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a letter dt. 20.5.1992 to the tespondent regulstig them 

to allow him t_intarview. This QA was filed on25.5,10p2 

praline for the tenets referred to above o  In pursuance 
of the interim order dt. 25,5,19920  the applicant was 
iiitorvjqwsa, But the result of hSs intervj.w was withheld 

until further orders as directed by orUt dt, 2505,1992. 

5 	It is pleaded for the respondent that 3023 generil 

candidates had applied for ageinut 23 po.ts notifi.a S 

Gr,v vaetw4.as of Central Labour Service and out of them 

1036 general candidates poasessjthe minimum qualificaion 	 .1 
prescribed for the post. $44er1t W8$ possible nor 	

I convenient for the respondent conuiiiosjon to call sit the 

1036 general candidates for personal interview a4atnst the 

23 posts, the rbspndent Commission had taken a decision 

..to Shortelipt the candidates by evolving q criteria - that 

only those candidates who had six years cxpcience in po.tu 

in the. pay scale of Rs.1640-2900 if wor¼inGintrie'Gover,nt/ 

;'O"Sectoror those having 6 years experiene drawing consolidated 

emoluments of Rs.2500/- and above consistently yhilo employed 

in the private sector, 	it io stated for  the respondent that 
on the basis of the above criteria 300 candidates were called 

for the 4.nteiew for the different ppsts and that the applicant 
md not satisfied the said criteria o  and tie rotors he was not 

called for the interview. 	 . 	
. 

	

As per Clause-a, point-lot Instructions and Additionfl 	7 
I 	

a 

formatton to candidates for Recruitment by selection *het,'lt ,  
I. 

to ppen for the reSpondent Crnnmlsatofltflat in cast number of 

qpplications received in response to the advertisement is largs 

qjd it will not be convenient to interview aLl the candidates, 
I 	

•1 	 a 

...5/e .  

 

111 



-P  

'3$ 

••(sociolOgy) and also L.L.D. 
He passed a.Com.  

i also eving p,o.piptoma 
in parsonn°1 Mnageflant and 

lie  

 InduStCi8l glation5 from St.josephij 
Coll.OQS Of Businsil 

AdminiStt6ti01, a5ngalOrt, DiplOmO in united NatiOfl$ & 

. 	 unaersta1th9 with 
specia1i5ftti0 in 

international  ' 
national Labout OrganiSati0. and alto e.G. piploma in 

triat elati0s and batour Personnel Managements indus  

welfare (cou%S5 recognised by Government of Ad.). 

4, 	In puruaflCe of Adv.rtisamont Ho.i Published in 

the crnployment Ne&8 dt. 	
JsfluQt, tUfl. t •ppiSSd 

i for the post in Gt.V of central Labour sorvict. outat 
the 

or.V of central babO*r terviCe, 
38 postS notified for the  

r.tetved for SC & ST c*tSgOtiGS 
S postS and 10 postS were  

respectivelY and the tenteining postS wert unresetvedi 

The essehtia. qualitiCati0flt0t 
the said post wasnotif tad 

as Degrec Of 4rccoQniSS 

in Law)Ot pos1t Otaduats p.grOO or Diploma in social wotk/ 

I 	.i,nsitaa.ørial BalatiQfl8/P5t80° Management 
.: 	. tapo).sr WC L1.ULt if' I - - 

a rcognised Universic
Oi 

Y/1nt 	ion or equivalent. and 

& 	
to years expetieflCG in a responsilO capacitY. in handling1 

	P 
dealing with ,l8boUr problems in a qovernmefl *stablt8hmt, 

I 

industry 
I 	or trade union organiseciofl. It is not in qonttOYøtSY 

that the applicant was having those 
reqL4&it qutifiCa,ti0' 

-- 	Dy 

 

the date of the S4 potificaflon. His aPP"c ationwas 

receive4 in the of scq of tht Uh!10fl Pblió 
service commisiOfl 

(Respondent) in time. But, when the OPPlic&nk h4 9ctStP?LV$ 

perSORfl interviews which was being 
any call letter for the  

conductd for 12 days from 18.5.1992j se applican addr.aGed 

V 

I' 
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dt. 31.1.1.94 tiled by the Under Secretary of the Respondent 

Com
mission that as the total eiolUmefltS paid from region 

to region and from place to pisci in India 
v*r$?ts the total 

emoluments of the cendidateS working in the organifltiQl'IS 
taAW 

where there is no pay scale wesLtLxed at g5.2500/. 

