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IN THE CGENTRAL ADMENISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
RINCIPAL BENCH '

0.A., 1679/96
“Ma-2209/96

Ney Delhi this the 27th Day of Februery, 1997,
Hon'ble Smt.bkakshmi Suaminathan, Member (J)

Hon'ble Shri R.X, fhooja, Membar (1)

Shri M,5. Ashokan
s/o Sh, A.M, Munisysmy
R/o F-1/537-4,Gali No, 2
Uttam Nager, Nsu CUelhi-59
worixing as Oegputy DlruCt“P(CDOpe ation)
m/o Civil supplies, Consumer Affairs and PO -
Krisni Bhauqn, New Dz2lhi-1 B
. eo e Gpplicant
(By ﬂduoc§te shri C,.8, Plllai)
' VS. -
1. Union of India through
The Secretary to the Govi.cf Indig
Ministry of Civil QUppllGQ, Consumer

ATfairs & B D, .
Krishi Bhauan, Ney Delhi-1

2. The Secratary,
Union Public Service Comm1Q51on,
Bholpur House, New Delhi, - , Respondent s

(By sdvaocate Shri P.H., Ramchandeni,learned
senior counsel for Respondent 1, )-

(By ndvocste Sh.M.M,S5udan,learned counssl
for Respondent 2 )

0 R D & R (0RaL)

(Hon'ble Shri R.K, Ahooja, Member (4)

Thes applic ant is Dlozng the gost of Oeputy
Dlrbc+or(con aratlJn) on an ad hoc basls in the N;nleury_of
Civil Juoplles, Consumer RFFa1r° and P bliC Dis*ributibn;

His grievznce is that Raapondent Z(UPSP) did not consider

hi S i
hi appllvntlan ﬁar selection to the post of Oeputy Directér

3
though his JUﬂlQrulnbthB department uas czllaed in the

interviey,

2. Ruspondqnt 2 (dPDC) has filead h;s remly in yhieh

it h 2n
as be stated that tha applluant dld not~FulFil tha

shortli
listing criteria and as such he was not czlled far the
int arviau, |
By the ad interim o 196 |
‘ arim order datad 9,8 ]
i"]taw : ) , 4 ’ .9.6’ the r Onde t }
Mtelviey the applic ant on pursly Provisign, ‘}
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avarmeats that he is otheruisas fully eligibla for the post,

and therzaftar kesp the rasults in a sealed cover,

4

3. We have perused the original records of the respondant
No,2 {UPSEC) regarding shortlisting criteria and calling of
various applicents for interviews, The qualifications for

the post raad as follousi-

a - ' _ ‘
(i) Master's Degrea of a rzcognised University or
‘ ~ =2quivelant, ‘
‘ ' -~ ’ . ) . o~ 3 -
(ii) 3even years experience in a Sup2rvisory Capacity

in the fi=ld of cooparation or Civil Supplias in

t

a Government or ccoporative organisation of respute,

DESIRABLE

Diploma in Cooparation from g recognised Institutin

or eguivalent,

&, The applicant's case is that he is eligibls for
considerastion of his selaction to .the past of Ogputy Dirsctor
béing =enior to $h, D.K. Sankar, Hs has mora expaeriance and

is better placed than Shri Sankar-uho has been cialled for

interviey but hd-has not been givan-~the same cnportunity.

>u3 have parused the dogcuments of thas UPSC and find that &

. ] Lo "o L - . .
cartain short listing was determinsd and this has ba=n applisd
bl uniformﬁﬂ%_in all the casgs, Learned counsel for the

Responcent 2 also relies on the judgment of the Supreme Court-

in the case of M,P, Public Service Commission v.N.K.. Potdar
L] .

(1994(6) SCC 293 in yhich it has been hald that s~

' % ghara the selection is to be made pursly on the
basis of interviey, if the applicatigns for such
posts are gnormous in numb =r uitﬁ reference to the
numbor of posts available to be fillad upy, then the
commission or the Selaction Soard has no option but
to short-list such applicants on some rational and

rgasonable basis ‘ A -

In the presant case tiners ware 14§ candidates yho had-

applied for one post and therefore, thers yas no. illegaligy -

-

in determing the short listing by the Union Publis Sarvice.




S \
Commission, tha same being dons on uniform and squal basis
in raspact of all ths candidates.

Se In the above focts and circumstancss of tha cass,

we find no good grounds to interfere in the mattsr, Accordingly,

GA is dismissed,No order as to costs,

Neal ™ Lo L et

(R.i. Ahoo (smt. Lakshmi Syaminzthan )

T (4) ‘ ' Membar (3J)
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