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1. Laxtni Narayan,

DafttVf
pyo Zona-lf
Ministry of Urt>an Davalopwent,
Ninn an Bhauaf*.
Na Gi Del Hi

2. Rarep al
Oaftry,
pyo zono-l »
Ministry of UibsH Dav/alopraent»
KiimsiO Bhauan,
Na u Dial Hi •

3. Attar SingH, Group *oS
PUD zone If , ,
Ministry of Urban Oavalopmantf
Nitman BHauan,
New OalHi.

4# Ram Kuwart Group *0'»
C. E. Foe d. CIP Q. f

KrisHi BHauan,
Nau Del Hi

5. A3 ay Kumart Group *0*^
OGU,
Ministry of Urban OewBlopraant,
Niimsn Bhauan,
N au Dal Hi

An d

nimNISTRnTlUE tribunal PRINCIPAL BENCH

20 otHars Applicantt.

(By Advocate: SHri Ditendra SHaimap Sr. Oounsel)

tferaue

Union of India.
thiougH Sacratary.
Ministry of Urbsn Oe\»lopment.

Nitman BHawan.

Naw Del Hi-011

2e Shri Anil Kunar

3. SHri Ran Lai

I :v.
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4- Shrl Ramesh Chand#

5, Shri Roshan Lai.

6, Shri Dodtpal.

7* Shri Sukhblr Singh.

8. Shri Ram Kishan Dalai,

9. Shri Partap Singh.

10. Shri nukhtiar Singh.

11. Shri fitter Singh,

Respondents 2 to 11 ara L DCs and

q/o Section Officer, C.C. VII CP JO,
Ministry of Urban Deuelopment,

* Nirman Bhauan,
Netj Delhi -Oil ...Respondents.

(Nona appeared).

DUOGMEWT

HDN'BIE MR.S.R.fiDlGE. VICE CHfil fTI fiN ( ft),

Applicants seek promotion as L DCs maintaining

their seniority and regularisation from the date

of their initial promotion.

2. Applicants who are substantives Category *0*

staff under Ministry of Urban Qev/elopment contend

that in 1986 respondents promoted a number of

Category *0* staff including applicants themselv/es

as adhocLDC. Later, in 1987 they were reverted

to their substantive posts in *0' category.

TheretJpon some of those re\«rted (other than

applicants) filed 0 fi No. 668/68 and connected

cases against their reversion and for regul arisation

which was allowed by common judgment dated 12.4*91

(finnexure-A) with a direction to respondents to

regularise their services in consultation with
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SSC after evaluating their performance uithin

three months by relaxing the age restriction, if

necessary* Respon dan ts uere further directed

not to revert those applicants till they uere

regularised and to protect their pay» allowances end

other benefits adaisslble to regular L DCs*

3« Applicants stats that in implementation

of the aforesaid judgment dated 12.4.91, respondents

issued office order dated 22*6*92 (Annexure-C)

promoting 35 Category *0* employees as LOO® on

regular basis, but while doing so, they did

not follow the seniority list and promoted even

those who were junior to the applicsnte , which

is illegal, arbitrary and against natural justice#

We have heard Shri D.Shaxma, Sr. counsel

who appeared with fliss G. Oara for the applicants .

None appeared for respondents, ye have perused

the materials on record*

Respondents in reply have taken the

stand that the judgment dated 12.4.91 (3up ra)
was applicable only to the persons mentioned therein

regardless of their seniority in category *0*

and hence their action which was taken in obedience
to the aforesaid ju(^mBnt is strictly in accordance
with law*

6. ye have given the matter our careful
00nsi deration. as per F^le 12 CSCS Rules, 19 62
vacancies in LGC grade are filled, 9O5C by direct
recruitment on the basis of competitive exem. held
by SSQ from amongst eligible category •o«
employees through LOCE hel d by sSC ; and 5^
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from anongst ellgibl# category '0* employees on the

basis of seniority subject to rejection of the unfitr

The number of vacancies becoming available each year

is fixed, and it is beyond the Tribunals jurisdiction

to direct respondisits to increase it merely to

accommodate the applicants* Under the circumstance

applied ts will have to await their turn for

promotion against the quota available for them.

7^ The question then arises whether after

promotion as LOCs applicants will be entitled

to daim thei r origin al seniority ^ vd.s a vis

those p romoted pursuant to the aforesaid o rder

dated 22.6.92) in Group 'O* as per seniority list

dated 20,1,87 (Annexure- B).

8, In this conn action wa hold that

judgment dated 12.4,91 cannot ba in te rp re ta d by

Respondents to mean that the seniority list of

Category * D* employees could be ignored by them.

It is Settled law thgt the applicants being

similarly situated as the beneficiaries of

judgment dated 12,4,91 (supra)^ and adnittadly

being senior to some of the parsons promoted by

office order dated 22, 6,92, are antitlad to claim

thei r o rigin al seniority , upon thei r p romo tion

as LOGS against 5"^ quota. In this connection,

applicants' counsel stated at the bar that the

applicants would be satisfied if their original

seniority in Group '0* was protected as and when

raspon den ts p romo te them as L DC^,
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g fJNrJty W It
Acco r cfin ni y.y*r, tnis UA is^disposed of

"ith , ,irer.tion to the respondents thnt es
"h«n theyprp,„t, the sppU,,„ts ,s t ,C3 sgalnst
St quota, thalrorlsin,! -
should be rfisfnmaj

o v/i s 9 1/1 c 4> ^v/is those promoted
by Offlpo Order dated 22,6.92, ulth auch
"naepuantlat benerits sa a™ aCisstbia ,„,ar
roles «,d instrootions. no ppata.
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( ^R5, Lakshpii Swam in athan )
l^EPierR (3)

/ug/

/^kJcCk
( S.R. ajl3£

>/lCE CHAlfiriAN (a)
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