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CENTRAL J01VlINI~TRATIVE TRIBUNAL, IU.LAfIABPD BENCH, 
ALLAHAMU. 

Dated: Allahabad, the 1st day. of Februa.ry, 2001 
Coran: Hon' ble Mr. S. Dayal., A.M. 

Hon' bl e Mr. Raf i_g_jdg_din1 J. 1. 

ORIGINAL APPLlCATION Nos. 679 & 6ft) OF 200Q. 

l.,S.,vayam Prakash Ve rm a , 
s/o Sri An en Lal Verma, 
r/ o LIG 50, Katj u Rag Colony, 
Sal o r i , -<Al.l aheb ed , 

2. Kapinj al Babu, · 
s/ o Sri _Jageshw<®r Prasad, 
r/ o v ill. J en k i.pu r, 
Post Chal aul i, 
(Chall) Kaus hanb i., 

( By Actvocate Sri Saunitra Singh) 

Versus 

Pppl Lc arrt s 

' l. Union of India, through the Ch aLrm an, 
Staff Selectbn Conm Ls s Lon, 
12, C. G. o. Colli pl ex, Lodhi Road, 
Ne# Del hi. 

2. Regional Director, Qintral Region, 
Staff Sele ct ion Commission, 
8, Bel i Road, 

. Allahabad. 

3'. Additional Secretary ( Confidential ), 
Staff Sele ct ion Canm iss ion, 
12, C • G. O. Canpl ex, 
Lodh i Road, 
New Delhi. 

• . . . Respondents 
( By Advocet e Sri p. Mathur) 

0 RD ER 

(By Hon1ble r . ~. Dayal, 

( oPEN CQJRT ) 

fM) 

These two OAs, having the same facts and 

grounds, have been filed by the applicants, who cl aim to 

belong to the category of S. C. These OAs have been heard 
~ lc...u )\.._. 

together and ..\decided by a conm on order. These applications 

have been filed for directing tre responderrt s to declare 
the applicant!;> as s e.l e ct ad in the written exanination 

held on 13. 6. 96 for the post of Inspector, Central Excise/ 

t Ince.me Tax etc. in the year 1996. A direction is also 
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sought to tne respondents to issue a call letter in 

favour of the applicants calling them to appear in the 

intervievv for the said ex en mat i on. Thereafter, the 

applicants pray that the result of the examination be 

declared, and if applicants are selected, they may be 

given appointments. 

2. 1Win grounds were made. Firstly, a prayer 
was made that the a:pp:li.Gants had done vecy well and 
were sure to have obtained marks between 80 to 90%, 
which was re-affi.nned by the teachers in the coaching 
classes. The second ground taken by the applicants 
is that the respondents have not determined the number 
of vacancies so far and, therefore, the number of 
candidates called for interview .has no rat ion al basis. 

3. 'Ve have heard learned counsel for the applicants 
Sri Saunitra ~ingh and .:::>ri Pr ashan t Mathur, learned 
counsel for the respondents. We have al so perused the 
or-ig inal records brought by· a representative of the r=: Res pendent no, l pl aced before us by the learned couns:ey 
for the Respondents. 

4. ·we find fran the record that the. cut. off point 
·for SC cat(;zgory was much above the marks secured by 
the applicants, who belong to the 5C category. 

5. ns regards the issue of the nunber of candidates 
called, it has been contended by the learned counsel for 
the respondents that the candidates '.are calied either 
on the basis of vacancies reported or on the average J_ 
of previous years, subject to fixation of minimun ~ . ~ l . 
marks). Which the ccnmf.ss Ion would not like to go. 
We f Ind no defect in this system calling candidates 
for interview after declaring them s ue ces sf ul in the J. 
written exan Lne't Lon, v e, therefore, reject the OA~ r?vJ 

i~ .\.-- 1 acking merit_g. 
A 

No order as to costs. ~~v,Jg:{~~ 
J. i. 

Ji_ 
A. vl. 

Nath/ 


