-

CeNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI,

0.A No.1136/91

New Delhi: dated this the 02‘3/ day of May, 1297,

HON'BLE M R, S4 R ADIGE, M EMB ER( A

HON'BLE MRS, LAKSHMI SuWAMINATHAN, MBER(I).

Dre. (Mrs) Kanaklata Jena,

Wo Dr. U.C.BisuzS,

Medical - Of‘Flcer( Candldate),
employes State Insurance,
oporation,

4, Kotla R ad,

New Delhi ) ' toce Applicaﬂt-
(By Adwcatss shri G,0,Bhandari )

VBFSU@
1e Bnployees State Insurance
Corporation through

the Director General
Panchdse Bhawan,

4, Kotla ajad’
New %lhio

2, Union of India through
Secratary,

Ministry of Labour,
O vie of India,

New Delhi - s+ eo RESpon dants,
(By Ad\DCate: Shl‘i Go RoNayyaf‘-)

SUDGMEN T

BY HON'BLE MR, S. R.AﬂIuE,M MBER( A).

t

Appllcant prays that respondents bs dirscted o

‘consider he_r‘.candldature for sppointment as Insurance -

Medical Officer( R, 2200-4000) bssed on overall ms ritee

2. ps per ESIC(Medical Posts) Recruitment Requl ations,
1579 the selection Bo ard is to consist of a part=time
Chaimman of the Btatus of qddl Secreuqry, G 0.1 who
may be appOln ted by the pi rector s ESIC u:.t"u tha
spoclf‘ic appro val of the Chainnan ESIC, 2 Medlcal Exporis

and th.e'ﬁfﬂdlcal ommissionsr, ESIC as the daepartmantal
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rep resen tative.

3. e find from the proceedings of tha £3In
Selection Board yhich uere'shm.m W us by respongan il e
counsel that pursuant to the CAT's inmterim oo dsve oz, .
446451 in this OA, zpplicent was provisionaliy
intervieued by a duly constituted Sslecticn Fecasd

on 3041231 2long with others as she could nci

sppear before the Selsction Board dis;ﬁersa’d ri Se€ab.
she being at that time in Orissas. No metericlis hovs
bsen funrished by spplicant to cast doubt on the
constitution of the Board in tem of the Regul aticn

referred to in paragraph 2 2bo vae

4 The interview record shouws that applicsnt
obtained 30 marks, The . Chaiman, Selection 0osdls
letter dated 14.6.91 yhich wyas alsoc shown o us
discloses that the Board followed a system uwharshy
a cendidate securing less than spproximate 20 me ke

Fbrm_ the experts 6r,less than S50 marks in all wuls

‘be considered unfite foplicent has not beoen sblo

to estzblish that any candidats with less mgoks
than her, or indeed one yho hes sscured less “han

the yardstick fixad above was selected.

S5 No person has a legally enforcesbl o right

to be sppointeds A person has a right only to bhe
consldered for sppointment provided he/ she is

lizble for the same.In the present case, ths zpplicunt

prayed for consideraztion of herp candidature for

sppointment and she was considsred by a duly sansti IR T

Selection Boarde b are unable to find zny logal
infimity in the constitution of the Selsction

Board or the sslection process which wuld warrant

i .
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ogur judieclal interventiom,

Be The 08 is dismissed. No eoshs,
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( MAS..LAKSHMI. SusMINATHAN) ( S.R.ADIGE
MeMBER (3) MemBeR{a),
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