CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' _ ERNAKULAM BENCH

R N T

0.A.No. 189 of 2004

Friday, this the 12th day of March, 2004

CORAM

HON'BLE MR. A.V. HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN
HON'BLE MR. T.N.T. NAYAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1, Ajmal Azeez,
S/0 T.M. Azeez, ,
Thachirukudi House,
Tandekad, Perumbavoor, ,
Ernakulam - 683 547 o .+« Applicant

(By Advocate Mr. K.S. Madhusocodanan)
Versus

1. Union of India rep. by Secretary,
Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances
and Pension, Department of Personnel and
Training, North Block, New Delhi.

2. The Director, L A
Central Bureau of Ipvestigation,
Block No.III, CGO Complex,
Lodhi Road, New Delhi - 110 003 A .+ Respondents
(By Advocate Mr. M. Rajendrakumar, ACGSC)

The application héving been heatd on 12-3-2004, the
Tribunal on the same day delivered the following:

ORDER

HON'BLE MR. A.V. HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

The applicant was one of the persons initially selected
by the Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI for short) for
appointment made for 134 posts of Police Constables pursuant
to the notification dated 29-3-2000 (Annexure Al). For some
reasons the CBI cancelled the select list. Aggrieved by the
cancellation of the sélect list, one Rajeesh P.U, who was a
pefson'pla¢ed in the select list, approached the Tribunal by
filing OA.N0.327/2001 challenging the canéellétion. That OA

was dismissed by the Tribunal. However, the Hon'ble High

'."2.



0.2‘.

High Court of Kerala set aside the order of the Tribunal

stating‘that for the alleged ifregularity the entire

selection need.aot have been cancelled and those whose selectiOn
W@asmq% ﬁﬁt@@@@dshould have been appointed. The Judgement

of the Hon' ble High Court of Kerala has becomé fihal._‘In

the meanwhile, £hewapplicant and sbme other persons similarly

situated approached the Hoﬁ'bieﬂﬁigh Court by filing O.P.

No.5221/2001 and the Hon'ble High Court allowed their claim

and declared that they are also similarly situated. However, in

the list prepared after the revaluation of answer papers
(Annexure A8), the applicant‘s name was not incluaed in é list
"of 134 persbns. Finding that 29 persons out of 134 have not‘
joiaed for’varidgs reasons and that therefore the appiiéant‘
wouié be entitled to be éppointed against oné‘of the Gacancigs,
the appiiéant s@bmitted a representation on 1—3J2004‘(Anhekure
A¥10), The said representation is yet to be ccnsidered and
disposed of by the“?nd\reépopdent._ Under'thesé circumstanges,
the‘apblicant has filed this apélication for é_direction to
- £ill up 29 vacancies referred to in Annexure A9 fﬁom the rank

list.

2. When the application came up for hearing, Shri M. Rajéndra

Kumar, ACGSC took notice on benalf of the réqundents. Coun#el.

on either side agreebthat the application may be dispbsed of
directing the 2nd réspondeht to consider Annexuré A=10 repre-
sentation of the applicant and to‘give the applicant an

appropriéte reply as expeditiously as possible.

3. In the light of the above submissions made by the lea:hed
counsel on either side,vwe dispose of the Original Application
directing the 2nd respondent to cons;der Annexure A-10

representation of the applicant and to give the applicant an
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appropriate reply as expeditiously as possible, at any rate
not later than six weeks from the date 6f"receipt of a copy

Of this order. No order as to costs.

Friday, this the tp¢nday of March, 2004

Vs
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T.N.T. NAYAR A.V. HARIDASAN
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER VICE CHAIRMAN

AKk.




