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, CENTRAL AOCIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
^ I PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEU DELHI.

0. A. NO. 166/94 & 0. A. NO, 155/94

New Delhi this the 21st Day of february, 1994,

Hon'ble Rr. Dustica S, K, Dhaon, Vic©-Chairman
Hon'ble Plr, 8, N, Dhoundiyal, Rsnjb8r(A)

0, A, No. 164/93

1, Sh, Anil Kumar Agarual,
son of late Sh, P, K, Agarual,
R/o 0-788, Sarasuati Vihar,
Pitampura, Delhi.

2, Smt, Ranu Plathur,
S/o Sh, Ajay Bihari Lai,
R/o H-300, Kali Bari Plarg,
Dole Rarket,
Nau Oalhi-110001, Petitioners

(By advocate Sh, B.K. Agarual)

versus

1, Union of India
through the Secretary,
Department of Personnel 4 Training,
North Block,
Neu Oslhi-IIOOOl,

2, The Secretary,
Plinistry of Textiles,
Udyog Bhawan,
Nau Delhi,

O 3. Development CoramissionerCHandicrafts)
Uost Block No,7, R,K, Puram,
Neu Delhi^110066,

4, Sr. Oirector(l»l),
National Handicrafts 4 Handlooms Ruseum,
Pragat-i Raidan, Bhairon Road,
Nau Delhi, Respondents

(Sh, R. L, Verma, counsel for Respondents No, 1,2 & 3.
Sh, P.P. Khurana, counsel for Respondent No.4,)

0. A. No, 165/94

1, Smt, Snah Prabha Grover,
u/o Sh, V, K» Grover,
R/o 9-B, East of Kailash,
Neu Oelhi-110065. Petitioner

(By advocate Sh, B.K. Agarual)

versus
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1, Union of India
through the Secretary,
Department of Personnel 4
Traiihiing, North Block,
Neu Delhi,

2, The Secretary,
dinistry of Textiles,
Gowernment of India,
Udyog Bhauan,
Neu Delhi,

3, Development Commissioner,
(Handicrafts),
Uest Block No,7, H,K, Puram,
Neu Delhi-110066,

4, Senior Director(l*l),
National Handicrafts &
Handlooms duseum,
Pragati daidan,n
Bhairon Road,
Neu Delhi, R esDondents

( Sh, d, L, l/erma, counsel for Respondents No, 1,243,
Sh, P,P, KhuTpna, counsel for Respondent No,4)

Order(Oral)
delivered by Hon'ble dr, Justice S, K, Ohaon, V, C,

In these tuo applications the controversy

raised is similar. They have been heard together.

Therefore, they are being disposed of by a common

judgem en t,

A counter-affidavit has been filed on behalf

of Respondents No, 1 to 3, The learned counsel for

the parties have been heard. Since the point involved

is rather short, ue are inclined to dispose of theso

0,Ae. finally.

By a common or dor dt, 16,3.9 2, the throe

applicants in these applications uere given ad hoc

promotions by the Sr, Dir actor (d). By a common order

dated 17/10,1,94, the Addl,Development Commissioner

(Handicrafts) had dbne auay uith ad hoc promotions

of the applicants. In fact, the applicants have been

sent down by tuo steps. The question to be considered is

whether the Addl, Oevalopmant Commissioner(Handicrafts)



^ 5 hag the jurisdiction to pass such an order.
On 13,8,1991 the Oev/elopment Commissioner

(Handicrafts) issued an office memorandum. In this

memorandum powers of Sr, Director are specified. It

iSj inter alia^ stated^that the Sr, Director will be

the appointing Authority in respect of Gr,*C® & ®0'

posts in the MHHH, It is not disputed that the post

to which the applicants were promoted on ad hoc basis

foil in group •C«, It follows that the Sr. Director

alone was and is the Appointing Authority, It also

follows that the Sr, Director Gloria cdu'lt^jundo the

ad hoc promotions of the applicants. The impugned

^ ordaru thorofore» is without jurisdiction. It has#

therefore, to be got quashed.

These applications succeed and are allowed.

The impugned orderi-S : quashed.

No costs.

(a.N, DHOUNOIYAL) (S,KAOHAON)
Fl£FiBER(A) VICE CHAIRPIAM
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