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AORDER d

Applicants impugn reSpondents“ lotter dated
71 J1p%i95 (Annexure A=-1) rejecting their reguest fop ]
promo tion under LDCE as UDCsd They sesk notification

\

i of the numbgar of vacancj.as available under 25% LOCE
quota for the years 19905 19915 1992 and 1993, and
to anmunce the fin.l results of the 1993 LDCE, e
| thersafter offer appointments to applicants with

consequential benefi tsd
4
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24 Applioants were appointed as LOCs, The ne {;3:‘;
lewl is to_that of UDC, for which, as per RRs ' ‘
(Anmxuwli_\i;) 75% vacancies are filled by promctim 5 "
on the basis of seniority cum fitne ssq failing which " ‘
by deputation or transfer, and 25% of vacancics are

filled by promotion through LDCE .

3. Betueen August't 92 and January,y 1993, respondents _'
held 7 LDCEs, the 7th LOCE being held om 9/10”31*7'393’33 ‘
in which applicants appeareds It is not denisd that .
based upon the results of the aforesaid 7th LDCE, 13 U" =
wer8 promoted as UDCS‘“ by orders issued on 10060-93,
241393 and 1334394 respectively (para 4.8 of 08)s

44 Applicants contend in para 4.9 of the OA 1
that before the 7th LDCE (1993), respondents had hald «
the 6th LDCE in June;1989 and promo ted/appointed a1l 5
the 24 qualified c3ndidates(LOCs) as UDCS wunder 25%
LOCE Auote in 198%9. The last appointmamt order wag | -
issued on 1684590 (Annexure AZ23) | Rfter 16,4490,

it is contended that 117 LDOCs were promoted as UDCs _
under 75% seniority cum fitness quota betuedn 30;"539’3-.’}:.\"‘;3

10455195, although applicants adnit that complete
figures/ records regarding promotions mads under 75%
seniority cum fitness quota are not available with

themd It is thus argued that as 117 persons were

[

promo t8d 2gainst 75% ssniority cum fitness quata uh:.ﬁ%f
only 13 persons wer® promoted against 25% LOCE quota,
vacancies in LDUE quotd vere still available against f‘i'

which applicants should have been promoteds

5éf Respondents in their reply challengs thess

assertions of applicants,) They asssrt that the prcmc‘t'i;j
~017 i
of|LDCs to therank of UDCs referred to by applicants

i

and discussed in the previous paragraph has no relevapds

with the grievance of applicantssd




o 4
6 . Rpplicants have filed rejoinder in uwhich thay
deny reSpondents' asSertion and broadly reiterats thei:c

oun. '3
74 We have heard both parties’? I
4l RpplicAnts bass their case on 117 LpCs who ’ :

were promoted as dods under 75% p romo tion quota bemae';‘ “
1999 and 1995 as a2gainst only 13 LDCs promoted ag [}Eth r
under 25% LOCE quota as a result of the 7th LDCE( 993}2

3nd on that basis it is asserted that if tho 75% L‘iuo{i_w

had 117 vacanciesﬁ;:“ the 25% quota would have had more th‘a’“v
13 vacancies.: F‘or this 2pplicangs hhave to establish - |
that all the 117 LDCs promoted as UDCS be tuyesn 199 andfii;f
1995 are relatable to the 13 LDCs promoted as UDCs ag 'G?a .
result of 7th ILDCE (1993). Applicants have not ‘
succesded in doing soy and indsed applicants themsalves
adnit in para 4"39 of the OA that they do not haye mmpls\w“f‘:
record of promotees of LDCs as UDCS under 75% senioriﬁy o

cum Fitness quo ta¥

95 In this connection the Adnnibfficery cel, Fﬁj

e

N ow IDa].hi has filed @ statement dated 6512,2000 shouing |
LN
the bagk up of vacancies of UDCs Wwhich had occcuired and -
were filled during the period 199593 for 75% seniar:.ty
we

quota and 25% LOCE quota, which prima Facie;\ha\éc Teagon
to disbelieved

10 Further more, aren if some addlfzvacancies Ware
available under 25% LOCE quota as 2 result of 7th LocE

(1993) applicants have not succeaded in establishing

that it is they)and not some others,who would hays had a

cl2aim to be promoted as UpCs against thoss uajﬁanciegg
~
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114 In the result the OA warrants no interfereﬂ

It is dismissedd No costs%
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