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& letter dt., 20,5,1992 to the ras?ondont requéating them

et
to allow him ¢ interview. This OA was filed on 25,5 v1992

praying for the relieés referred to above,

‘0of the interim order qt, 25,5, 1992,

In pursuance

the applicant was .
interviewsnd, But the roiult of hin 1ntorv1-w was wtthhold

until further orders ss directed by orfeg ax, 2%,5,1992, '!

5. It i3 pleaded for the respondent that 3023 general

candidates had applied for against 23 pomts notified kw J*‘
Gr.V »aeancies of Central Labour Service and out of them
1036 general candidates posseaalthe minimum qualifications -’
prescribed for the postl, H&&%her 1t waguﬁggsible nor. .
convenlent for the respondent comminaion to call all the .
1036 general candidates for peresonal interview azainst the
23 posts, the réspondent Commission had taken a decision
“to short«list thé candidates by evolvrng § criteris that
only those candidatas who had six ysars exparlencc &n posts
in the. pay scale of Rs.1640-2900 1f workinq 1n the Govarnmont/
Sector or those having 6 years experience drawing consolidated
emoluments of Rs, 2500/« and sbove consistently wvhile employed
in tha private sector, It 1s stated for the respondent that
on the baais ‘of the abgve eriteria 300 candidates ware called
, for the 1nterv1ew for the different gosts and thgt the applicgnz g
« had not satisfied the said criterin. and bheratoro hn was not

[ :

called for the ingarv}ew. ‘. :

A

;.q. "+ Ag per Clause-3, point-1.o0f Instructions and Addiuonﬂ
;nformation to candidates for Recruitment by selection bhat it
45 epen for the réipondant Commission that in case number ot .
qulications received in response to the advertisement 18 large
ﬂnd it will not ke convenient to interviaw all the cnndidaﬁfn, “
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;'Labour Welfaro/Industrtal Relatiqns/Personnel Management

-two yeara experience in a re890nﬂibla cepacity. in handling/

i1 3 1

3. ' He passed B.CoMs, M. A.(Sociology) and also LL.Q. S
e 4ia also having p.GiDiploma in Parsonnal Management and .
Industrial rRelations from St. Josephy College of Business

Administration, Bangaloxe, piploma in United Nations &

Intarnational underatanding with Specialisation {in Inter~ .
national lLabour organisation, and alao P.G. Diploma in o
personnel Management, tndustrial Relations and kabour "

welfare (couxvse recognised by Government of A.Falo

4, In pursuance of Advertisement Nb.i published in '
the Employment News de, 11=17 January, 1992, he spplied

for tha post in Gr.V of Centrél L.abour éarvtch. out of the

a8 posts notified for the Gr.V of Central Labour Service,

5 posts and 10 posts were resarved for 5C & ST catagorias
respectively and the rémaining posts wara unceserved,

The essential qualification\ﬁor the said post was notified

_..as Degree nf g recoqn&snd Universicy of’ aquivalent, chroe S TE Y

in La“;°r Poqp Graduate Dsgree or Diploma in Social work/ v

é a recognised Univerai;y/lnstitution or equivalent, andlﬁhé¥a
dealing with labour problems in 3 Govarnmanb ostablishmont, )
iﬂdustry or trade union orqanisapion. It i not . in qontrovorsy ; é
.that the applicant was ‘having those requisite qualtfications -4;1
py the date of the said potiﬁica;ion. His application was
received in the office of the Unilon Publiﬁ Servtcg Ggmmiﬁﬂion
(Respondent) in time. fut, when the applicant had nog rgcpivtd
any call letter for the personal'interview, which wae belng

conducted for 12 days from 18.5.199?} 1he applicant addrcsaed
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de, 31.1,1994 filed by the Under Secretary of the Respondent
ments paid from region !
ia vaﬂﬁrf. the total
organisations

commission that as the total emolu
to reglon and from place to place in Ind

emolumaents oﬁ the cahdidates working in the

where there is no pay scale 3§:Lftxod at RE,2500/«~,

N
The learned counsel for the applicant argusd '

8.
that taking of the pay scale or the emoluments AR one of _

the criteria for short-listing 18 contrary to the instruction

3 1. 1t is further urged. that {f it is going to bes held

that thu ;;me 1a in accordance with xnaqruction No.3.1, the

sajid instruction has to be neld as violative of Articles

l
f
"
14 5/16 of the Constitution of Indialfor more meritorious r
‘ ' v

are nov called for interview while laas meritorious uere-called;

for interview on the pvasis of the criteri® bhased on P.Y'5u¢l@/!

emoluments. It is stated that one who is working in .

