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The applicant was appointed as an'Apprentice_

Technician in January, 1961 in the Respondent's
factory on monthly stipend of Rs. 500/-. She was
called for intefview along with the candidates
sponsored by the Employment Exchange on 24-12-91
fo#}éhezgostsof supervisor (Teth). Altogether
267candidates including the applicant appeared

for the examination.

2. After the written test,interview was ccenducted

by the Selection Board comprising Additional General

G
Manager/Q.A.S. with Chairman and 3 cther Class I

gazetted officers as Members. The said selection
Board allotted 50marks for ﬁhe written test and
50 marks for the personal interview and ranking
was given on the basis of the total marks obtained

in the written test. When the applicant was not
Noag Lk

within the first 5, she filed this OA}for setting
aside the entire selection by holding it as illegal

and arbitrary as the allotment of 50 marks for
.\
personal interview askéxcessive. and very high
. marks were given at the personal interview to the

selected candidates to favour them.

oo : :
3. This is theLFase of direct recruitment

for outsiders and not for in service candidates. '
(Mohlnder ‘sain Garg Vs. State ot Punjab)
1991 (1) SLR 546/15 relled“upon“ﬁQE¢theﬁappllcants
d

to urge that in such cases, the max1mum number of

marks which can be allotted for personal interview/
B -
viva-voce should not exceed 15% and hence the

allotment of 50% in this case is excessive.
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submitted for the Respondents as
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under:
It is not the Respondent but the Selection
Board constituted by the General Manager which
alloted 50% of marks for written test and 50%
for personal interview depending upon the requiref
ment of the job of Supervisor (Tech.). Keepingm~
\;g; C%rsuch requirement i.e. the functional reguirement
" of the job, the marks were allcted by the selecti&n
Fro e fd e Gl
Board and it—wasaéeﬂgkby adopting uniform yardstick
for zll the candidates in the interviewzﬂ/lt is
held by the Supreme .Court in variocus judgements
that wherever interview has to be made besides
written test for seleﬂtion in regard to various
—iow ata el
posts, the pOss.‘Lbillty of subject to-edimimetion
can be eliminated tc a large extent if the maximum
marks alloted for interview are not excessive,
It is further held by the Supreme Court that when
it is a case of recruitment of candidates at
younger- age and even before they get sufficient
experience, the maximum marks to be allotted for
interview should not be high. 1In 1951 (1) SLR 546
(Mohinder Sain Garg Vs. State of Punjab) it was held
that in such cases, the allotment of 25% marks as
the maximum marks for viva-voce is excessive and
it was further stated that it should not ‘be more

.
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than 15% of the total marks.

56
S. In 1981 (3) SLR/(Llla Dhar Vs.State of Rajasthan)’
V-" -LY‘] U T TN
the Supreme Court uphnld the prov15¢on*for considera-

tion for selection to the posts of Rajasthan judicial
service em the ground that one of the judges d%;the

High Court assisted the sSelection Board members .
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for selection and as the candidates who are

eligible for the sa2id examination should have
the m{%@mum standing at the bar. _

6. But in this case it is ggii?tated for the.

Respondents that minimum experience in regard to/
SVEE SURRNI N -

the particular trade was peguee%edlfor considera~

tion for selection. Hencéiihe absence of such |

requirement and when it is a case where selectioq

is from aﬁongst the candidates who cannot even

have the experience in the particular trade, we

feel that maximum allotment for interview sh0u1dl

not exceed 15% as stated by the Supreme Court

in 1991(1) SLR 546. Tt is immaterial as to whether

the said allotment of marks is made by the department

i.e. by the Respondents or by the Selection Comm%%tee

and that will not have any bearing for considera:/

tion as to whether the allotment of 50% for inter-

view is highly excessive and arbitrary.

7. Except the assertion for the applicant whic%

is denied for the Respondénts, there 1is nothing

to indicate that the selection Board has favoured

any at the time of selection. Hence the contention

for the applicant that the selection Board awardeé

high marks for the selected candidates has to be |

dHsagreed. eS¢

8. Tt is submitted that in view of the pendenc?

of this 0a, appointﬁents were not given so far ‘

to the posts of Supervisors (Tech.). It is un-

- fortunate thst neither the applicant nor the Res-f
pondent brought to the notice of the Tribunal about
the necessity of disposing this OA expeditiously.'

Be that as it may, the Respondent hz&s to now
prepare the panel by alloting maximum marks of

g3, _ 1S s
5% for written test and Eﬂszor interview on the

._. WN—/
basis of marks obtained by the candidates who aze

interviewed, at the time of written test and personal

'
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interviaw. Thus it means that for the purpose
08 LM&D‘LM R}

of assertainlng the total number of marks secured

by each candldate the marks chtained by each

R
candldate at the tlme of written test~hes to be

i am B

prOportlonately erhaneed for the written test

and proportionately reduced for the personal
interview. 1In orﬁer to avoid further delay,

the Respondent-j};ﬁireéted to complete the exercise
by the end of October, 199é; The OA is ordered
accordingly. No c05ts.}
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1z. RANGAR&JAN) (V. NEELZDRI RAO)
Member (Admn.) Vice-Chairman

Dated the 23rd September, 1994
Open court dictation
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The General Manager, Ordinance Factory Project,

Ministry of Defence, Govt,of Indla,

Eddumaibaram, Medak DiEt.
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