II 

B. 	
The learned counsel for the applicant 5cgusd 

that taking of the pay scale or the 
eMolUM6ntd An one of 

the criteria for 00ti9ting is contrary to the jnStrUCtiOfl 

3.1. It is further urged.that if it in going to be held 

that the eam is in accordance with Instruction No.3.1, the 

said instruction has to be held as 
violative of Articles 

14 	
16 of the constitution of India ,fot more meritorious 

	I 
s ,nerttQtiO5 were called: 

are not called for interview while lee  

for interview on the basis of the criteti& bafld Qfl 
psySs/ I 

emoluments. It is stated that one who is wotktflQ in 

gyderabad in a particular post may be paid R5.2500/ whl.3.! 

for. the same post one may be paid gs.5000/ 
	Bombay/Del hi 

and thus one who is paid Only fts.2500/ 
in sSbeY/DSTht  

than the past for which 

will, be 	
cupyiflg the post tar lower  

only one will be paid less thin as.25O/ in Hyderabad* i*$, 

one who gets a.3O30/' at BombftY/D8ThL may 
get only RI.2000/ 

criterl4 ,the more merito i 
at gyderabad. y adopting e above the 

 

are not calle 
candidatea who areworking in jeqSeD0 	

ftr 

1saatneCit0t0 and who are 
interview while thoa° who are  

.thi 

working in BoffibaY/UCtt 
are called for interVitW. Dut,  

the 
 counter dt. 31.1.1994 suggestS that by octupkV4ifl1 

ta that are paid in some 
keepinQ in view the emo 

	

	
Rs9iOfl$ 

lutnen  

for postS o the acme level are less 
than  the S 	 thsç motumuntS 	' 

paid in metropolitan cities Or in big rntrasa the total 

$ 

'•4•• 

7, 

.',. 	 ' 	...••' 	
I 

/ 
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the umbUr o candidetOl to 

a reasonable limit on the basis of either qua1ifiC0ttQ 
ns 

and experience higher than the minimum prescribed in
.  the 

advertisement or on the basis of 'experience higher than 

the minimum prescribed in the advertisement or 4th 

	

	is the bas 

or experience in the re levant I ild or by holding a screening 

test. The criteria evolved for shottelistiflQ the can.didateS 

who applied for Gr.V of central Labout Service is in 

accordance with para-3.1 of the InstrUctiOflü and 1aditionel 

information to candidates for recruitment by Deleettafl; 

argued Ia& the learned counsel for the Respondent. But, 

Sri G.UikShaPathY, the learned counsel for the applicant 

contended that even the said instruction dote a 
not refer to 

short-li 
I sting the candi.dàtes on the basis of galary/emOlUffieflts 

and it can be either on the baSL8 of qualificatiOflS and 

experience or on the basis of experience or by holding 

...sareenqg test. Al the salary was taken as basis for 

atprt-listing*  the criteria evolved for shott-lLStiflQ on 

I

0.1 

ple  basis of pay_SCale/efltO1U1tflts taontr&t? to instruction 

9.a.iend 6159 Viola4tVe of Articles 14 & 16 of thi Cofl5tLtUtiO3s 

;:L; 	t_I-- •L 	c6 .S3 .j*, oj,)Lca..Jct 	
. 	 I 

7, 	The candidates who were pligible for.applyiHgio. 

