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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

Regn.No. RA No. 179/92 in
OA 1363/90

Dr^: Bhatnagar

Vs^

union of India 8. Others

Date of decision:21♦OS•1992

i*>L*o'iri.ginal applicant
respondents in the
RA,

.•[•^•original
respondents/

petitioner in the
RA

. 5'-

CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr. p»K. KARTHA, VICE CHAIRMAN(j)

The Hon'ble Mr. B-.N'. DHOUNDIYAL, ADMINISTRATIVE JvlEMBER

1. • \iJhether Reporters of local papers ' may be allo\i/ed
to see the Judgment?'

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not? ([/V

JUDGlvENT

(of the Bench delivered by H©n»ble Shri PuK. Kartha,
Vice Ghairman(j))

The petitioner in this RA is the original respondent

in OA 1363/90 in^ich was disposed of by judgment dated lf.4(iI992.

The original applicant who was working as Project Officer in

the National Research Laboratory for Conservation of Cultural

Property (N-»H,L,G«) had prayed for a direction to the respondents

to declare him entitled to be granted relaxation, like Dr. Nair,
t \

in the requirement of five years' service as Project Officer

so as to make him eligible to oe called for interviev./ for the



post of uii-ector, i^RLG, to iiitervievj him and if selected,

'jppoiiTc iiim to .the siiid post with ail consequential

benefits e

2|» After hearing the learned comsel of botii parties

and going through the records of the case, the application

was disposed of with the direction to the re^ondents to hold

a fresh selection for the post of Director, NRLC, as the
I

^ applicant had by then become eligible in ail respects uader
\

the Recruitment Rules, His suitability should be considered

along with other eligible candidates;. In case he is found

suitaMe for appoiiitment, he should be appointed to the post

of Director, InSRLC. The respondents were directed to conply

with the above directions preferably within a period of

6 months from the date of communication of the orderi^,; It was

V also made clear that in case the respondents had already filled

up the post by appointing Dri, Nair, his appointment would

continue upto 30^09,1992 or till fresh.selection, as directed

above, was finalised, whichever is earlier,

3* After going through the RA, we do not see any

good groind for reiviewing our judgment', ?/e see no error of

law apparent on the face of the judgment. The petitioner has

also not brought out any fresh facts warranting a review of the

judgment.

The RA is accordingly rejected.
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