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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
BANCALORE BENCH, 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION N0. 645] 19 94 

fl*Rst*y, mr8tHbAY OStPTtPiatR, 1994 

SHRI V. RAMN(RISWsIAPJ 	 •.. 	MEMBER (A) 

SHRI A.N • VLWANARADHYA 	 ... 	MEMBER (3) 

Dr. K.S. Gurubseave Gowda, 
Reader-cue-Research Officer, 
Central Institute of Indian 
Languages, - 
Mansea Gangothri, 
Myaore-6. Applicant 

( BY Advocate Shri Rudra Gowda ) 

Vs. 

1.. Union Public Service Commiesion 
by its Secretary, Dholpur House, 	. 
ShahjePan Road, 	 - 
Now Delhi 11.0 0011, 

2.1 Union.  of India by its  
Ministry of Human Resource Development 
by its Secretary, 
Shastri Bhavan, 
New Delhi 110 011. 

3.E Director of Central Institute of 
Indian Len giagee 
Planase Gangotri, P%ysore-6. 	 ... 	Respondents 

( By Advocate Shri N.S. Padmaraaiah, Senior 
- 	Standing Counsel for Central Government). 

r---- 	 - 	- - 

-. - 	-. 	- R D ER
ZVI 

Shi V. Ramakriehian, Plambex (a) 	. - . 	* 	. 	... 	.. 

The applicant herein has preyed that the respondents should 

be directed to consider him for the post of Professor-cue-Deputy 

Director in pursuance of the notification issued by the UPSC Advez-

tisment No. 20 as at Annexura A-4 and that he should be interviewed 

the UPSC on the relevant date.. H. had also sought for an interim 

direction that the respondents should interview his pending dispose I.  

of!  the application finally. The Tribunal by its order dated 30.3.94 
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'It 

I 

had dirt5d the lJPsc to call up the applicant and interview him 

alongwith others, bit it should not pubiah the result of the interview 

till the disposal of the case. 

2. 	The applicant who is Reader-cue-Research Officer in the 

Central Institut, of Indian Languages, flysore is eligible for being 

considered for the poet of Professor-cue-Deputy Director for which the 

poet was advertised by the UPSC. He sent his application by registered 

post on 21.10.93. The Respondenl No.1, UPSC submits that this was 

received by thwe on 1.11.93 whereas the last date of receiving the 

application was 28.10.93 as clearly brouiht out in the advertisement. 

His application was, therefore, eummerily rejected on the ground that 

it was received after the last date. 

30 	 We have heard Shri B. Rudragowde for the applicant and 

Shri R.S. Padmarajaiah, Senior Standing Counsel for the Respondents. 

The grounds adduced by the applicant in support of his 

prayer are that lbs had deapetched the.application which he claims 

was received by the let Respondent before the last date. He also 

contends that he has all the necessary qualifications and experience 

to be considered for the post. 8sides, while he was not given the 

clflidfàt' iñtóièw.' Heháaile 
of 

produced moms annexuree in support1his !application 

The only issue to be considered is whether the UPSC had in 

fact, received the application before the last date, namely 28.10.93. 

The respondents have submitted that the application form of Shri K.S. 

Curubasave Gowda was received by the Commission an 1.11.93. In support 

thereof they have produced the certificate dated 24.8.94 given by the 

Under Secretary (Receipt), UPSC which encloses copies of the postal 

office record dated 1.11.93 which indicates that the registered letter 



No. 10241 addressed to DPSC was received on 1.11.93. They have also 

produced a copy of the  profozina for forwarding of application maintained 

by the Receipt and Issue Section of the UP SC where at 51. No.47 the 

name of the applicant is shown as also the Registration No. 10241 in 

respect of his letter. This copy shows that the date of receiving 

the application was on 1.11.93. The learned Standing Counsel also.  

produced the envelope in which the applicant had sent his application 

to the UPSC. This original envelope, inter she, shows that this 

registered letter was despetched by the Panaeagangotri post office, 

Pyscre on 21.10.93 and the registered number is given as 10241. 

