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CENTRAL ACMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH
0, A.No,2010/92 5
New Delhi: this the A&  November,1997.
HON 'BLE MR, S. R, ADIGE, VICE CHAIAMAN(n)
HON *BLE MRS.LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAN, MEMBER(J)

Vijender Pal Bhatia,
s/o Shri 5,C,Bhatia,

R/fo 101f£p=IV/ Sector IV,
Rbhini,

New Delhi =34,
working as UDC in the office

of the Regional Provident Fund
& Commissioner,

New mlhi : .......o..pplicd\to
(By Adwecata: shri S.5, Tewari )
arsy

Union of India,
through

Secretary,
Union Public Service (ommission,
Dholpur House,

Shaj shan R ad,
New Delhi,

2, Mr. Pbin Banerjes,

178/11 uEA,
- Karol Bagh,
New Delhi -5 ».........mqaondmtl.

(By Adwcate: shri K,C.Shama for R=2,
shri S.M.arif for R=1 )

JUDGMENT
BY HON'BLE MR, S, R, ADIGE, VICE CHaImaN (a),

Applicant impugns the selection
of Respondent No.2 and other candidates for
the post of enforcement Officer/Asstt, Accounts
Officers and seeks a dirsction to respondents
to hold a fresh selection,

2. A® per Recruitment Rules notified
on 2142.90 (annexure~II) candidatas with

degree qualification and with 3 years experisncs

1}: accounts or establisment wers eligible for
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direct recruitment as E0/aA0, Bmployees Proni
Fund Organisation. Accordingly UPSC advertised
56 vacancies on 23.3.91. fpplicant as well as
Raspondent No,2 were called for the intervie ye
Respondent No.2 was selected, while gpplicant

was note.

3. Applicant alleges that respondents
illegally shortlistad the candidates to thoss
having 9 years experience or more, asnd although
he possessed the necessary 9 years experince

he was not selected, while those possessing

less than 9 years experience including
Respondent Noe2 were selectad, He alleges that
respondents havwe created a class within a Cl ass
ahd denied squal treatment to similarly situated
persons which is illegal, arbitrary and violative
of Articles 14 and 16 of the onstitution,

4. W note that applicant as well as
Respondent No.2 , both possesssd the essant!d'
qualification and both wers called for the
interview , in which Respondent No,.2 succeeded,
but applicant did not. 1In this connection, we
nota that in the Recruitment Rules a degree in
Law from a recognised Uni versity or equi valent
is mentioned as a desirasple qualification . Official
respondents in theip reply have stated that
candidates possessing desirasble qualification
of degree in Law in addition to ths essential
qualification wers given some weightage in
experiences, and thoss candidates possessing
desirable qualification but less experience
than those with 9 years experience but without
any desirable qualification were also considered
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by UPSC and some of them were recommended on the

basis of their perfomance in the interview.

S. poplicant challenges the degree of Bachslor
of General Laws ob tained by Respondent No.2 as

a private candidate from Kurukshetra University

in June, 1988 on the ground that the same is not
recognisad by Bar council of India for purposes of
enrolment as an Adwcata. Reliance is placed on
1994(2) scC 102 Bar Oouncil of India W, Ampana
Basu Mallick & Ors,

6. This argument does not avail the gpplicant,
because the desirshle qualification prescribed

in the Recruitment Rules is a degree in Law from

a recognised University or its equivalent. There
is no stipul ation that only those persons will be held
to possess the said desirsble qualification whe
were not private candidates or who can enrol as
Adwcates under the pAdwcates Acte Kurukshetra
University is adwittedly a recognised University and
Respondent No.2 having obtasined a degrese as

Bachelor of gensral Laws from thera, albeit a8 a
private candidate, must be deemed to possess the
desirasble qualification prescribed in the RRs,

7. The Hon'ble Supreme Oourt has laid down

in a catena of judgments that it is open to UpPSC

to shortlist candidates where the number of
aplications is very large in comparison to the
number of vacancies. foplicant has no enforcesle
right to be selected, He had only an enforcesle
right to be considered for selection and he was duly

inst
considered, but unfortunately could not be salect:gd;‘
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even 1 of the 56 Vacahcies advertised, al thowgh
We understand that Respondent No,2 who w a8
selected, secured a place somehuwere around

the middle in the aforesaid 56 Vacanciess
Applicant has not Specifically challenged the
selection of Ny of the othep candidates uho
Secured positions beloy Respondent No, 2,

8. Poplicant's counsel has glsg referred to
the rulingsin 371 1996 (11) 37 ang 1990(3) scc ess

83 no tad show, the above rulings do not help

him, and the O0A warrants no intarfurmco.

9, The 07 is dismisseq, No costs,

( MRS, Laksmm SWAMIN A THAN ) ( S«R.ADIGE")
MEMB ER(D) vice CHAImMaN (a),
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