 WPM in examin::ttiona conducted b7 the R~jbhaaha Vibhag, 

Ministry of Home Affairs, new Delhi. However, in the light 

of the contents of communic::ttion Anne~ure-A6 dated ~9-~-75 

the Tribunal had come to the conclueio~ th3t there was no 

no specific mention .:,f P..nne:wre-P.~ d~ted 6-1-9~ in the 

order of the Tribunil but the entire iaeue waa examined by 

the Tribunal on merits. Anne~ure-P~ anne~ed to the repl7 

view alread7 t3ten by the Tribunal. What the review 

.applicants a1:e in fa·:t uro;Jin;J nc•\·1 i2 th::tt the Tribunal 

should re-appraise the evidence alre::tdy on record and come 

to a conclusion different from the one acrivej ::tt earli~r. 

This is not within the scope of the review aa envia::tged in 

Order ZZZZVII Pule 1 of the Code of Civil Procedure. There 

is no fact or averment contained either in Anne~ure-F~ to 

the reply to the Show Cauae notice or anv other m::tterial 

on record which h3s escaped the notice of the Tribunal and 

which therefore justifies the review of the order already 

passed. 

6. In these circum~t3ncea, the Review Application is 

r~jected in limine. 

· By circulation. 

(O.P.S~~ . 
Cr~ 

. ( Gopa·l Krishna) 

Administrative Member Vice Chairman 


