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CEMTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CRIMCIPAL BEMCH, MEW DELHG.

Member (J}

Member {A)

Shri Pralash Singh,
S/o Shri Bhagwan Singh
R/c 847, ¥Vill. &F. 0. Bi jwasan
tlaw Doib Applicant
{through Sh. M.S. Dalal, .advocate)
/e sus
1 Unifon of india,
through its Secretary,
Ministiry of Defence
Scuth Blocit,
Mew Delhi
Z Commatndant |
Centiral Vehiclie Depot,
Delhil Cantt
Mow Delhi-- 10 R Responden'ts
{through Shri Gajender Giri advccate)
ORDER{ORAL)
Hon bile Shiti T.H. Bhat, Member{(J]
( Heard the learnad counsel For both L

The

2 - question in controversy i this
reaily lties in a narrow compass. While on the cne

ithe applicant contends that for

©

recrui tment as Civilian

Motor Dy iver Grade—11, e Recruitment Rules applicable
would be those issued under SRO 225 dated S.7.8C. on the
sihet hand, the learuned cocunse! fou tlie respondents
states that the relevan! Recruitment Zulss would Ls
those contained in SRC 97 dated 31.3.79 Unden the
former rulas the prescribad age !imit is 35 vears whiis

in the lafte it ois
L-,/
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applications have been called for Civilian Motor Dirvers
Grade—!! which is a post included in 'SRO 225, the
max imum age timit of which is 35- years. SRO 87, on the
other handiapplies E?e Drivef Grade-11. Apparently, the

| e
stand takern by the respondents is wrong as the post

advertised was Civifian Driver Grade-I1l while the age
restriction now being sought tc be applied relates to

the post of Driver Grade-!|

LY

;gm It is also not disputed that the case of the

applicant was considered and after Ho(ding the interview
he was also called for medical examination. Later,
however, his candidature was cancelled on the ground
that he was over.age as the preséribed age was 25 yvears.
The learned counsel for the app!licant vehement!ly arguss

that under SRO 225, the upper age !imit is 35 years and

the applicant was within the prescribed age and,
therefore, his candidature could not be canceliled. The
leatrned counsel for the respondents disputes the

correciness of this contention.

4—, After considering the rival contentions of the
learned counsel for the parties, we are inclined tu
agree with the contenticn of the applicanti’'s counssl
that the Recruitment Rules applicable to a Civilian
Motor Transport Driver under the Defence Headguarters,
Ministh of Defence,>Group—C wouﬁd be those l!aid down in

SRO 225, and the Recruitment Rules relating to Driver

.Grade- 1! would not be applicable.



the foregoing reasons, we allow this O.A.
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nd quash
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order of respondents cancelling the
candidatire of the applicant and direct the respondents
io consider the case of the appticant under SRO 225 and

pass appropriate orders. Mo cosis.
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(S 7. Biswas) (T M. Bhat)

Member {A) viember (J)
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