f ‘

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
: MUMBAI BENCM

CIRCUIT BENCHM GOA

OA No,238/1997

THIS TME 7TM DAY OF OCTOBER, 1998,

HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE K.M.,AGARWAL, CHAIRMAN
MON'BLE MR. N.SAMU,MEMBER(A)

Dr. H.M, Wasnik

working as Senier Scientist

(8oil Science)

Indian Council of Agricultural

Research, Research Complex,

0l1& Gea and at present

residing at B-1-2, Government Quarters

AltOporVdriam, Gea ' XEXK) A ppl.‘l.cant

(B¥ ADVOCATE SMRI S.M.SINGHAL)
vs.

1. Union of India through
Directer General,
Department of Agricultural
Research and Rducation, ICAR
Krishi Bhavan, ICAR
New Delhi-110061,

2, Agricultural Scientists
Recruitment Beard, ‘
Krishi Anusandhan Bhavan
pPusa, New Delhi-110612

3. Director (Personnel)
ICAR, Krishi Bhavan
New Delhi-110001., cosee Respondents

(RONE FOR TME RESPONDENTS)

ORDER (ORAL)

JUSTICE K.M,AGARWAL:
By this applicaticn under Section 19 of the Administrative

Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant wants the interview dated
29,1.1997 for the pest of;a Directer pursﬁant te advertisement
dated 1.1.1996 te be qnéghed; Further prayér made is for
directing the respendents te hold fresh interview, giving the
applicant an eppertunity te cempete with others for th# said
post.l

2, Briefly stated..one pest ef Director fer Gea

was advertised en 1.1.1996. The applicant was one eof the

f%W// agéiiﬁiiéé for the said post., MNe was net called fer interview
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on the greund that he did net fulfil the requisite qualifications
for the post, Being aggrieved, he has filed the present OA fer
the said reliefs.

3. After hearing the learned counsel for the applicant
and perusing the recerds, we £ind that as per the advertisement
filed as Ex- A-%, the essential qualifications for the said
postuif Directer were as follews: -

*» §)pDoctoral degree in Morticulture/Plantation Crops.
i1)At least 5 years experience as a Principal Scientist
(Rs.4500-7300) or in an equivalent pesition.
or
An eminent Scientist/ having proven recerd of
Scientific contribution working in a reputed
organisation/institute having atleast 18 years
experience in the relevant subject,
iii)Evidence of contribution to research/teaching/
extension education as supperted by published
work/innevations,
iv)Spegéflisation in the f£ield ef Fruit Crops/
Plaration Crops/ Spices.”
4, be

It dees net appearN}n dispute that the applicant holds a
poctoral degree in Soil Science., We are infermed that although
as per the advertisement, Decteral degree in Merticulture er
Plantation Crops was required but subsequently by amendment
Doctoral degree in g:iﬁiik:ﬁQaé;iit was added after the

words Morticulture/ Plantation Crops. Accerdingly, it may

be, presumed that the first essential qualification was fulfilled
byuthe applicant. In se far as the next qualification about

5 years experience is concerned, the learned counsel fer the

applicant fairly cenceded that the applicant did net pessess
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this qualificatien, Mewever, he submitted that his case

-h W iel
Su-_el

fell in the alternative expe: s qualification prescribed,
viz. * An eminent Scientist/ having preven recerd eof
scientific centributien werking in a reputed erganisation/
institute having atleast 18 years experience in the
relevant subject.®” Referring te para 3 ef the application
made te the respendents, the learned counsgl submitted that
the applicant has mere than 20 years;experience en the
relevant date and had requisite qualificaﬁions to be
treated as an eminent scientist, Para 3 of the application

reads as follews:-

. Duting my 20% years research, I was werking
on nutrient management in field and horticultural

crops on differant types of soils in general and
saline, laterite and mine rejects soils of Gea
in particular and have piblished 35 papers in

reputed journals.,” : 1
The learned ssunsel then referred te a list of communteations
which have been annexed te theiExhibit- A-II.

I
4. We wore of the view that the aforesaid materialg

fnot sufficient to recognise the applicant as an
eminent scientist. The meaning of *‘eminent®’ as given in the
Concise Oxford Dictionary is " exalted, distinguished
(ef qualities) remarkable in degree.” In substance, we-were
‘of—ﬁhe—v¥édf2§5t contributions said te have been made by
the applicant eught te have evoked publie moﬁléon and/er
public discussien . on—the—subjects—dealt-with-by the

applicant-in—his—varieus-works. We wanted te knew if
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the articles er papers contributed by the applicant
eveked scme such reaction amongst the scientists or
persons in the field of science so as te l'makeE ﬁ remarkable

Tor Conmid fop o DPPaca cotd o it A oy oo 5 Mg
articles,] The learned counsel thereupon referred to the

entries as 81.!0.3 of the revised qualificagions fer

various scientific and management positiens of Indian
CQunciljofngricultural Research which have been filed
aleng yi;h Exhibit A-III. Accerding te the learned
counsel in Col.No.(3;:clause (1), the prescribed first

qualificstion is 8 years experience as Senior Scientist

'(Rs 3700-5708) or in an equivalent position. It was

. argued that this qualification was fulfilled by the

applicant and, therefere, he ’i could net be shert-listed
on the ground that he did net pescess the minimum requisite

quallficapion‘fof the pest of Directer.

5. We are unable to agree with the aferesaid

contention ef the learned ceunsel fer the applicant.

,%f

Aparﬁ frem the advertisement. no other document could

be shown or referred to us for h@lding that the applicant
p,ésessed‘the requisige qualification fot the pest eof
Director as per thg advertisement. Admittedly, the

apélicant did not have 5 years experience‘as a Principal
Scientis£ or in an equi¥alent pesition. The céntention

thai he was an éhinent\scienpist/ having proven record

of scientifig contributioﬁ working in a reputed erganisaticn/
i{nstitute does net appeal te us, because as discussed

above, the applicant ceuld not be said te be an eminent

scientist. Me may ke a scientist and he may have made
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contributions by publishing various articles. Being
a scientist o publication ef innumerable papers
would net be sufficient, accerding to us, te designate
a person as an eﬁinent scientist. We are, therefore,
of the view that the applicant did net pessess all
the requisite qualifications for the pest and, therefore,
i£f he was short-listed and net called fer the interview,
Yool

he coulqhbave any reasonable grievance against the

respendents.

6. PFor the foregoing reasons, we find ne
merit in this O.A, Accofdingly, it is hereby dismissed,

but witheut any order as te cests,

Ko

- "

( K .M.AGARWAL)
CHAIRMAN

Q’\9\/\9-’7 V\/"‘awq-—\_.u
( N,SAHU)
MEMBER (A)