G.V posts in central Labour service are either.GoV.CffliT1ent 

employees,or employees in Public SeCtot,Or Private Septoc, 

or those who are working in trade union organisation, 

- 7 	probably, on the basis that those who are working ir.hghet 

posts with sufficient period of experience may be qaP.eq..f°r 

inttviow. the Respondint Comrnis.iOfl iFhOsmfl to decide that 

those who are in the pay scale of Rs.1640-2900 with six years 

experience should be called for intarview, ut a difficulty 

was experienced as generally the private sector organisations 

do not adopt any pay-scale. it is also stated in the counter / 

—1- 	-.---- 	 ---r:r,-----xtuifl- 
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Hence, it cannot be stated that by adopting emoluments 

sri one of the criteria, equals are treated as equals: 

and on the other hand less meritorious satisfied that 

n 

criteria while more meritorious had not satisfied the 
same. Hence, it cannot Do ntatd that therg to no force 

— in the dbnteiition dî the learned counsel for the applicant 

that by adopting the emoluments as one of the criteria, 

the sae is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of the 

Cons t i tu t ion. 
U 

9. 	It has to be Luttheç noted that even par.-3.1 of 

the additional information, merely refers to qualifications 

and experience or length of service as the criteria for 

short-listing, 	if screening test is not going to be adopted. 

The qualifications and experiencç will have a bearing in 

shortlisting for they can even be prescribed as the 	
' 

essential qualifi'cations even at the time of issuing thó 

notification caliing for the applications for thp pqaO, 

of-course, even then it has to be sen that pore qualified 

should not be left out while less qualified are permitted by 

dopting a particular petiod of experience as basis and 

those who are working in the higher cadre should not bq 1*! t 

out While those who are working in the lower cadre are made j 

eligtble q  

10. 	in this context, 	the Judgment of Supreme Court 

reported in X 1994(1) SLR 824 - Mrs.Shakuntata Shanna Vs. 

High •Qourt of Himachal Pradesh and Anon I can be looked into, 

The relavant factS which are having a bearing for consideration 

of that case are that there are two sets of posts in the 

/ 

'I.  

ro 
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emoluments are fixed at Rs.2500/- only. 
Be that  as it may. 

the Tribunal can take cognizance that the conVeYBUCO 

and House Rent iilowanCC that are paid in industrial1? 

advanced States and in metropolitan cities are tar hi?her 

than the house Rent Allowance and conveyance 
allOWaflCO 

paid to the employSCU in less advanced States, and plates 

other than the metropo 

I 
litan cities. Even the respondent 

commission is consciouS of the 8&rnt. out the stan6 tekan 

by the respondent commisSion is that keeping in view of the 

same, the total emoluments in the organisationS where 

there'iS 
no p1 pay scale, were fixed at a low amount of 

Rs.2500/-. But the effect of it is that one who 
is in 

the lower level in Metropolitan cities was piled for 

interview when he satisfied the emoluments criterion, an 

employee in a higher level in plceS other than the metço-

nnlitafl cities or less advanced States were ngt called for 

/ 

II 

H- 
I intqtview on the groond thnt they had not natiefied '

the 

I erno4umenta cr
iteritn. it can be better apptèCi8t byan 

ml i1i3tration; 	Assum! that an Officer 
6t particular lellil 

reid Rs12500/ at uyetaPad an Re.5000/8t Bombay. 

Then it can be safely assumed that an Officer of a lower 

level will be paid Rs.2000/ at Hyderabad, and gs•3500-40001 

at Bombay. when it is so stated in the additioflet ftidWit 

of the applicant, the same is not controverted. Thus, 

while an officer of a lower level drawing R.2000/ at 

Hderabad was not called for interview, ant) an employee of 

equal level working in Bombay having satisfied the criteri 

in rugard to the emoluments would have been called for intetvie1. 
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employees of higher post for promotion to the still higher 

