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Per D.C. Verma, V.0 

By this O.A.,the applicant has claimed absorption on the post 

of Laboratory Attendant. 

2. 	The brief fact is that for the post of Laboratory Attendant an 

interview was held on 15.7.1996. The applicant alongwith others was 

'interviewed and marks were allotted to the candidates. 	It is not 

disputed that only 5 vacancies were notified of which only two were 

for unreserved candidates. The applicant is an unreserved candidate. 
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The respondents' case is that the applicant was considered 

alongwith others and marks were allotted. The applicant could secure 

only 39 marks whereas the qualifying marks for selection was 50. 	As 

per the list, those who secured 50 marks and abovel were kept in the 

panel. As the applicant failed to secure the qualifying marks, his 

name was hot brought in the'panel. Out of the 7 candidates in the 

panel, 2 candidates, namely Sudip Purkait and Arun Pan.i who secured 

highest marks, were appointed. 

Ld. 	counsel for the applicant has submitted that as per the 

respondent' reply candidates were called for the interview on the 

basis of their qualification and experience only. The interview was 

'held on 15.7.1996. The applicant has been given only 39 marks whereas 

~udip Kumar. Purkait whose name is at Srl. No.21 in the eligibility 

list, was given 71 marks. 	The applicant, according to the ld.' 

counsel, has 5 years' experience as Laboratory Attendant whereas Mr. 

Sudip Kr. 	Purkait has no experience as Laboratory~ Attendant, 

therefore, the applicant should ' have been given more marks in 

comparison with Sudip Kr. . Purkait and accordingly a direction be 

given to the respondents. 

Ld. counsel for the respondents on the other' hand submitted 

that the committee which interviewed about 40 persons, assessed merit 

of each candidate and allotted marks as per Annexure A-I to the O.A. 

He further submitted that the Tribunal cannot sit in appeal over the 

selection committee to adjudge the mind of the members of. the 

committee. 	It is also submitted that many candidates secured mar'ks 

higher than the applicant,., hence the applicant has no chance of 

selection.- It. is further submitted that the persons who have been 

selected or listed in the panel have not been-made party. 
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6. Counsel for the parties have been heard at length. A copy of Gf 

the panel has been annexed as AnTfexure A-2 to the reply. It shows 

that 7 unreserved candidates' panel was prepared.' 	'The applicant's 

name is :not in the panel. 	For the two vacancies of unreserved 

candidates Mr. Sudip Purkait and Mr.Arun Pani who secured highest 

marks, were given appointment in their order. The applicant has come 

to challenge.the appointment without impleading the selected persons. 

So no relief can be granted to the applicant. Further, simply because 

the applicant has 5 - years' experience and one of the appointed person, 

namely Sudip Purkait has no experience, the appointment of Sudip 

Purkait cannot be held invalid. It is not disputed that qualification 

and experience was not the only criteria for selection. Had it been 

so, the.re  was no necessity of interview. Only examining the records 

would have served the purpose. Besides this, not only Sudip Purkait 
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but three others namely Susmita Banerjee, Jhuma ,Ghosh and Rajesh Gupta 

have no experience, but their names appear in the panel. So the 

applicant cannot challenge the appointment of Sudip Purkait on the 

ground that Mr. Purkait hag no experience. 

7. 	In view of the above discussions, the above' O.A. has no merit 

,and the same is dismissed without any order as to costs. 

MBER ( A) 
	

VICE-CHAIRMAN 


