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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

O.A. NO.1350/2000

New Delhi this the 19th day of January, 2001

HON'BLE SHRI JUS||4CE,_ ASHOK AGARWAL, CHAIRMAN

HON'BLE SHRI S.A.T.RTZVI, MEMBER (A)

Rripal Singh-S/0 Ram Chander,
R/0 A-7/1 Kondli Extension,
Behind State Bani< of Patiala,
De1h i-i10096.

(  Hy Shr i Rajeshwar Sip.gli-, Advocate..^ 
&̂

-versus-

1, Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of
Personnel, Public Grievances and
Pension, Deptt. of Personne.l & Trg
Govt. of India, Shastri Bhawan, ,
New "Delhi.

* T *

2, Union Pub ii c Service C omm i s s i on
through Secretary,
Dholpur House, shahjahan- Road,.
New Delhi.

(  By Shri N.s.Mehta, Advopate )
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Appi i

"o o g'n C' "i C' 1

0  R D R. (ORAL-.)-'

Shri Justice Ashok AgarwitT

£Applicant w an aspdran.t , for the post of

Lecturer (Sculpture) in th'e'.pC.D 1 lege of Fine Aris New
Delhi. He hac4 Submitted an application on 16. 12. 1999.

■He "/as, however, not c a 11 e d . f o.r i n t e r v i e w wh i c h '.va s

held on- .Z 1. 7 . 2000 .

2. By the present application applicant has

contended that candidates possessing lesser experience

and qualifications had been called for int.e-r\':sw

whereas he was not called. He has mentioned ncmes of

three candidates who, according to him, poscessed

ie.sser Qualifications and were called while he was net
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Ciij 3,ed. ^' C^'nd idates mentioned by him are S/Shri

W'
gihan, Manoj Kumar Tanwar and Asur Vcd.

3..'- Respondents in their counter have denied tdne

aforesa-id allegations made by the appIiGant. It. is

inter a.iia pointed out that respondents had adopted

the mode of short-listing with the approval cf t'le

tJnion Public Service Commission and had provided for

eKp>erience of four years in place of three years '."h i ch

iiad been advertised. Applicant did not hav- th.e

experience of four years but only of three years, one

month and twelve days. He was accordingly not railed

for the interview. As far as the aforesaid candicatcs

are Goncerned, it is inter alia pointed put th.at only

one of the three, namely, Shr i Asur Ved Vv'as callmi. fcr

interview who had more than five years' toacljing

• '}*

experience and had fudfilled the short- l isting

criteria. It is further pointed out thai nc

candidates with names Manoj Kumar Tanwar and Pxadecy

Chauhan ivere a^ngst 'the -candidates who ivere •..■ailed

fo.r interview^ However, two candidates with si-mi lar

oapes, i.e. . Shr i Manoj Kumar. (Roll No.7S) and Shr..

Pradeep Kumar (.Roll No, 42) were called. Doth these

candidates had five years four months and four years

eleven months teaching experience respect ive by ,and

thus fulfilled the short-1isting criteria.

4. .Respondents have annexed a copy oT i.::e

application form submitted by the applicant arc: trie

same in no uncertain terms shows that he he.d
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three years, one month and twe.I\t a ail

icant in his rejoinder has souyht to

a#teh(jl' that he had in column 9 of 'Part- II of ' tK-

., apD'i 1 cat i on clearly mentioned that he had attach.ed l .i'"

bio data to the application form. Even in Par"-II of

his. application he has once again reiteratcol hie

experience to ̂  be three years, one month and t'vclvc

da.ys. As far ora the bio data which he has refc.j r-ed t:

is concerned, no copy thereof has been annexed to the

rejoinder. Moreover, respondents are not expected te

e'xamine the bio data especially when .the appljcaticr.

form itself which ha.d been 'submitted b-j- the ap:.-. i ioant

clea,rly mentioned his experience as three yea,rs, c.ni;

mo.;th and twelve days.

.  In the c i rcumst.ances ,. we hao'e -he liesit

in .holding that tl||g a,ppi icant cannot be sa.ici to;

fu.; filled the sifort-1 ist ing crite'ria adopted by

respondents, Ncl grievance, therefore, can be mc

his not ha\'ing been called for the interview.
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7. Present application, in the c i rcums tonce.s,

\ve find, is devoid of merit. The same is according]}'

dismissed. No costs.

(  S.A.T.P.izvi )

Member (A)