' post, it is not just and Lair to prescribe any eligibility 

petiod for those who are working in the higher post for 

consideration for promotion, it is on  the  basis oç the 
principle that any .rule which 15 having the rtftct of 

making the employees in the higher post ineligible for no ' 
fault of their's, while the employees in the lawn level 

are made eligible is Violative of Articlü 14& 16 of the 

Constitution. Even the principle qnderlying seniority is 

that a junior cannot have unfair aav.ntege over itis senior. 
Till the can* of a senior who POIRMWO the requisit, tilts 

SI O  
prescribed or who is having the requisite qualifications 	

L 

presàribea is considered, the case of a iunioç cannot be 

considered for promotion. Thus, while when a senior in .  

the same cadre is having such a right over his junior,can 

it be stated that the case of an employee in the .lower cadre 

uori lie uusaitiursd tut duuble promotion WLLPIOn aonIid.ring 
the case of an employee in the higher cadre who pees the 

tests prescribed and or possess the qualifications prescribed 

for promotion. the answs r can be in the flefltivs t  of-coursi 

such a question acises in regard to promotions. 

12. 	Even in-service candidates are iligible for applying 

for direct recruitment as per the yarious statutory rules, Then, 

isqen it be stàtedthat a valid rule can be laid down to 
the effect that an employee in the lower level is eligible 

while the ,emplayee in the higher level is not eligible for 

a post in higher scale of pay when such post has to be filled 

up by direct recruitment where inset-vice candtar.a arseligible. 

The answer to this also will be negative. Even inservice 

U 

0 

.. 
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nachal praesh - one category consists of 

Clerks, Translators and Revisors while the other category 

consists of clerks, Senior Assistants and Deputy Superin-

tendents. There is a post of Superintendent above the posts 

of R,visors and Deputy Superintendents and the post of 

Superintendent is common promotional post to both the 

categofies. Out of every S vacancies, 4 vacancies in the 

post of Superintendent had to be titled up from the category 

of Senior Assistants and n.puty Superintendents while the 

5th vacancy had to be tilled up from amongst Translators 

and Revisors. The rilavant rules also stipulated the 

eligibility period of service fpr Revisors and Deputy 

Juperintendents as three yearsnd Translators and Senior 

Assistants as six years. in the said case, the applicant 

who was a Revisor worked for less than 3 years as Rvi*Or 

by the relevant date eventhough she worked for more than six 

years as Translator before she was promoted as itevisor. 

AS  there was no other Revisor who completed 3 years of 

service and as there was no Deputy Superintendent who had 

. completed 3 years of service, Senior Assistant who worked 

tar more than 6 years was promoted as superintendent. Then, 

it was held by the Supreme Court that when at employees in 

the lower posts wsa also made eligible along wit.1i employees 

in the hiçher category for promotion to the post of still 

higher category/it is inequitoui and unjust to proscribe the 	II 

oliibility period for one who is working in the higher lavsl 

for consideration for promotion. 

I. 

11, 	Of-course, the Supreme court was dealing with # r*le 

in regard to promotion and not * statutory rule in.rçgard to 

d.rect recruitment. But, the prinqip3.e laid down is. that when 

employees of a lower post 	made eligible along with the 
-- 

.4 
--• -.--- 



II 

El 

"'.4. 

— - - 
.3._.-. !FI •, 

- 	 4. 	.1. 	•,. 4Aa...._... - .___. — 	 -4----- .44. 	 - 	•p....._..., 	 S 	- 

is considered the case of an employee in the lower post 
cannot7s donsidered. Any rule otriterion which  excludes 
an employee in higher post while making an employee in 

the lower post eligible forconsideration for the post 5ti11 

in higher level, will be a case of denying an opponvqLty 
to candidates who is more suitnbie and thus it will PS 
vjolntjve of Articiss 14 and 16 of the Conititutton. Thu0, 

eventhough period of service can be prescribed in regard 

to the employee in the lower cadre an one of the criteria 

for short-listing, no period of service should be prescribed 

for ona working in the ht.aher post, when the employees in 

both the higher and lower poses are made eligible as per 

the criteria prescribed for short-listing. 	 t 

a 

	