There Is also a seal of upsC  on the envelope which shows that it was 

received by them on 1.11.93. 

6. 	In the light of the materials submitted by the respondents, 

there is no room for doubt that the application reached UPSC only on 

1.11.93, which is later than the last date of receiving such applica-

tion for the concerned post. It is unfortunate that the applicant had 

to miss his chance for being considered for the hither post on account 

of the time taken by the postal departmant, i.e. about 10 days after 

despatching the registered letter. However, as it now estaiehed 

that the application was received only after the last date, we are 

]sft with no alternative bt to hold that the UPSC was rigtit in rejec.-

ting the application as it was received late. 

7.. 	In view of the above, the application is dismissed. The 

interim order restraining the publication of results automatically 

stands vacated. No costs. 
(•/ ( 

S 	C 
Cent,eI A 	 i 

nkc3 Ben 
A.N. Vujjanaradhya ) 	 ( V. RamakrisIran ) - 	

Mønber (3) 	 Mber (A) 

TC V 



CENTRAL ADIIINISTRATIVE TRIEIJNAL, 
BANCALORE BENCH. 

: 

REVIEW APPLICATION N0./ 1995 

IN 

ORIGINAL APPLiCATION NO.645/94 - 

FRIDAY, THE 28TH DAY 01 APRIL, 1995 

SHRI V. RArVtAKRISI+AN MEMBER (A) 

SHRI A.N. VIJJJANARADHYA ... 	MEMBER () 

Dr. K.S. Curubasave Cowda, 
Reader—cum—Research Officer, 
Central Institute of Indian 
Lan gua gas, 
Manasa Gangotri, 	 ... 	Review Applicant 
Mysore-6. 	 - 

( By Athiocats Shri Rudra Cowda ) 

Vs. 

Is Union Public Service Commission 
by its Secretary, Dholpur House, 
New Delhi - 110 011. 

Union of India by its 
Ministry of Human Resource Development 
by its Secretary, 
Shastri Bhavan, 
New Delhi - 110 011. 

Director of Central Institute of 
Indian Langiages, 
rianasa Gangotri, 
Mysore6. 	 ,.. 	Respondents 

( By Senior Standinc Counsel fbr Central 
Government, Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah ) 

ORDER 

ShriV. Ramakrishna, Member (Ji 

Delay condoned. 

.. . 2/ 
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2, 	This review application has been filed seeking a review of 

our order dated 8.9.94 in OA 645/98. In that CA, the applicant had 

contended that even though be had sent his application for the post 

of Prof'essor-cum.-Deputy Director in the Ctral Institute of Indian 

Languages in time to the UPSC he was not called for interview on the 

ground that his application was received late. He had chall€nged 

the stand taken by the UPSC and contended that the application was 

received in time by the UPSC and he had sought a direction that he 

should be considered for the post in question and that the UPSC 

should be directed to interview him. When the case came up before 

the Tribunal on 30.3.94 a direction was given by the Tritiinal to the 

UPSC to call up the applicant and interview him aJt.ongwith others, 

but it should not publish the result of the interview till the die-

posal of the case. The Tribinal disposed of the case on 8.9.94 

holding that the application was received by the UPSC on 1.11.93 

which is later than 28.10.93 which had been fixed as last date for 

receiving such applications for the concerned post. The Tribinal 

therefore dismissed the application on the ground that the UPSC was 

right in rejecting the same on account of its late receipt. The 

Tritunal also had vacated the interim order restraining the publi-

cation of the results. 

	

3. 	The review applicant contende at present that the UPSC had 

in fact received his application for the post of Professor-'cum-

Deputy Director on 25.10.93. He has produced a certificate from the 

Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Mysore to that effect which 

is enclosed as Annexure R-1 to the review application. He, therefore, 

prays that the basis on which his application was dismissed, namely, 
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that his application for the said post was received late by. the UPSC 

no longer holds good and as such our order should be reviewed. 

