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HON'BLE SHRI A.V. HARIDASAN ,VICE CHATRMAN(D)
qON 'BLE SHIR S.P. BISWAS, FEY BER{A)

shri Amit Pathak,

5/o Late Sh.M,P,Pathak,

Qtr. Ne,B831 Ssction IX,

R,K.Puram, ‘

New Delhi=110022. ¢e9ed ﬁﬁﬁllsant

(By Advacate; Shri D.R,Guptaj
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i., Union of India through
secretary,Department of Parsonnel &
g Training, North Block,
New Delhi,

2. The Chairmman,
staff Sedection Commission,
12, EG0'S Complex, Lodi Road,
New Delhi=j10003.

3, The Director of Employment Lxchangs,
0.G.24T ,{C,G,C,) Min, of tabour /10,
Jam Nagar House,
New Delhi,
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(8y Advocate:Shri Vijay Mehta)

$ ORER{Oral)
By Hon®ble Shef,V,Haridasan ,YC{J)

The applicant (Amit Pathak) appearsd for a
competitive examination for recruitment to the post
of Lower Division Clsrks (LOCs fox short) pursuant
to a Notification issued by the Staff Selection
Commission (§5C for short) in the yeax 1991, His
name figured at S,No.47 in the rerit list prepsred
for Group-Y offices, Accordingly, he uas nominated

alénguith an other person to the L,B. L, office but
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the C,B.1, returned their dossiers on the g round \that
the vacancies notified earlier had since bsen filled
up by the departmental candidates. Thepeafter, the
applicant uas neminated to the office Cpaching =cum=
guidance Centre for sc/sT., The applicant was not
satisfied with the enyvironment in that office bscause
he found that there would be limited chances of careel
advancement, Houever, he jodned the post an 16,5,93
yithout prejudice to his right tu be %1 located Lo somé
other office, The other candidate who alonguith applicant
had been nominated to C,B, 1, waes thepeafter nominated
+o some other office of the C,08,1, The applicant
aggrieved by his nomgnation to the offer of the
foaching-cum=Guidance Center forp SC/ST, made & repre-
sentation, The said representation uas reiected by
the impugned order (Annexure-A) in uwhich the respondents
haye stated that the applicant having besn rominated
to the same grade with identical pay scals hacg ne
legitimate grievantce, Aggrieved by this, the applicant
has filed this application seeking to have the pYOCe du ré
folloysd by the §SC fer nomination of the qualified
candidates to be set aside as violative of Articles
14 & 16{1) of the Constitution as alsu  besides
setiing aside Annexure =1 order by which his represen~
tation was rejected for a dipection to respandenis 1o

re-nominate the applicant t9 other office under Group

Ze 1t is allegad that the applicant is & Commerce
Graduate and his services could be better utiliead

yhere therys are some sromotional prospects.

3 The respondents have in their reply contested
pLy

the claim of the applicent, They haye sxplained thse



eipoumetances under yhich the applicant @a&%ﬁﬁ%@% he
- sabsorbed in the €8I Office and had to be renominated.

They have also stated that renomination was dune

stpictly in accordance with the principles ghanh wsre

folloyed in the gstablishment.

4 ye heve gone through the pleadings and have

neard the lesarned counsel for both the pa rties,

It is unfortunate that the applicant yhao rad

R f

sbiaired a high rating in the corpetitive gwar inatlon
and placed at 5.Mo,47 was though nominated to an affice
a3f the C8I could not be accommodated fay the 835008

siready been filled

éﬂsz

ihat the vacancies yhich existed had &

up . We do not find any legitipatm clais fuy Lhe
applicant for being appointed as Lor ir 8 parbicul=r
cffice, No rule or instruction has bhe&n brought Lo
aur npotice to shouw that the applicant if not appointed
in the office of the £,8,1, should be appointed in
any other particular affice, The zpplicant hae 2lso
mot made it clear which office he prefers, He shly

4 says that he should be posted yhere hig seivices

could be better utilised, uhy the se:

zpplicent carnot be utilisecd in 2 manner 8s aoord 88 An
any other office has not been explained by the applitart,
Ee In viey of uhat hae beer discussed above, we oo

nut find any reason to irterfere with the impugred <

Accardingly, the OA is deveid of merit and s

leaving the parties to bear their oun casbse.
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