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Central administrative Tribunal
ftrincipal Benchj Neu Delhio

Qk.^22l|BS

l^u Delhi this the 19th day of August, 1996,

Hon'ble Sh„ A, Haridasan, Wice-^airman (D )
Hon'ble Sh, nuthukuraar, nerabervA;

5h. Yogendar Kjmar,
S/o late 5h, Sugan,
R/o 12/123, Pachkuan Road,
Neu Oelhi-1I 9

Sh. Pankaj Kjtnar,
S/o late Sho Yad Ram,
R/o 436, Lodi Road Complex,
(teu neihi-3- Applicants.Neu Delhi-3o

(through Ms. Nishi Bisaria, proxy counsel for Sh, SoK,Bisaria,
advocate )

versus

1.' Union of India,
through the Secretary,
Oeptt, of Culture,
l^nistry of Human Resources and Deyelopment,
Shastri Ehauan, Neu Delhio

2. The Director-General,
^  National Museum, Danpath,
O  Nau Delhi. Respondents

(through Sh, M,M. Sudan, advocate)

CRO£R(CRAL)
delivered by Hon*bls Sh. Ao'Vo^ Haridasan, I/. C. (3)

The applicants uho are group-D employees in the

National Museum are aggrieved by incorporation of a condition

in the Circular dated 26.02.96 issued by the respondents

for promotion from Group-D post to Group-C post on a regular

basis under the 10^ quota reserved to be filled from (ioup-D
(po^

employees pE.04i#idiamthat such employees should have regular

service of 5 years in Group-D and, therefore, have filed this

application seeking that the said provision may be set-aside

as arbitrary and illegal.
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2, Ch notice Sh, Sudan appeared on behalf of the

respondents, Sh, Sudan stated that the Notification

uas issued strictly in conformity uith the provision

contained in the Recruitment Rules uhich provide that

the Group—D employees have 5 years regular service

for being considered eligible for appointment towards

10% quota reserved for them in tha grade of L, 0, C,

3o Ue have perused a copy of tha Recruitment Rules

and we are satisfied that there is such a provision in

the Recruitmeht'Rules, The Recruitment Rules promulgated

under the provisio to ^tide 309 of the Constitution are

to be followed and, therefore, the respondents cannot be

faulted for prescribing the qualification in the NotificatLor
I

in accordance with the provisions contained in ttje Recruit-
t

ment Rules, Ue do not find anything in this application

uhich needs further deLeberation. Therefore, tha

application is rejected under Section 19(3) of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985,

o

fcthukumar) Haridas^
U.C. (3)


