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ORDER (ORAL)

By Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, VC (J)

The applicant has impugned the action of the

respondents in issuing the office notice dated 16.3.99

by which private respondents 3 and 4 have been

appointed as Office SuperintendentsGrade—II.

2. Admittedly, both the applicant as well as
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private respondents 3 and 4 belong to the reserved

category, i.e., Scheduled Caste. There were three

posts of Office Superintendent Grade-II which is a

selection post. In the relief prayed for by uhe

applicant, he has prayed that the respondents should

be directed to bring the relevant records of the

proceedings of the Selection Committee and set aside

the impugned order dated 16.3.93,with regard to the

promotion of candidates who were junior to him but wfto

also belong to the SC category. He has alleged that

the selection of the other two candidates has been

done in an arbitrary manner by the Selection Committee

as according to him he has secured the cut o"^ marks of

60% as per Rules. He has also submitted that the

applicant had been earlier selected for the same post

against which the respondents had appointed a general

category candidate. However, it is not,disputed that

what is in question here is the selection to the post

of Office Superintendent Grade-II conducted by the

Selection Corfirijituee in Febi uary loSS.

3. The above averments have been controve? ted

by the respondents. We have also heard Shri R.L.

Dhawan, learned counsel. They have submitted^ irt

compliance of the earlier judgrnent of the Tribunal in

OA No. 2609/36 filed by the applicant, they have

conducted the selection for three posts of Office

Superintendent Grade—II which had fallen vacant w.e.f.

23.7.96. They have submitted that the applicant has
,  ■

been duly considered but had failed to c^alify in the
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selection test. Shri R.L. Dhawan, learned counsel

has produced the relevant Selection Committee records
for our perusal. He has submitted that there is

nothing illegal in the manner in which the selection

process has been conducted.

4. We have perused the aforesaid official

records and found that the applicant,who was placed at

Sr. No.2 has obtained lesser total marks than tho

private respondents 3 and 4. He has also not obtained

60% marks which, as submitted by the learned counsel

for applicant, is the cut off marks as provided in tne

relevant Recruitment Rules. It is also relevant to

note that this is a selection post against which the

applicant has been duly considered by the Selection

Committee.

5, Having regard to the above tacts arid

circumstances of the case, we find no merit in ohe

application any ground to justify interference in

the matter. The OA accordingly fails and is

dismissed. No order as to costs.
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