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() 	 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL 
BANGALOAE BENCH 

Commercial Complex .(BDA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated $ 19 S EP 1988 
APPLICATION NO. 	 1049 	

_/87(F) 

W. P. NO 	 - 	
- 

Aplioant (s)_ 	 Respondent(s) 

Smt Lalitha S. Bhoj 
	

V/s 	The Secretary, UPSC, New Delhi 
To 

Smt Lalitha S. Bhoj 
393, 1st Block 
Rajajinagar 
Bangalore - 560 010 

Shri C.V. Subba Rao 
Advocate 
3891, O.T.C. Road 
Bangalore - 560 053 

The Secretary 
Union Public Service Commission(UPSC) 
Oholpur House 
Shahajahan Road 
New Delhi - 110 003 

Shri N.S. Padmarajaiah 
entra1 Govt. Stng Counsel 
High Court Building 
Bangalore - 550 001 

Subject : SENDING.COPIES Or ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of QRDER/* cooRoR< 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said application(s) on 	1988. 

LUTY REGISTRAR 
Encl 	As above 	 (JUDICIhL) 
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0 	 CENTRAL ADFIINISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 7TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1988 

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Uice—Chairman 
Present:J 	 and 

j Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A) 

APPLICATION NO. 1049 /87 

Srnt. Lalitha S. Bhoj, 
w/o S.L. Bhoj, 
Asst. Station Director, 
DoordarsI- an Kendra, 
Bangalore-1. 	 .... 	Applicant, 

(Shri C.V. Subba Rao, Advocate) 

The Secretary, 	 vo 

The Union Public Service Co"mrnission, 
New Delhi. 	 '•••• 	Resjondent. 

(Shri M.S. Padniarajaiah, C.G.S.S.C.) 

This application having come up for hearing to—day, 

made the following: 

Tiis1s an application made by the apolicant under 

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935 (Act). 

rvo 

2. In resoonse to notification dated 14.2.97 

(Annexure Al) issued by the Union Public Service Commission 

(uPSC) inviting applications for 13 posts of Station 

Directors (Ordinary crade) , the aolicant a me'nber of a 

Schedule Caste (Sc), applied for selection to the 2 posts 

reserved to SCs. As the apjlicant was not called for 

interview, she has made this application for aJJropriate 

directions to trie UPSC. 
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The applicant has urged that exercising the 

discretionary powers conterred by Note 2 to the noti-

fication, the UPSC should have relaxed one of the 

essential qualifications of 7 years experience including 

3 years administrative experience in a superJisory capa-

city detailed in the notification and her case considered 

for selection on that basis along with others. 

In its reply, the respondent had asserted that 

there was a large  number of aplicants to the 2 posts 

reserved to SCs' and the relaxation was not rightly made. 

At the hearing of the case, the UPSC produced the rele-

vant records for our perusal. 

Shri C.U. Subba Rao, learned counsel for the 

applicant, contends that on the terms of Note 2 of the 

notification the UPSC was bound to relax the qualification 

relating to exoerience and then consider nis client's case 

for selection. 

Shri. M.S. Padmarajaiah, learned Senior Central 

Uovernrnent Standing counsel, aopearing for the resondent 

contends that since there Jere sufficient number of candi-

dates to the reserved catejory of SCs' , the question of 

relaxation of qualifications under Note 2 of notification, 

was not rightly made. 

In the notification calling for aplications the 

number of oosts notified Jere 1: and tnat out of them, 2 

were reserved for SC5' • 
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8, Against the quota reserved to SC5' ,there were 

180 applications Which necessarily lflCluded that of 

the applicant. On their scrutiny, the UPSC found 

68 candidates were eligible for selectj. rn other—

words as many as 68 Sc candidates sa€isf'jed all the 

requjre5 of the notificatjbns 	On a further sCru- 

tiny, the UPSC short listed the same to 25 candjdtes 

Called ttm for interview and rejected all other 

applications including that of tne.applicaflt 
	On this, 

it is cryta1 clear that there was no dearth of candi-

dates from the SC category. When there was no dearth 

of candidates relaxation of any of the qualificatj05 

under note 2 of the notification does not at all arise. 

ie see no illegality or'imProprjey in the UPSC not 

Daliir,rj the aooljcant for interview. 

9. Even otherwise the short fall in the quaiifjcajo 

on experience was not marginal but was Substantial 
	On 

this view also, the UPSC was justified in not calling the 

applicant for interview. 

10. /s the only one ground urged for the aoolicant, 

fails, this application is liable to be, dismissed. We, 

threfore, dismiss this application. But, in the circum- 

stances of the case, we direct the Parties to bear their 

Own costs. 
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