	

4. 	We have heard Shri. 8. Rudra Cowda for the applicant and 

Shri M.S. Padmarajaiah for the respondents. We have also, gone through 

the comnunications from the LJPSC. 

	

5, 	Shri Padmarajaiah now subnits that even though the appli— 

cation was received late the UPSC had nevertheless interviewed the 

review applicant alongwith others on 5.4.94 in compliance with the 

directions of this Tribunal dated 30.3.94. The learned standing 

counsel further subuits that on the basis of performance of the candi—. 

dates in the interview, some other candidate was selected and the 

applicant was not recommended for the post. The standing counsel 

shows us a letter dated 4,4.95 from the UPSC addressed to him which 

encloses a Copy of letter No. F.5/5283/94-95 received from the $ub—

Post Master, DHQ Post Office, New Delhi which says that as per the 

office record the said registered letter was delivered only on 1.11.93. 

The standing counsel undertakes to furnish a copy of this letter dated 

22.3.95 alongwith the UPSC'e letter dated 4.4.95 to Shri Rudra Cowda. 

Shri Padmarajaiah submits that in view of the fact that the applicant 

had in fact been interviewed which was the main prayer in OA 545/94 

but was not selected, there is no merit in this review application 

and the review application may be disposed of acardingly. Shri Rudra 

Cowda for the review applicant admits that the applicant was interviewed 

on the concerned date. This fact was not brought to our notice by the 

counsel for the applicant nor by the applicant himself who was present 

in Court when the order dated 8.9.94 was dictated in the open Court. 



6. We find that there is a conflicing version regarding the 

date of receipt of application in UPSC as the statement of postal 

department in Mysore is contradicted by the Post Office in New Delhi. 
the 

Whatever may bejcorrect position in this regard it is not very 

material for disposal of the present review application, as we find 

that the applicant was in fact interviewed for the post of Professor—

cum—Deputy Director in the Central Institute of Indian Languages on 

5.4.94 along with a number of others. The UPSC however had selected 

some other candidate on the basis of the performance of the candidates 

in the interview. 

The relief sought for in OA 645/94 was that the applicant 

should be considered for the post and that UPSC should be directed to 

call him for interview. As the applicant in fact was interviewed on 

the basis of the interim orders of the Trib.inal, irrespective of the 

question as to iether his application was received in time or not, 

there is no point in pursuing the review application, 4& the relief 

he had sought in OA 645/94 was made available to him, even though some 

other candidate was selected on the basis of performance in the 

interview, 

Shri. Rucira Gowda takes objection to the averment of the 

department in the reply statement that the applicant has not been found 

suitable for appointment. We have seen the communications from the 

UPSC and we notice that the applicant was interviewed provisionally on 

5.4.94 for the concerned post as per the Trib.rnal's order dated 

30.3.94. The report of the Interview Board further submits that a 

total of 18 candidates were considered and 13 candidates were inter—

viewed and that the Commission recommended for appointment to the post 

.. .5/-. 



'p 

—5— 

some other candidate. It further says that those people who were 

called for interview were considered prima facie suitable. As such 

the averment in the reply statement that the applicant had not been 

found "suitable" is obviously IntEnded to convey that he was not 

selected as accordini to UPSC some other, candidate was assessed as. 

having performed better than the applicant. Obviously, it was not 

intended to mean that the applicant was not eligible to be considered 

for the post or that he was unfit to hold the post. 

9. Shri Rudra Gowda further submits that liberty may be çiven 

to challenge the selection. The applicant can take action as he 

desires, as per law. 

13. 	With the above observations the review application is 

disposed of. 

- 	

: 

( A.N. UtJJJANARADHYA ) 
MEMBER () 

'7 1 

( V. RAMAKRI51NAN ) 
MEMBER (A) 

TCV 
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