
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PR 1 NO 1 PAL BENCH, MEW DELH! ,

OA-458/98

Now Delhi tli is the 3rd day of December, 1338.

HcrCbis Shi i T.N. BItai , Member (J)
H o r 1 o 1 e 3; 1 1 o I 3 W 3 5 , Membe r(A ̂

S h r i P r a I: a s1 i Singh,

S / o S h, r i Shag w a n Singh,
R/c 6'i7 . V i l l . &P . Q . B i jwasan ,

Nev/ De U'l i .

(  through Sh . M.S. Dalai . .advocate')

■j a r .3 u s

Un i on of India,
ihrough! i ts Secretary,
Ivl i i i isiry cf Defence,
Sou 1 hi Block,
Mew Delhi .

Corrirnatuian t ,
Cerit i'al Vel i icle Depot,
Do I l i i Can t t . ,
Mew De i Is i - ■ 1 0 . pondeti t;

f thi^ough Shr i Gajender Gi i i , advocate)

ORDER (ORAL .!
Hon"bie Shi i T.N. Bhat , Membei (J)

^  Heard the learned counsel for botfs Ihi

par t i as.
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rea i

1 Ise question in controversy in this 0. A .

:  i es in a narrow' compass. Wh i ie on the one hand,

die app I i cant contends that for f^ecrui trnent as C i ■>/i i i an

Motor Di iver Grade-! I , the Recrui tment Rules app! icable

would be tliose issued under SRO 225 dated 9 . 7 . 8G, or, die

othei hand, the learned counsel foi Uie respondents

tates dnat 'd;e ir'ui trnent Rules 'vvou ! d

tinose contained in SRO 9r dated 31 .3. r9. (..'ndei di

former rules the pr-escribed age l imi t is 35 y. wn

in tine 1 stjbe r  i t i 8 on Iy 25 years. "l 3 ci f 1 t
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appI i ca t i ons have been caI Ied for Civi l ian Motor D i rvers

Grade--! ! which is a post included in SRO 225. the

maximum age I i rn i t of which is 35- years , SRO 97, on the

other hand app 1 i es ttr© Driver Grade-I I . .Apparent ly, the

stand taken by the respondents is wrong as the post

advertised was Civ! I ian Driver Grade-I I whi ie the age

restrict ion now being sought to be appl ied relates to

the post of Driver Grade-1 I .

i t is also not disputed that the case of the

appl icant was considered and after holding the interview

he was also cal led for medical examinat ion. Later,

however, his candidature was cancel led on the ground

that t-iS was over—age as the prescribed age was 25 years.

The learned counsel for the appI icant vehement ly argues

that lirider SRO 225, the upper age l imi t is 35 years and

the appl icant was wi thin the prescribed age and,

therefore, his candidature could not be cancel led. The

'learned counsel for the respondents disputes the

correctness of this content ion.

■4" • After considering the rival content ions of the
learned counsel for the part ies, we are i ric I i ned to

agree wi tl'\ the content ion of the appl icant 's counsel

that thpe Recrui tment Rules appl icable to a Civi l ian

Motor Transport Driver under the Defence Headquarters.

Ministry of. Defence, Group-C would be those laid down in

SRO 225, and the' Recruitment Rules relating to Driver

.Grade- I I would not be appl icable.
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For the foregoing reasons, we a i ! o>,v this O.A.

and quash the order of respotidents cdncei l ing the

candidature of th.e appl icant and direct the respondents

to consider the case of the .appMcant under SRO 225 and

pass appropI" i a t e order-s . Mo cos r.s.
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