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CENTRAL ADiniWl5TRATI\iE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL SENCH

OA No ;521 69/95

Nau Del his da tad this the day ofVtl^jaOOl
HON»BLE PlRls^RoAOlGE,yiCE CHAIRPIAN(ft) .
HO N»BLE OR oA 5vEDAy;A L LlfPlEPI BER (3 )

Sl&XTi . - - k
ToP•Narayanasuami^
S/o ShEi T;^P^'^air(lale)'^
R/o 39^1 C8I Colonyf
y/asant \/ihaif|
Nqu Qslhi—S7

LOC in CBl|ftC-Ilf
Lok Nayak Bhauan^

Nay Dalhi-3oi

2^^ Pram Prakashl| &
S/o Shri Shi va Nancfj|
r/O 4SLh^ CBI. Colony'?

y/asant Oiharp
Nau DBlhi-57'ii
LDC in CBICoordination Division?
Lok Nayak Bha\/an?%
Neu, Dal hi-3^^

3o^ Sanjay Kumar Kullai/|
s/o Lata Sh?i3ai Lai Khollai''?
R/o W=40, Doubla Storay BuildingV,
Uast patal Nagar?*
Nau Dal hi

LDd?CBl'? SIU(I)0»
CGO Coraplax-?
Nay Dalhi-si

Ci Narandar Singh Nagi'
S/o SNfi A^S^Tlagif .
R/o SD-Er? cai Colony''?
y/asant y/ihar'?
Nay Dal.hi-S7»^
LDO? SCB Delhi Branchf?
CGO Corapiex?^-
Nay Oalhi® 3sl

y/oC'SRaveandra^ Pillai'?
s/o Shri G,'C#>illai,

' y/asant Vihavf
Nay Bel M.

LDC in
CBI,.SIU(IX),

CGO Corapla^'?
Nay Delhia3



d
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6j Vinod Bish;^|_
S/o Shri SoSo8ish4^
R/o W-287p Sarojini Wagar'
N0U Delhi

log in CBI^l siu(\/in),
CGO Complsx'y^

Nsu 0slhi-3i'

7'^ Shri Ishuar Narayan Upadhyay*^
S/o B,N,%adtyay|
R/o U-14^Bf Pitarapara^
Delhi-3#
LOG in GBrCsiU(yill),
CQO Complex'^
Neu Del hi-3 , flpplicantsi

(By Advrocataj Shri Cyan Prakash)

ferstia "

1o^ Union of India .
through Secrotary^
Ministry of Personnal & Training-"^
Oeptt'S^ of PjOrsonnal & Trainin g& & t)V
North Blockt^,
Neu Oalhi'^

2^ Director^ Oantral Bureau of Invsstigation(G3I),
GOD Goraplex^ Lodhi Road|^
Neu DBlhi-3»

3i' Dyo^irector (Admn),
CB® j,
GOO Gomple}^' Bloc k No^^

~J Delhi-S .U o ooRs^ondanteol

(By Advocates Shri NoSjHahta)

S^i^dioe^^tftrCA^s^

Applicants ̂ pugn respondents® letter dated

3lo*l0ol95 (AnnexurB a^I) rejecting their request for

promotion under LDGE as DDCso'^ They seek notification

of the number of vacancies available under 25^ LOCE

quota for the years 199oS 1991^1 1992 and 1993^ and

to announce the final results of the 1993 tOCE, and

thereafter offer appointments to applicants uith

consequential benefits^



><

51: !

;

'■ ■ i
^  i
i  • =

■ ^ "2# Applicants ware appointad as LOCso' Hhe fjejui'
leyel is. to that of UDC, fbt which, as per rrs

(Anne>(ure-Aw^ 7 5^ v/acanciss are filled by promo
on the basis of seniority cum f i tne s^^^ failing u
by deputation or transfer, and 25^ of v/acanciQs are

filled by promotion through LOCEo'

3o^ Between Augustj'1972 and 3anuaryVl99^ respondents
held 7 LDCEs, the 7 th LDCE being held oni 9/l0

in which applicants appeareoSo' It is not denied that

>4; based upon the results of the aforesaid 7th LOCE, 13
weio promoted as UDCs'^' by orders issued on 10o^6<>93j ;

24:^1'|l93 and 13^4^94 respecti\/ely ^ara 4<>^ of OA),: hi
Applicants contend in para 4,^9 of ttie OA 1

that before tte 7 th LDCE (l 993)',' respondents had held i
the 61h LDCE in Ouns^l 989 and promo ted/appointed all

!  ! :
the 24 qualified Candida tea (LDCs) as OOCS under 25^

L ;

LDCE in 1989i9Do The last appointment order wag h

issued on 16'^f9D (Annexure A^3) J After 16,^4,^90,
it is contended that 1l7 LDCs were promoted as UOCs

under 75^ seniority oum fitness quota betu^n 33o'5o^9l

10«'^5«|95, although applicants admit that camplete h
figures/ records regarding promotions made under 75%

\

seniority oum fitness quota are not available with

them^ It is thus argued that as 117 persons wers
!  ■ ; ^

promoted against 75^ seniori^ cum fitoess qu^to uhii^j i
I

only 13 persons were promoted against 25^ LOOE quotaj ;
vacancies in LDOE quota were still available against '

which applicants should have been promo ted,'

Respondents in their r^ly challenge these
assertions of applicants,^ They assert that the promo
^ rmj

ofj^LOCs to the rank of UDCa referred to by applicants
and discussed in toe previous paragraph has no r ele

with the grievance of appHj^nts'i

i  ;
!
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6 o' Applicants have filed rejoinder in irfiidi ttfey^'
deny respondents* assertion and broadly reiterate ttPir

oyn^
•:

i  i

7»' Ue have heard both partiest^

Ofl Applicants base their case on 117 LOCe yho 1 i

uere promoted as UDCs under 75^proraotion qaote betwe^i
1991' and 1995 as against only 13 LOCs promo ted ag

under 25% LOCE quota as a result of the 7th tDCE(l99!^j
^  and on lhat basis it is asserted that if tte 75%

had 117 vacancies? the 25^ quota uould have had more

13 vacancies, ,l^r this ap^aiicant^ hhave to establish j -
^  that all the 117 LDCs promoted as UDCS bs tu^n 1991 ane^j j:

1995 are relatable to the I3 LOCs promoted as OQCs ag e

result of 7th llOCL (1993), Applicants have not ?
:  ; \

succeeded in doing so'^ and indeed applicants thanselves: ̂ '

actait in para 4J9 of the OA that they do not have ODmplfeM
record of promotees of LDCs as UDCS under 75% seniori^j :
cum fitness quo ta^

;  ;
1  5

9^' In this connection the Actan^fficer, C8I, Hq^ i

^'iied a statement dated 6^2^00 shouing ! ;
^  tfie up of vacancies of UDCs uhich had occured and [ i

uere filled during the period 1 99)^.93 for 7 5?? senioriigf 5 ,
^  Vv^ ■)quota and 2 5^ LDCE quota, uhich prima faciSj^ha^reason ; i

to disbelieved

;  '

10^ Further more; a/en if some addllvacancies uere -
available under 25^ LOCE quota as a result of 7th LOCE ^
(1993) applicants have not succeeded in establishing j
that it is they^and not some others,uho uould have had a J !
claim to be promoted as UDCs against those vQCandeJ
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11# In t^e result the OA uarrants no intarfererr^

It is dismiss8(/| No oostslj

<xV

( or#a#\/eoa\/alli )
nEnB£:R(3)

AOI

VICE CHAlRIIAa(A)
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