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Central Administrative Tribunal 
Jabalpur Bench

OA No.1083/04

this the <iay of August 2005.

C Q R A M
Hon*bie Mr.M.P.Singh. Vice Chairman 
Hon’ble Mr.Madan Mohan. Judicial Member

Smt.Viinla Sharma 
W/o Shri Laxmi Narayan 
R/o RBI 203, GH West Railway Colony 
Bina, Working as Honorary Teaclier 
Railway Prim ^ School, Bina.

(By advocate None)

Applicant

Versus

1. Union of India through 
Secretary
Miriisliy of Railways 
New Delhi.

2. General manager 
Railway Zone 
Jabalpur

3. Divisional Railway Manager 
Bhopal

4. Senior Divisional Personnel Manager 
Bhopal division
Bhopal.

5. Pres;ident 
Railway Primary 
School
Bina

(By advocate Shri M.N.Banegee)

O R D E R  

feM adan Mohan. Judidal Mi>ini;iAr

Respondents.
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By filmg this OA, the ^plicant has sought the following 

directions:
(i) Direct the respondents to consider the case of the 

applicant for regnlarization as Assistant Teacher in 
respondent No.S's school and pay her regular salary of 
the post.

2. The brief facts of the case are the applicant is working under 

respondent No.5 since 1.7.1978. Though respondent No.2 enquired 

about the substitute teachers, respondent No.5 rnformed that there is 

no substitute teacher falsely The ^plicant has been appointed as 

Supervisor in Locd Examination and she has been Ksued certificate 

of work. Therefore, she represented for regularization. Vide letter- 

dated 29.10.1998, the DRM, Bhopal informed her that she has become 

overaged. The applicant again represented for her regularization but 

without result. She is entitled to be regularized in permanent service 

as AssKtent Teacher. Hence this OA is jSled.

3. None for the appHcant. Hence the provisions of Rule 15 of 

CAT (Procedure) Rules, 1987 are invoked.

4. Heard learned counsel for respondents who argued that the 

^phcant has been engaged and worked as Honorary teacher in Hindi 

medium Primary School at Bina (West) from 1978 with gaps. 

However, as and when any regular teacher was on sick or leave, the 

appUcant was also asked to work as substitute teacher. Vide letter 

dated 21.12.1989, the CPO (Wei) BBVT sought information 

regarding working of the applicant as substitute teacher for screening 

for the puipose of regulariz^on. The upper age limit was 40 years. 

The ^pHciant could not be considered as she was of the age of 42 

years and 3 months at the relevant time and even by adjusting her 

working as substitute teacher period. As such she being over aged was 

not ehgible to be considered for screening. Hence the action of the 

respondents is perfectly legal and justified. The OA deserves to be 

dismissed.



5. After hearing the learned counsel for the respondents and 

perusing the records, we find that the argument advanced on behalf of 

the respondents that as and when any regular teacher was sick or on 

leave, the q>pHcant was asked to work as a substitute teacher. She has 

never continuously worked as a substitute teacher. The apphcant does 

not conti'overt this fact by filing any rejoinder. Admittedly the 

apphcant has crossed the age of 40 years. The ^phcant does not 

fulfill the conditions required according to the rules.

6. After considering all facts and circumstances of the case, we 

find that f[he OA has no merit. Accordingly, the OA is dismissed. No 

costs.

(Madan Mohan) 
Judicial Member

(M.P.Singh) 
Vice Chairman
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