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IN THE CENTRAL ACTsINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
principal BEBCHj NCU DELHI

Q.A. No.2520/96

This the ^' day of ^ 1997,

HON*BLE Si-«il S.R. ADIGC, FIENBERCa).

HQM'BLE SFIT.LAKSHPII SUAF^IN ATHAN,F(EF1B£R(3) .

Hakim Syed Ahroed
S/o Shri S.K, Hossain,
R/q 84/4, Hauz Rani,
New Delhi Applicant

(By Advocate Shri S.S.Tiuari)

Versus

Uipion of ,India through
Secretary,
Union public Sefuice CoBiiaissL on,
Dholpur House,
Shahjehan Road,
New Delhi Respondents.

(By Advocate Shri N.N.Sudan)

Judcement

Bv Hon'ble Shri S.R.Adioe.NaffibejiAl^

Applicant is aggrieved by his not being

called for interwieu for the post of Nedical Officer

(Unani) in CGHS vide UPSC advertisament dated

13,01.96 (Annexure-C) .

2. Admittedly applicant possesses the qualificati

for the post as per the Recruitment Rules and the

advertisement. Although he was alloted Roll No.326
fhi'' ̂

respondents state /he uas not called for intervieu,

because for 3 posts of Fledical Officer(Unani) uhichx

uere advertised (2 general and 1 reserved)^ they receivei

as many as 445 applicants, and as it was not possible
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Of Gonvenient to call sH thas 3 can cJi date who had

applied, they praparad a short list oF 20 candidates

lOf chs 2 unrassrvsd costs ( an d 1 can idi data for the

x'Bsarved post) based on objactiva and equitable

criteria and applicant was not included dnongst

those short listade Raspon ddc ts hava specifically

invited attsrbion to that portion of tha advarti ssn sn t

which m aK9s clear that ths prescribed sssantial

qu al i I i c at ion s a rs the rn in in um an d m b rs po s se ss ion

of the san© does not entitle a csndidafca to

be called for interviey, and which oeimits then to

restrict the number.of candidates to a reasonable

limit on the bnsis of their qualifications and

expsriencSj which are hioher than ths ffinirnum

prescribed in the adwertisefnant®

2hri Tiwari has con ten dad that the. criteria

adopted by rsspcndents for short listing^' puts

those shortlisted in the category of spacialists

"While ths preset post is for a general li .st

Hedical Officer and h©ncs applicant's enclusion

was arbitrary. Reliance has been placed on rulings

in M.K.Sharraa Us. LIPSC 3L3 1992 (1) CAT 27 and

N.f'lishra Us. Paintsl 1990(2) SCC 746#

a!*® unable to agree with these

contentions, Thara are a catena of judgments, some

of which hava bsan referred to in respondents' ^ply
which permits UP3C to short'list the candidate®
on objecti^ and equitable crite.ria where the

number of candidate possessing -the essential

qualifications is much larger than the number op
v/acancies avail ad e.« Tne adverti se-nent dated

13.1.96 itself mads it clsar that the essential

qualifications ye re the minimLmi prescribed, and

would not an title a candidate to b s called for
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inter^jisui^ and parntittad th a UP5C to shortlist

candidates. In addition^ raspond^-ts* cQunsel haua

.cited thg Hon'ble Suprame^&urt iudgmsnt in

Radhya Pradesh Public Sorvice Oammission l/s. W.Poddar

3T 1994 (6) 3C 302 which in our visu is a complBte

ansusr to the legality of the rasponden ts * Rctionj

and the rulings relied upon by Shri Tiwari do not halp

the applicdit. Under the circumatancs the nattar does
/

not Warrant any judicial interfe rsnca,?

5, In corapli.anoe with our intarim direction

dated 6a12«96 .iJ8 ara informed that the applicant

was pro uisionally intsruiauad and his results

hava been kept in ssalad couar but as ua haua

held that tie matter doss not warrant any judicial

in tar yan tion, no separata orders ars required

on applicant's provisional interview taken by

re.5pondsnt«

6, The OA is dignissed# Mo costs.

( FiRS. LAKSWII Si/iAfilN ATHAM ) ( 3. R.AQIGE )
riEf!8ER(3) ' P1EM3ER(a).
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