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central achinistrative tribunal principal bench

0. ft.No. 2010/9 2
ft?

Now Oolhi: this the No esmber, 1997*

HON'BLE n R.S.R.AOiaEf VICE CHAlflRAH(A)

HON'BLE HRS.LAKSifll SUAfllN ATHaN, HEflBERiO)

Vljender Pal Bhatla>
S/o Shri S. C.Bhatla,

f/o 101/a"IV/ Sactor IV,
Rshini,

Neu Oalhi -34,
working as UgC in the offica

of the Rag ion al Pio aidant Fund
Oommiasionar,

Neu Oalhi ' •••••< Appli cant*

(By Advocatat Shri S*S*Tauari )

Varaua

Union of India,

through

Sa crataiy ,
Union Public Sarvica OPMnission,
Qholpur Housa,

Shaj ah an Rs ad,
Nau Oalhi,

2, nr. Rabin Banarjaa,

17a/11 UEA,
Karol Bagh,
Neu Oalhi -5 Raapondants*

(By Advocate: Shri N,C.Shama for R-3t,
Shri S.n*Arif for R-t )

JUOOnENT

BY HON«BLE nR.S.R.ftOlGE. VICE CHfllfPlaN ( q) ^

Applicant iapugna tha sal action

of Raspondant No,2 and other cj^didatas for

tha post of Ehforcanant Officer/Asstt# Accounts

Officers and seeks a direction to raspondante

to hold a frash selection*

AP par Racruitnant Rules notified

on 21*2*90 (Annexure-II) candidates with

degree qualification and uith 3 years experianca

in accounts or estebliahaant uera eligible for
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direct recruitaent as ED/aaD« Qnployeas Pxovi

Fund 0xganisatlon. Accordingly UPSC advertised

56 vactficies on 23«3*91, Applicant as well as

Raapondant No*2 were called for the interview*

Respondent No*2 was selectedf while applicant

Was not*

3* Applicant alleges that respondents

illegally shortlisted tho c ahdidates to those

having 9 years experience or morot and although

he possassad the necessary 9 years experince

he Was not selected^ while those possessing

lass than 9 years eiperience including

Respondent No*2 were selected* He alleges that

respondents have created a dass within a d ass

and denied equal treatsent to siaiilarly situated

persons which is illegalf atbitraiy and violative

of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution*

note that applicant as well as

Respondent No*2 * both possessed the essential

qualification and both were called for the

interview » in which Respondent No*2 succeeded*
but applicant did not. In this connection, we
note that in tha Rocruiteent Rules a degree in
Law from a recognised University or equivalent
is eentionad aS a desirable qualification * Official
respondents in thair reply have stated that

candidates possessing desirable qualification
of degree in Law in addition to tha essential
qualification were given sona weightage in
experience, and those candidates possessing
desirable qualification but less experience
than thosa with 9 years sj^eriance but without
any desirable qualification ware also considered
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by UPSC i^d some of thaai usra rocDmnended on the

basis of their perfonnance in the intarviawi*

5. /^plic^t challenges the degree of aechelor

of General Lews obtained by Respondent No*2 aS

a private csndidate from Kurukshetra University

in 3une»1988 on the grotmd that the sdis is not

recognised by Bar council of India for purposes of

enrolment as an Advscate* Reliance is placed on

1994(2) see 102 Bar Oouncil of India

Basu nallick & Grs*

6. This argument does not avail the applicantt

because the desirable qualification prescribed

in the Recruitment Rules is a degree in Law fioa

a recognised University or its equivalent* There

is no stipulation that only those persons will be held

to possess the said desirdble qualification who

were not private candidates or who can enrol as

AduJcatee under the Advocates Act, Kurukshetra

University is adnittedly a recognised University and

Respondent No*2 having obtained a degree as

Bachelor of general Laws from there^ albeit aS a

private candidate* must be deemed to possess the

desir^le qualification prescribed in the RRs,

7* The Hon'ble Supreme Oaurt has laid down

in a catena of judgments that it is open to UPSC

to shortlist candidates where the number of
!

applications is very large in comparison to the

number of vacancies, flpplicrfit has no e^forced^le
right to be selected. He had only an enforce^le
rxght to be considered for selection and ha was duly
consider.,), but unfortunstely could not be selectld/^"'̂
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8wen 1 of the 56 vactmHas ^vacancies advartisedf although
- und»„t,ni that R,,po„d«,t «o.2 „ho „^

s.our.d ,pi,e, ,o«,h„er. around
tho nlddl. In ths afotasad 56 .acandas,
*PPUcd,t ha» not spadrically chall.na.d th.
..lootlon Of d.y of the other cndldat.. „(«
•Pourad position. balo„ fhapondant Ho.z.

®- •pUoanf, oounaal has ala. rafarrad to
the rulings in 3 T 1996 /ii\
. , , *''' " "»(3) see 655n the faeto did cireunatdica of the caa.

•; "»» do not halp"1-. «d the 00 uarrdito no Intarfardioa.

'• The OA la dlsalaaad. No ooata.

s.

( f^R5» LaKSHII SUAniNATHAM )
WEn3£fj(j)

/ug/

l S.

Vice CHAlfWAM(A).