13. 	It is true that such a contention was not pleaded 

for the applicant. But, when all the relevant facto are 

there and when it is a matter for consideration in accordance 

with the Judgment reported mx 1994(1),,sLg 824.X and when 
the party can be permitted to raise ,a questiQn of law at 

any stage, I feel that it is a case where he said question 

can be considered though not p]eded for determining the 

issue involved in this O.A. Further, if the said point is 

not adverted, it will be a case of requiring the Respondent 

Commission to evolve criteria for short-listing without' 	ft 
referrin4 to pay-scale or emolunvtnts as, the criteria, as 

the contention that adoption of the same as óneof the 

criteria is violative of Articles 14 &16 of the Contitution 

of India was held as tenable. 

14. 	It may be noted that as it is stat.d that an th. 

basis of the performance, the applicant is within the 23 ranks 

(in fact it is alleged for the appli9ant that he stood fiçst), 

U 

'4 

I 
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ible for the Gr.V posts in Central 

aaaw Ulid post forwhich the applicant also 

appled for. By the time he appLied for the s4id post, 

he was working as Labour Enforcementofficer in the pay 

scale of 11s.2003-3200, * post jun below the post in QE.V 

of Central Labour Service viz. Rs.2200-4000. It is stated 

for the applicant, and it is not controverted for the 

respondent, that Labour Enforcement officer is eligible 

ITor promotion to the post in cç.V of Central Laabdur Sor?ie.. 

As per the criteria adopted by the Repondent Commission 

for short-liaing, oven an employee in Central Labour Service 

in the pay scale of Rs.1640-2900 with six years experience 

was called for interview. By the date of notification, the 

applicant was in service as Labour Enforcement Officer in 

the pay scale of gs.2000-300 tor.aut one year, OfeCOure 

oarjjc,r to it, he worked only in the private oc;eniaatione 

and he was not in Govetrrnent service or service in public 

Sector. The effect of the criteria in regard,to the pay 

scale with six years experience is that one who was in the 

lower:post with 6 years or more experience was called for 

interview while one who was in the higner post with. experience 

of less than 6 years was not called for interview. The 
*1  

.r'SUprernO' Court held in 1 1994(1) SLR 824 1 that if the 

employees in both the higher mjxnd cadre and lower cadre are, 

e1igibl, it is 'not just and fair to prescribe any elj9jbjljty 

p9riod for one working in the higher post. Eventhough, )ie: 

said observation was made while considering shout thi imbL 
and scope of rule in regard to promotion4  I feel that the 

same applies with equal force even in, case of direct 

recruitment where inservice candidates are also eligible. 

As already observed, it is on the basic principle that 

unless the case of a qualified petson in the higher post 

- 
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as per Hon'ble Sri R.Rangaraian, Membet(Ad(flLflisttative) I 

I hnd the op?Ortuflity of reading the judgment at 

the learned Vice Chairman. 	The applicant, in this 0.?.* 
 ful- 

fjjjj 	minimum educational qualifttattflfl 
85 ptas*tibi6  

in Advertisement No.1 in the Employment News Il-ti January. 

1992. 	For selecting 23 candidatef for Gr.V 
central Laout 

Service from the unreserVed candidates, 	1036 rjsnstel 

candidates possessing minimum qualification were availt.ble. 

Henca, 	the Commission resorted to the reduction in the 

number of unreserved candidates to be called for interview 

by evolving a criteria by considering only those candidates 

who had six years of experiencO in posts in pal scale of 

Rs.1640-2903 if workifl) in a0vetninent/PUbtiO Sector at 

those having 6 years experience drawing consolidated 

emoluments of Rs.2500/s and above cqnsisttfltlY while 
4 ft 

employed in private sector. 	Dy adopting the above criteria 

it was 	tated that 300 candidates were ahdrtlist*d to 
be 

called for interview and as the applicant had not sati.sfied 

the said criteri,a, he was not called for the, interview, 

though he possessed the minimmn qualittcThti0fl as pet ini'ttel 

notification of U.P.S.C. 

