
Centra! Administrative Tribunal

Principal Bench

Q.A. No. 1055 of 1998

New Delhi , dated this the 12th December, 2000

HQN'BLE MR. S.R. AD IGE. VICE CHAIRMAN (A)
HOM'BLE DR. A. VEDAVALLI , MEMBER (J)

Shri R.M. Nair,
Sec t i on Of f i car,
National Informatics Centre,
planning Commission,
A EIock, CGO CompI ex.
Lodhi Road,
New DeIhi-110003. .. Appl icant

(By .Advocate: Ms. Monica Kapoor)

Versus

1 . Union of India through
thi= Special Secretary & Director General ,

National Informatics Centre,
Planning Commission, A Block,
CGO Compl ex, Lodh i Road.
New Dethi-I10003.

2. The Dy. Director,
P & V Section,
N. I .C., New Delhi .

3  Shri C.B. Nambiar,
Dy. D i rector,
H.£ -C., Udyog Bhawan,
Pune (Maharashtra)

( By .Advoca te: Sh r i M.S. Meh t a
None for R-3)

ORDER (Oral)

MR. S.R. ADIGE. VC (A)

Respondents

T

.Appl icant impugns Respondents' orders dated

6.3.98 (.Annexure A-1 ) rejecting his cl i a.m to be

placed senior above Respondent Mo.3 in the seniority-

l ist.

?- V/e have heard appl icant's counsel Ms.

Monica Kapoor and respondents' counsel Shri

N S.Mehta.



lA

3  Rscru i tmsnt Ru! ss for ths. post of S.O.

i p, the N.!.C. have been extracted at Annexure R-1 ,

from which it is clear thai 25% vacancies are to be

fi! led by promotion and 75 % by appointment on the

basis of departmental competitive examination

conducted by the Dept. of Electronics from el igible

categories of persons.

4. The seniority l ist of S.Os dated 8.3.90

(Annexure 2) reveals that fo-l lowing the aforesaid

quotas in the year 1998 S/Shri C.G. Ganesan, Sr.

No. 11 . Shyam Sunder and T.R. Sharma were appointed

QP, lihe basis of Departmental Competitive Examination

on 5.12.83 and 28.12.88. Thereafter Respondent No.,

3 Shri C.B. Nambiar was appointed from the promotion

quota on 1.5.89 and thereafter appl icant Shri

R . M . Na i r . SI . No .15; Shri M . K . Sub raman i am,. SI . No .

1fi and Shri P.S.Pi l lai , SI. No. 17 were appointed

out of the D.C.E. quota.

5. The • aforesaid appointments make it clear

that the aforesaid rota quota system was fol lowed by

p^gpon-Hgnts and merely because appl icant was

appointed through deparmenta! competitive examination

on 1 .2.89 whi le R-3 '.vas appointed under the promotion

quota on 1 .5.89 'w i I I not necessar i ly make appi leant

senior to R-3. In this connection Shri Mehta has

rel ied upon C.A.T., P.B. Shri G.C. Pi l lai Vs.

Un i on of India 1990 (14) ATC 2S3, wh i ch has upheId

the rota quota system.



r
ft yjhgpg appc i ntmsnts are made, i n accordance

with rota quota system^as manifestly they have been

mads in the present case^and the seniority has been

fixed strictly in accordance with that system, in oui

view it warrants no interfsrence.

i nterfere

d i sm i ssed

In the result we see no good reasons
+ ft

t he 0.A. wh i oh i accord i ngIy

Mo costs.

(Dr. A. Vsdava1 ! i)
Membe r (J)

' ok '

(S . Ad i ge)
Vice Chairman (A)


