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New Delhi: this the %3  day of october,zouﬁ

HON 1BLE MRS RIADICE,VICE CHAIRMAN(A),
HON'BLE BR LA LVEDAVALLIY NEMBER(J)

13 The Hor ticul ture- Sectional 0fPficers- Association,
...... b

CPUD‘; represented by Shri Satbir Singhy

General SBcretary,
Ground Floor, : o

A Uing, Indraprastha Bhauan,
Neu Delhi. .

2% '?N ‘Labh

l-brtiwl ture Development Division I,
(O cPUD, 1p-Bhawan? .

New pelb® -~ 30, Applicantsy
(By Adwecater Shri K,B.87Rajan)
- \ﬂe’ix:eus )
ﬁ"’ Unioh of Inch.a'La

throu gh-

the Secretary,
Ministry of Urban Deve10pm ent,
Nimman Bha\rala:;1
New Delhie 11d

The Dlrector General of Uorks,
Central Public Works Depariment

Niman- Bhauan“‘
Neuw Delhi-11 X

N
0.,

3! The Chaiman,
Union-public- Ser\n.ce Commissmn,

Dholpu r Hou se‘ﬂ

Shah JBhaﬂ Road%
New Delhi=11

(8y Adwcate: Shri A"’IK« ‘Bha rduaj)

| __Applicants have filed this DA against the
implied rejection of their representations dated
11?9@998% det_e.d_§§12i5?9.:equesﬁ@.g.vthat no dirsct
recrui tment be made against any vacant post of »Asst‘l%,

Dirsctor (Hort") save as per revised)recrmtnent rul es
ey J
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S2. T T
s T T T gaig to have tgg}‘rcsPow{le
in vias of an undertakingfgiven by them to the Tribunal

on 1110896, and after taking into account the creation

of 20 posts of _A_ss ttfp__i_rggqur_;n the cadre review
conducted in 1995 uhich were to bs filled up only by
promotion as also the abolitlon of 10 posts vide

2,.5 l;laard both sides and perused thes pleadings%ﬂ

3} Pposts of Assttibirector (Hort) Group 'B' gazetted
were filled up as,p,e:_:_pper,evi_she‘d.Rés,by_Z methods:
1) 2/3 vacancies by promotion from the grade
of s.0(hrt)d
2)1/3 vacancies by direct recruiment through

upscH
43 Revised RRs were notified on 203H1§99 reducing

the direct recruit queta from 1/3 to 1/1p3

54 Applicants contend that all the unfilled DR

quota in the g rade of Aggtﬁiﬁ,ﬁiggcmr should bs filled wp
by applying the afqres_aid,_ge,vj:seg_ﬁés notified on 2031 1%‘399'.
Respondents contend that as per ’.'.l‘atg settled in Y;‘JNj
Rangaiah Ved JSrinivas Rao 1983(3) scC 5 and

Polloved in B;55Lal Chandani Vs, UDI ATR 1992(1) CAT

383 Bombay the revised RRs uwill apply only prospectively
and va_can;ies_uh;l_ch'qcvdz_mr_ed‘_priqr‘_ to no ti fication

of revised RRe on 20811799 are required to be Pilled up
ag-pepéés in wogue at the time uwhen the vacancies

o't:w!:red‘fii

6@ ~ _Applicants housver aver in their rejoinder
th?t"R%nga;ah7S_ca§9 (supra) would not be applicable
and instead it would be the ratio of, the Hon'ble

Supreme L‘;oyrt;s’ tuling in DrI Ig.‘Ramulu \I_ss.;"’i Satya
ﬁarayan Rao (1997)3 sce §9 which would operats in vieu

| of the statament made by respondents before the Tribunal
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‘that vacancies would be filled up only after the

RRs vere amended‘ﬁ

7:5 ) As Sectj_on 19 A T Act pemits a person a8ggrieved

by an_order (emphasis_sipplied) to approach the
Tribunal, and respondents have not issued any
order in respect of the promotion to tﬁe posts of
é.S.?e tﬁ%i;.ecpur.f(b‘icigﬁ).a .tb.e,‘.bx..doe.sf_not call for any
interference by the Tribunal at this sta gedl Instead
we direct Tespondants to dispose of spplicants!
represents tions dated 11,9799 and 612499 by a
detailed, speaking and reasonad order in accordance
with rulesy instructions and judiciel pronouncements
u:.thin 3 months from the date of recai.pt of a copy
of this order under intimation_ to applicant." 1f any

grievance survives thergafter it will be open to

‘applicants to agitate the same in accordance uith

lau, if so advisat:lZiii

8‘33 . The OA is digposad of in tems of para 7
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