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O.A./T.A. No, 1670 of /1994 Decided on :

5_5, Thakur

- Applicant(s)

( By Shri Vo Ko REO Advocate )

versus

')E%E.hi A dﬂﬂ¢ qu: GrS»

’ cee Respondent (s)
( By Shri_ #j Singh- Advocate ) -
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1. To be referred to the Reporter or not 2 '~

2. Whether to be circulated to other Benches

of the Tribunal 2 V¢
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, FRINSIPAL BS NCH,
NEW DELHI, |
0:AN0,1670/94 y
New De lhi: November 21)° | 1994~

HN'BIE DR.A,VEDAVALLI, MEMBER(J)

B.S s Thakur,

s/o Shri Haridas Thakur,

A=35, Duggal Colony,

Khanpur, : . 4
New I:e lhi "’llo 062 ¢ ¥ b s e vasg g s-i\pp 1.1(. 8‘3‘5 e

8? ¢;“\€§\’Ocate Shri VoK.RaO .
ﬁrsus

L. Department of Labour,
NCT De Ihi, through
its Secretary
13 Rajpur Road,

De lhi=54,

2, The Chaiman,
Union Public Serwice Commission,
Shahj ahan Road,
New De lhi =110 QoL .,

3. Shri M.K.Gour,

15-J Central Govt.! Hoyses

Complex,

Vasant Vihar, 5 : ’
New D€ lhi=67, ttevcccesieSpondents,

By Advocate Shri fiaj Singh for Respondent nogy

(Delhi Administration); Shpg BeLall for Respondent

No.2{URC) and Shri B.B.Rawal for ReSpandént No.’?v
{(Privata Resp ondent ),

JUDGMENT
M
Hon'ble mr, s 2ReAdige . Membe r(A),

The applicant Shri B‘.S.Tha?{ur, IQSpacting

Lificer Laboyr Department, De lhg Administration

+ USSC

4
o

Fi
i Administ ration

e

nte rviay
for the post of Laboyr Officer, Delp

which was he 1d o J.l.“’8.9;4.
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2. The recruitment ryles for the post of Labour

 Of ficer (Anne xure-I) prescribe that 50% of the posts

are to be filled by promotion failing which by transfap

on deputation, failing which by direct recruitment s

while the remaining 50% is by direct recruitment,

Th® post is to be filled by selection, and the

educational

and other jualifications rejuired for

direct recruits are as follows:

"Essentialsl)

2)

3)

Note:

Resirable,

Degree of 2 recognised U{Yﬁ’@ﬁit}?
ore¢ quivalent,

Post=graduysts de gree/diploma

in social-work or labour
delfare or Industrial Re lations
or Pirsonnel Mansyement or in

any other 21lied subject of 3
recognised University/Institution
or ejyuivalent,

3 years! ‘experience in 4 responsible
Capacity of Labour e ifare Nork,
Industrial relationsor personne 1

management in an 2rganisation emp loying
substantial labour force,

1, walifications are r2laxable at
the discre-tion of the UIBC in

Case of candidates othe rwise we 11
:fu& lified ™

2, The qualificitjion(s) regarding
experience is/are re laxable at the
discretionof the UBSC in the cass
Of candidates be longing to SC and
ST if at any stage of se lectionp
the USSC is"of the apinion that
sufficient number of candidates
rrom these Communic ating Possessing
the requsite experience are ot
likely to be available to fil] up

the vacancies TeServed for thepm,

1. P%gr@e in law of 3 recognised
University or equivalent,

2, Working knowledge of Hinéi;@

3. Admitted ly the applicant possesses

Essential Jualifications 1 and 3. As regards

%
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Essential qualification 2, he possesses g | ye ar
Diploms in Labour Law from the Indian Law Instityte.
According to the applicant, this Diplopa dbtained
after his graduation,is sufficient compliance of
¢ssential qmalification 2 and he states it is for
this reason that he was called fop diréct réecryitment
4 by e U Pse

interviexaéfor this very post in 1993 in which he
participated but coyld not be se lected, but was
unreasonably not called €ven for the interview

when vacancies of Laboyr Officer were again to be

filled up in L994,

4, # have heard Shri V.KeR30 for the

app licant, Shri Raj Singh for the respondent no't
{De 1hi ACministrztion); Shri Belall for Respondent
No.2{UPSC) and shri Bawal for fespondent Ns,2
{(private respondent ), 4 have 150 perysed the

materials on recopd J

5, Ths @pplicant in his rejoinder to tne
reply of Respondent NoJl has very fairly oOmitted
that his case dpes not came within the qu:lifications
like post Graduate, Degree /diploma in Soscial worpk or
Labau;‘ W lfare op industrial Relations or pors onne 1
Management, but his case is fully covered within

the phrase %31]4ed Subject. *rronthe Eply filed

by Héspondent NOu3 to which no denijal by way of

re joinder h;g been filad by the applicant, it

aPpe ars that as many as 144 applications were

received for the Single post of Labour Officer, and

17 candidates who fulfillsed the essentia] qualifications
P 57‘fMUVR5f/Q
were called for the in’terView/'\of’ whom -Respondent No,3
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~#as selected on merits, It is well sa%tiéd that
where the applirations are Very nume€ rous in

relation to the number of vacancies, it is perfsctly
permissible for the UEBC to short 1ist the candid stes
who will be called for the interview, and uynder

the circumstances if agsinst the sincle vacancy

[

they called 17 candidates who directly fulfilled
che core qualificatioms, and did not considey

it necessary to call ﬁhﬁ%@rfgﬂﬁidatéﬁ for interviews
whose case was covared by the phrase %311ied
subject®, their action caanost he faulted ) It would
further appear from the reply of Respondent Nofa
that the gpplicant was called for intexview in

1993 because in thgat year there wre 2 vacancies,

and the UBSC called approximate ly 40 cand idates

including the applicant.

{ DR,A,VEDAVALI
B MBER(J )
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