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New Delhi: this the 17th day of Mapch, 1999,
HON 'BL E MR, S Re ADIGE, VICE CHAIRMAN ().
HON *BLE MRS, LAKSHMI SwMMINATHAN, MEMBER(Q).

shri Mohinder Pal, UDC,

Office of Deputy Dte, General of wrks(U),
Bhginear~-in=Chisf's Branch,

Kastmir Htouse, Ammy Haadquartsrs,

New Delhi esess Ppplicant,

(None app sarad)
Versus

1. Union of India ,
through

Ministry of Hme affairs,

0i rector,
Department of Official Language,

Lok Nayak Bhawen,
Khan Markest,
Del hi ¢

2, Chaiman,
Staff Selection Commission,

Daptt, of Personnel & Training,

Block No,12, Kendriya Karyalaya Division,
Llodhi Road,

Neuw Dﬂlhio

3. Secrastarpy,
Department of Qulture,

Shastri Bhawvan,
N ew Dﬂlh‘.f eocoe h”ondmts’

(None appea red)
0 RDER(O R
HON "3LE MR, Se Re AOIGE VICE CHAT ATaN (a)

foplicant seeks 2ppointment to the post
7h
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of Junior Translator with effect from the date on
which other selsctad candidates of 1991 batch wers
appointed , with all consequential bensfitse

2, Nons appsared for sither party sven on

sacond cally

3. as this 0p was filed in 1993 and was
listed for hearing at Serial No,10 in the regular
1ist, we dispose it on the basis of material

available on recordd

4, Respondents in their reply state that
Department of Official Language had sent two
nominations of 5/Shri Tosh Kumar Sriws and applicant
Mohinder Pal vide their lettersdated 10,4,92 angd
30.4,92 (mnexure=a) for one vacant post of Junior
Hindi Translator in the ODspartment of Culture.

mother wcancy was eamarked for Shri Sudhir Kumar,
JHT who was to be t ansfPerred o (€31 Ranchi through
the Dsptt, of OFPicial Lanquage. Later he had
requested to cancell his transfer and his request

was transferred to 0L, the Cadre ntrolling Authority
(mnexure~-8), Meanuhile an offer of appointment

was sent to Shri Tosh Kumar Sriws sacoo rding to his
rank position (mnexure=C) , but no accep tan ce

was received from him inspite of repeatad remindes
and offer was cencelled vide letter dated 8,6, 93 (Ann-FJ

When nothing was heard from him, offer was sent

to second applicant i,e, shri Mohinder pal on 3,8,93

(mnexure= D) who Jointed duties on 17,11, 93,

S. Respondents havs pointed out that there was

no delay in issuing the ppointment lettep since

a
11 the adainlstratlvo romalitj,
/7\ ®3 have to be
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completed and the offer of appointment could not
bs sent to spplicant till the cancellation of offer
to shri Tsh Kumar Sriwas,

6. Undsr the circmstm_éc, there is no questin
of discrimination and the applicant cannot claim
sppointment from a date earlier to that he
joined the services In this connection, we further
note that there is no denial of the applicent in
the rejoinder rebutting the avements made by the

respondents in their reply,

7e The 0o is dismissseds No costse
ey Srndle v,
Jok -4 ey 2.
( MRS, LAKSHYI SusMINATHAN ) ( SeReADIGE/)
meMBER(D) VICE CHAIRM AN (a)
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