2. 	In Government departw!flts, 	
in dents are placed 

%J.P.S.C. 	
for selecting c.ndidltufl to?? QqQ uiurvicO and 

on 

in a limited W&Y. 	While placing the indent other services 
the number of vac4nci•5,' 

the incintin9 department indicacas 

educational and other qualificati0t, and experience 

' 
required for 	

iecting the caudidSttS. 	The 
u.p,s.C. 

the basis of the above details. 	
in thi prssøflt 

advertises on 
for CrY 'Central Labour Service 

case tJ.P.S.C. advertisfl 
to the aavertistmUt 

of the 0 erwhelmiflg response 
and 	ecRuSe 

C " 	 . 	 . 	
- 	 ,.' . 4• fl 

. Al 

I 
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- - 	ItGflS were given in regard to other 22 out of 

- I 

23 unreserved posts and then a question arises whether. 

it will be necessary to setaside 94 those appointments 

when the criteria adopted for •hott-listtng hao to be held 

ad violative of Articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution. Butj 

we feel that instead of directing the respondent to evolve 

fresh criteria for short-listing, it can be held that the 

applicant also should have been called for interview as such 

of the employees in Central Labour Sorvice who are in the 

lower cadre in the póy scale of Re.1640-2900 with six years 

experience satisfied the eligible criteria3  By-holding that 

3 thu PruMcri.!U Aix yours survius Luc oun who in working in 	 I 

%A 
the pay scale of as.2000-32304  when the employees who are working 

in the pay scale of Rs.1640-2900 were called for interview. 

For the reasons stated above, it has to be held that 

the applicant also should have been called for Intervj.ew !ht 

the employees in the lower pay-scale of Ils.1640-2903 in 

Central Labour Service satisfied the criteria evolved by 

th9RespondenCCommission for short-listing;and as the applicant 

was eireaay interviewed as per interim order dt. 25.5.1992 

this pA., the respondent Commission 	is directed to 
I ,  

!onnounce the result in rsgsrd to the applicant and he has to i.,o 

appointed if selected,  and he should be given the Scale of pay 
c 

.inGr.V from the earliest date on which any ofhosd 22 

selected candidates joined service,and he should be given the 

di4ference in the salary and other emoluments from that date. 

It is needless to say that he will have the seniority if 

selected as per the ranking given, 

15. 	The O.A. is ordered accordingly. No costs. 

	

LtJt'SLF URD4O BE TIUJI: C019 	 -r 
"-a 

r 	 -ts\ç 
Date ................... ...... ............ 

	

- 	- 
Court Officzr 
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t 
grade of Rc.2000..,3200 wan not called 

for interview 
as he had joined directly in the higher poet and had 

	

put in only one year of aoxvioo in that grade and had 
	- not put in six years of mOrvicc in the lower grade of 

5. 	
40nrns4 Vion Chainirnn had rolled on the 

juc2gment of the Supreme Court rOportod in Z i94(1 824 - 	 $harmA Va, High Court of Hinujehel Pradnnh X to atota that when amploynna In the ltnc,r pocta 
are made e3,igjble to; conctdarntson for pramtpj,, 

entployec 
- in the higher grade comparc4 to thoan in the lower grade 

who are COnsidered for neinction, Qflflnot be 1ttt out of 
ConsAderation flynn it they do not ponnnns4 the 
Condition of service in the highaç grade, The ruling in 
this citation in my opinion cannot be odheçed to if the 

S6 jection foz direct cCcn4itmQflt.cte mcii, by in4ep'PMent 
recruiting ogencten lfln u,,n,c, without qnPtlnrj u!t.ibj,0 
advico/rocQ,,fldatjO from thp concerned departments. 
UPSC being an indnpcn.nt rooruitJnq flqeneiy, fl wtil S. 
guided only by criteria Clad for ehoctwzjntir of tandtdeto 

