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The application has come up for hearing 

before Court today. \Tice-hair0an made the 

following: 

0 • 	E 

in this transferred appiiaatio from tne 

iigh Court of !arnataka, the applicant, has 

challenged his non-selection to the post of 



/ 

ienior Charcenan rart II and the selection of 

esponderxts 3 and 4 to the said post. 

in accordance with the Corp of diectricel 

and .iechanical Engineers Acruitm?nt (Rules) 

- 	 framed by the President of India under the 

proviso to Article 309 of the Conatitution, the 

competent authority called for applications for 

filling up bhe posts of senior Ohareman part II 

in its notification dated 8.8,78 (Annexure—B). 

in response to the said notifiça ion, the 

applicant, respondent no. 3 and 4 and several 

others applied for selection. On  a consideration 

of the qualifications prescribed for the post, 

the selection authority found that the applicant 

did not have the requisite one year's experience 

in the appropriate field and rejecteT his 

application ard selected Respondents 3 and 4, 

who were found to te eligible and suitable to the 

posts. Hence this application. 

The applicant has urged thathe hadd the 

necessary eligibility for selection to the post 

and his non—selection and the selection of 

Respondents 3 and 4, who did not fare better than 

hii, was illegal. 

In justification of the non—selection of 

the applicant and the selection of respondents 3 

and 4, respondents 1,2 and 5 had filed their 

statement of objections before the High Court of 

Karnataka which has to be treated as their reply 



- 

Si 
before this Tribunal. In their reply, these 

respondents have asserted that the applicant did 

not possess the necessary one year's expariaiice 

prescribed by the rules and therefore, he was 

not selected to the post. 

Shri. :a:ganath Jois, learned Counsel for 

the applicant, strenuously contends that his 

client had the nacessary eligibility under the 

rules and having regard to his superior performance 

at the interview, the applicant should have been 

nelected to the post in preference to either of 

iespondents 3 and 4. 

Shri M.S.Padrnarajaiah, learned Senior 

Standing Counsel appearing for respondents 1,2 and 

5 refutinc the contention of Shri Jois, contends 

that the appliccnt did not have the necessary 

eligibility prescribed by the rules and his non—

selection is legal and valid. 

in their reply, the hespondents 1,2 and 5 

have asserted that the applicant did not have one 

year's experience prescribed by the rules for the 

advertised post. The rules required one year's 

experience in the appropriate field. in rejecting 

the application of the applicant, the authority has 

found that the applicant had only 24 months' 

experience in the appropriate field and not the 

minimum one year's experience in the appropriate 

field. Shri Padmarajaish has also placed before us 

the original records of the selection, which show 



that the applicant had only 24 months experience 

in the appropriate field. 

iven though the applicant had asserted that 

he had more than one year's experience in the 

appropriate field, he has not produced any evidence 

in support of the same. Je are of the view that 

the bare assertion of the applicant that he had 

more than one year's experience, cnnot displace 

the clear finding recorded by the selection 

authority and that of respondents 1,2 and 5. 	e 

need hardly say that the opinion of the selection 

authority, which is not tainted by any mai:fides, 

cannot be doubted by us. Trom this, it follows 

that the applicant had not the necessary eligibility 

prescribed for the post. 

Men once the selection committee found the 

applicant did not have the necessary eligibility 

the question of his selection to the post does not 

at all arise. ie are also satisfied that the 

respondents 3 and 4 who had the necessary eligibility 

for the post, have been duly considered and 

selected having regrd to their performance at the 

interview. •e do not find any illegality in the 

selection of respondents 3 and 4. 

On the foregoinç. discussion, we hold that 

there is no merit in the claim made by the 

applicant and this application is liable to he 



dismissed. •ie, therefore, dismiss this 

application. But in the circunstances 

of the case, we direct the parties to 

bear the costs. 
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