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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL -
PRINCIPAL BENCH

0.A. NO.1350/2000

New Delhi this the 19th day of January, 2001,
HON’'BLE SHRI JUS@@CEJASHOK AGARWAL, CHAIRMAN
HON'BLE SHRI S.A.T.RIZVI, MEMBER (A)
Kripsl Singh.S/0 Ram Chander,
R/0D 4-7/1 Kondli Extension,
beliind State Bank of Patiala,
Delhi~110096. ... Appli=zant
( By Shri Rajeshwar Singl, Advocatel)

-vVersus-

[

Union of India through
Secretary, Ministry of

~b Personnel, Public Grievances and
Pension, Deptt. of Personnel & Trg.,
Govt. of India, Shastri Bhawan,
New Delhi.

2 Union Public Service Commission
through Secretary,
Dholpur House, shahjahar Road,,

New Delhi. ... ResT

U

( By Shri N.s.Mehta, Advocats )
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Shri Justice Ashok Agarwiil

Applicant %}3 an aspirant  for the pcest of

.

Lecturer (Sculgfure) in the:
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-QHQ was, however, not called for interview which wa

held on.21.7.2000.

2. By the present application applicant b
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contended that candidates possessing lesser exporicen
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and qualifications had been calied Tor inu-rview
whereas he was not called. He has mentioned n:imes cf

three candidates who, according to him, Do
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lesger qualifications and were called while he was nct
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so called. '~ Candidates mentioned by him are S/S
S 5
whian, Manoj Kumar Tanwar and Asur Ved.
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35? Respondents in their counter have Jdeniod
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aforesaid allegations made by the applican
inter =alia pointed out that respondents had adop

the mede of short-listing with the approval «of

e

Union Public Service Commission and had provided

experience of four years in placé of three years whi

had been advertised. Applicant did not have
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exnerience of four yvears but only of three vears,
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month and twelve days. He was accordingly not called
for the interview. As.far as the aforesaid candicdates
are éoncerned, it is inter glia poiﬁted_%ﬁt that ool
cne of the three, namely, Shri Asur Ved wasg calloed [o:
interview who had more than five years’ ‘taoaching
"
experience and had fuﬂfilled the short- L sgtiaz
criteria. It is furthéf pointed‘ out that 10
candidates with names Manoj Kﬁmar Tanwar and Pradecu

Cheuhan  were a%}ngst'the-candidates who were all:

~

for iatﬂrview/ However, two candidates with simi!
/ )
pames, i.e., ¥ Shri Manoj Kumar (Roll No.78) and Sh:

Pradeep Kumar (Roll No.42) were called. Both the

"candidates had five years four months and four Ve
eleven months teaching experience respectivelw

thus fulfilled the short-listing criteria.

4. Respondents have annexed a copy of

application form submitted by the applicant ard

samea in no uncertain terms shows that he
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. application clearly mentioned that he had attacibed !ic

form itself which had been submitted by the =23 i1aant
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hree vears, one month an

Applicant in his rejoinder has soughl o

that he had in column 9 of Part-I11 =%  ‘*he

hio data to the application form. Even in Par:-I1 of
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his, application he has once again reliterated

be three years, one month and Fwelve

davs. As far

. the bicg data which he has refsired €2

e
v

is oconcerned, no copy thereof has been annexed to the
rejoinder. Moregover, respondents are not 2zpeciced ©-

examine the bio data especially when the application

clearly mentioned his experience as three yearsa. ono

mo.ath and twelve days.

- In the circumstantces,, we have noc hesilalion

applicant cannct be ceid tr  havre
fort-listing criteria adopted by the

respondoents, Né grievance, therelore, can be mode o

his not having been called for the interview.

7. Present application, in the circumstzonces,
wve f[ind, is devoid of merit. The same is accordingl:
dismisgsed No costs




