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CeJJTRaL ACniNlSTRATIUE TRIBUNAL PRIivlClPAL BENCH

MEU DELHI,

0.A.No.1136/91

Nqu Oelhii dated this the oi-5-^ day of Play, 1397.

HOW»BLEriR.S.R.AOlGE, PIEMBERCa).

HON'BLEMRS. LaKSHMI SUAniNATHAN, f'l ffIB ER(3) .,

Dr. (Mrs) Kanaklata 3ena,
i/o Or. U.C.BisujgS,
Medical-Officar( C^didate),
employee State Insurance,
(]apo ration,
4, Kotla ftDad,

Nau Delhi .,Applican t.

(By Advocataj ' Shri G.D.Bhandari )

Versus

Bnployees state Insurance
Corporation through

the Olrector General,
Panchdsep Bhauan,

4, Kotla (^Dad,

Neu Delhi,

2» Union of India through
Secretary,
Ministry of Labour,
Go vt» of India,

Nbu Delhi ....Respondents,

(By Advocate! shri G. R.Nayyar.)

JULaGCT gJ T

BY HON'BLE MR. S. R. AQIGE.M FTOB ER( A> «
'

Applican t prays that respondsnts fas dirsotBd to

ronsldar her.candidature for Eppolntmsnt as Insuremca
fledloal Offic9r( fe.2200-4000) based en ovarall msrltw

2. fls per ESIC(nedioal Posts) Rscruitaent Regulations,
1879 the selection Board Is to consist of a part-time
tJiaiimai of the status of Mdl. Secretary, G.0,1 i,,ho

may be appointed by the Director , ESJC uith the

specific approval of the Chalman fsl C; 2 Medical ExpsrtJ
and the Medical temmlssicner, ESIC as the departmental
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rap resen tati ve«

3* '-te find f rom the proceedings of thg ~3I C

Selection Board which uere shoun to us by rei^ponden I. •••

counsel thatpursusnt to the CaT's intei^im o-d3i:s rj-,.,-

4,6,91 in this 0 A» applicant uas pro \/isionally

in tsruiGWBd by a duly constituted Salsction E-c a^d

on 30,12,91 slong uith others as she could net

appear before the Salsction Board dispersed on 5«e«S*;.

she being at that time in Orissa. . No msterirls

ba^ ,funrishad by sppli can t to csst doubt on the

> constitution of the Board in term of the Regulation

referred to in paragrjph 2 above#

4.-' The interview record shq ufS that applicant
obtained 30 marks. The ^Tairman, Selection Ooar-d'sj

iButer Qated 14,6»91 ijhich uas also shown to ua

discloses that tha Board folloued a systs-m uharaby
a candidate securing 1eas than approximate 2C

form the experts or less th^ 50 marks in all i.fojld

•be considered unfit. /\npli c^t has no t been able

to estd^lish that any candidate uith 1ess marks

than her, or indeed one uho has secured less -ihan

the yardstid< fixed aboue uas selected.

person has a legally enforcesbla right

to be ^pointed. Aperson has a right only to bg

considered for appointment prouided he/she is

liable for the s^e.In the present case, tha applicaRf.
prayed for consideration of her candidature fr '

appoin tment and, she uas considered by a duly conati v'j-
selection Boards are unable to find any laqal
infirmity in the con sti tii tion of tha Selection
Board or the selection process u;hiah ^uld .arrant
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our judicial intsin/en tion„

6. Tha OA is dismissed. No msts

n R3 .LAKs MM I. SUAP11N £\ TH AW )
n EMBER (3)
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