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petitioner, K.S. Saxena, who is working as) beﬁ;;;f;ikﬂ

Assistant in the grade of Bs.425-700 in the Narﬁhgmnﬁﬁ*
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vacancies of Assistant Personnel Cfficers for the

selection held in 1982 which took two years to cet

finalised and has prayed for issue of a direction to
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submitted so as to reach the office by 20.11.1982, Th&iﬁ{

petitioner was one of the elegible candidates and he
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applied for the selection. A written test was held on
12.2.1984, he was thereafter called for the viva voce
test. A panel of 18 persons was declared 0“-3i9qi984i{ _
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4, The petitioner's case 1is that the tespﬂﬁdeffif”:z

did not follow the procedure regarding holding Sgiécﬁiﬂ:i_._

which get delayed beyond one year. Thus inspite of §y

b < &
qualifying in the selection he could not get in the pangﬁgL

l.

Had the procedure been followed he would have been & 1
empanelled against the vacancies for the itwo yearwpg@ing'j§
1984-86., What is, therefore, tO be determined is whether 'lg

the process of selection was correctly followed or not.
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Sis yle have heard the learned counsel for the ”
parties and have also perused the Selection Board ;
proceedings., It was contended before us that reasSessmeﬁﬁiy
of vacancies should have been done because the selection ?
was not completed within four months and lasted over a ?
period of two years., The learned counsel for respondents, h
however, contended that even if 10 vacancies for the l%
period 1984-86 would have been included the petitioner E'

had no chance %o get empanelled because his position was

much lower according to his seniority.
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Jﬁa 11, There could be another situation tf?@ffh

selections were delayed beyond one year after the

applications had¥been invited, the yvacancies could @g;f“f
- reassessed in June, 1983 to cover the vacancies fOr:ﬁﬁW!
period upto June,1985. Byt even in that case oniithe basv;j_
of vacancies likely to occur during 1984-86 period whidh ;g
was 10, the chances of empanelment of the petltioner-were |
remote as contended at the Bar by the learned counsel
for the respondents because the number of vacancies would

have been lesser than 10, However, this submission was %

not made but even On this account the petitioner gets no

benefit.

12. On the above considerations we do not find any-i

grounds toO interfere with the selection procedure. The

writ petition accordingly fails and is dismissed. Parties #
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will bear their own costse

Vice=Chairman.

Dated: January \ 72,1988,
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