" without lookipg into the cinoç anpeca whether the 

employees who arc in higher gro3o are being left Qut 
while C811ing/sejectin canJidtes In the lower grade, 
POSsbsaing the eXperience Is pnIccribed, it in nans4h1s ê.. 

avoid such 	
only it it consults 

the indenting departgnontv. The indentin9 departments in 
almost all QCCOCCLOnO will be aware of higher grade employees 
applying for direct rocrujtent At aomo stage or othe; i.e. 

while torwarding the application or at the time the candj4at es 
are called for interview and any criteria to be fixed for 

Shortlistjng the candidates will be done otter tnking not*  
of these points. Hence, I arm of thin opinion thnt the 

/ 	
• _• __,..j. *M- 

'I  
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it has resorted to the above said criteria to shott-flst 

th.i candidatus to be called for interview, This wap dQnS 

in accordance with the pare 31 of the ihstructLpflI and 

additional information to Candidates. This pare empowers 

the U,P.S.C, to add extra qualifications and experience 

without consulting the indenting departments. In the 

present case by the above said criteriamentioned in 

j-)ara-"4NIr UPSC has enhsnnd the experience required for - 

ahort-liating the candidates to be called for interview for 

the said Cr.V Central Labour Service, How far the 

enhancement of the experience requirement unilaterlly by 

tJ,i',S.C. without consultinw the indenting dnpartnsnt is 

appropriate is a point for consideration. 

Lecirned Vice Chairman himself has said in pan-S 

of his judgment that theta is force in the contention of 

the learn-d counsel for the applicant that by wSopting the 

emoluments as one of the criteria, the same is violative 

of the ArticiSs 14 & 16 of the Constitution, I have nothing 

I more1  to add in regard to this criteria. I agree with the 

inferencu drawn by the learned Vice Chairman on this point. 

Rs.2200-4000. By the criteria adopted by the Respondent 

Commission, even an employee in the Central Labour Service 

in the pay uasle of 941640-2900 with cix yeses experience 
I, 

was called for interview. The applicant though in the higher 

The second point is in regard to lewing ou 

the candidates to be called for interview while luau qu.Ztfle 

are permitted by adapting a.particular period of experience 

an basis. in the present case, the applicant herein was • 

Labour Enforcement Officer in the pay scale of Rs.2000-3200 

a post just below the Gr.V of Central Labour Service namely 
It 

.16/ 
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discretion given to UPSC as per para-3.1 of the instruc- 

tions require4 review. I am not expreesing any view in 

this connection or going further into this aspect as this 

pare 3.1 is not challenged 'in this O.A, If this in challenged 

and subsequently 3truck clown asv1o1ativeof the rtghto o 

the applicent, it will causs hrthihip to those candidates 

who are already selected and apDointed. Hencoo I ânly 

obsnve that the repondont cn'iwi.tøajón may keep this obser- 

vation in mind in Luture whfle fixing additional criteria fQS 

shot-listing the candidatneif the response Is oynwhetm, 

ing and the number of candidates to be called for Beieatjofl 	'I 

4 	in to be reduced to a manageable level, 

With the above observations I concut with the learned 

Vice-Chairman in regard to the Final conclusion. 

I .b . 	
•i 	;10 
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In the result the O.A. is ordered as per the Para 

graph N0.14 above. 	 - 

) 

a • ..............- ..................-
Court of ficer  
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To 	 I 
2...T1)e Secretary,.unjon Public service C0mmi880fl. 	 .: 

One copy to Mr.G.Bikshapathy, AcIvocate CAT.Hyd. 	. 
One copy to Mr.N.R.tevraj, Sr.CutC,CAT.Hya. 	 '•. 
One copy to Library., CAP.ktyd. 	 . 	 . 
One spüe copy. 	•.. 	 I .  
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