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"HON'BLE SHRI S.R. ADIGE, MEMBER(R).

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIWE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

0.p, No.2520/96
AT

Thieg the 2- =~ _day of Z?A/ 1997,

HON'BLE SMT.LAKSHMI SWANINATHAN,MEMBER(J).

Hakim Syed Ahmed
s/o shri S.K, Hussain,
R/o 84/4, Hauz Ranl,

' New Delhi , . eseessese Mpplicant

(By Advocate Shri S.S.Tiwari)

Versus

Boion of India through

Secretary,

Union Public Sefvice Commissi on, -

Dholpur House,

Shahjehan Road, :

New Dslhi o vessesses REBSpONdEnts,

(By Advocate Shri M,M,Sudan)

Judgement

Rpplicant is aggrieved by his not being
called for. interview for the post of fedical Officer
(Unani) in CGHS vide UPSC advertisement dated

\

1 3.01 096 (Annexura "C) °

2, Admittedly applicant possasses the qﬁalificati
for the post as per thqﬂﬂécruitmenp Rules and the
advertisement., Although he. was alloted Roll No.326
respondents stat;,?gé was not called For intervieu,
because for 3 posts of Medical Officer(Unani) which-

were advertised (2 general and 1 resarved)/théy receive

as many as 445 applicants, and as it was not possible
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or convenient to call all thesg candidate who had

f 20 cendidatas

o

applied, they prepared a short list

idate for the

~

for the 2 unrassrved oosts ( and 1 son

reserved post) beosed on objsctive and squitseble

[
et

r

2}

aria and spplicant was not included amongst

those short listed. Respondents have specifically

@

invitsd atievtion to that sortion of the advertisenant
which makes clear that the prescribed sssential

. / .
qualifications ars ths minimum and mere possession

of the same does not entitle a sandidate Lo
be called for interview, amd wuhich nemits them to

riet ths number of candidates to a reasonshles

cie

rTeg

[

imlt on the basis of their pualifications and
experience, which are higher than the minimum

prescribed in .the advertisement.

"3 © Shri Tiuafi has contanded that the critaria
adopted by rsspendents for shorpt listing, puts

thosg shortiistad in the cateqory of specialists
whils the present post is for a general 15 st

Medice_si Officer and herce applicant®s enclusion

was arbitrary. Relisnce Has been placed on rulings
in M.KeSharma Vso UPSC SL3 1992 '(1) CAT 27 an:—!
N.Mishra vVs. Paintal 1990(2) scc 746.

4, We are unable to asgree uwith thess
contentions, Thers are s matena cf judgmeﬁts-, some
of which have been referred to in respanAd&nts' ®mply
uhich pemits UPSC to short list the candidates

on objective and equitabie criteria wvharz the
aumber of candidate po ssaésiﬂg ‘the gssential
qualifications is much larger than the number of
vacancies avail shles The advertisement dated
1301.86 itsclf made it clsar that the sseantial

qualifications usrs ths minimom prescribsd, and

wuld not entitle a candidate to be called forp
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intepvizw, and peomitted the UPSC to shortlist

candidates. In addition, respondents’ counsel haw

citad ths Hon'ble Suprame Court judgment in

—_

Madhya Pradesh Publiic Service wmmission Ys. N.poddar
37 1994 {6) 5C 302 which in our visu is a complete
ansysr to the legality of the respondents' action,
and ’che rulings relied upon by shri Tiwari do not help
tha a'pplii.caﬁt. Under the circim stznce the matter does
not wartant any Jjudicial _intérf‘eréncae

5. In complisnce with our ‘intarim directisn
dated 6,12.96 we ars infommed that the gpplicant
was provisionally interviewsed and his results
have been kept in sealad cowsr but a8 Wg hauw
held that the mattér doss not Warvant any judieial
intarven £ion, no Separats orders are required

on applicant®s provisional interview takan by

Tespondente

6. : The DA is dismissedo No costse

( MAS. LAKSHMI SyusMINaTHaN ) - { S.R.ADIGE ).
MmEMBER(I) ‘ MEMBER(A)
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