Hyderabad in 8 paruicular post may be pald Rs.2 2500/~ while
5000/~ at: Bombay/Delhi

for the sSame post one may pe paid Rs.

I
|
and thus one who is paid only Rs.2500/~ in abmb-yfuqxhi 5

. will he occupyinq the post far lower than the post for which

paid less than RS . 2500/- in Hyderabad. Thys,

only one will.bc
Rs.» 2000/-

3000/~ at Bombay/Delhi may get only

at Hyderabad. BY adopting the above criter&ﬂ'/the more meritof <Y
) ﬂ\wmvkw.k). v flasod .-

o are working . in Bembayfae%hi are not callep fart
nd who are
t

" one who gets Rse

candidates wh

intarvigﬁ while those who are less. meritoricus a

working in Bombay/Lelhi ara ca
31,1,1994 suggests that by o::npy@w%

d in some Regionsi '
! )

1164 for interview, put, the |

toney of the counter 4dt.
L
the emolunents that are pai

for posts Of the same level are less than .the emo lumants ﬁh’f'

keeping in view

paid in metropolitan cities or in big centres, the total ;
)'I/ . ' i ooo?/
t l N
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the-Comniuslon-nay restrict the number of candidates to

gy S b — —

a reasonable limit on the basis aof sither qualifications . ‘
and experience higher than the minimum prescribed in' the

advertisement or on tha basis of'experiqnce higher than ¥ . i;u

=

-the minimum prescribed in the advcrtisement or &h the basis

-

parhatin

or exparienca in the relevant fiald or by holding & acreening
test. The criteria evolved for short-listing the candidates \
who applied for Gr.V of Central Labour service is in .
accordance with para-3. 1 of the Instructionsa and Aadicisnsl '
IInformation to céndidates for recruitment by seleceion
'urquad Taik tha_learnea counsel for the Respondent, But; ' ' i
~ sri G.Bikshapathy, the learned counsel for the applicant

contended that even the said instruction does not refer to

short-listing the candidates on the basis of Salary/emoluments {'

: and it can be either on the basis of gqualifications and
sxporience or on the basis of experience or by hgldfﬁqd
Lﬁwuwngqreanﬁﬂg test, AS the selary was taken as basis fqr
! shortelisting, the criteria evolved for ahd:;;listing on

L geine

.the basis of pay-scale/emoluments. e contrary to Instruction

,.ﬂq.a 1 snd alse violayive of Articles 14 & 16 of the Conﬂtituftoq.
- CGVs\M“‘"‘ “v—u Lwod‘wﬁx (—wa\-&*—\- {W &TJ,L uw}\--—t

';wi ' 7. . = The candidatea who were 9ligible for -applying. £or

E‘i. Gi.V posts in Central abour Service are either.cochnment

Co employees/or employees in Public Seétor,or Private Sgp;or,

or those who are workinq in trade union organisation. |
P;obably. on the basis that those who are working in higher
posts with sufficient period of experience may be called for
intarview, the Respondent GOmmLuliogj?tonan to decide that 1
those who are in the pay scale of R3,1640=-2900 with six years
experience should be called for interview. But a difficulty

was experienced as generally the private sector organisatiena

do not adopt anX.pay4scale. It i8s also stated in the counter .

N ‘ : nb)
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Hence, it cannot be stated that by adopting emoluments
an ona of the criteria, equals are treatad as equals;
aﬁd on the other hand lass meritorious satisfied that
criteria while more meritorious had not satisfiad the
same, Hence, it cannot pe stated that there is no force
'in ‘the conternition of the learned counsel for the applicant
that by adopting the emoluments as onpe of the criteria,
the 'same 1s violative of Articles 14 & 16 of the

Conatitution,

9. It has to bs further noted that aven paro-3;1 of

the additionasl information, merely refers to'quglificationa'
and experience or length of service as the criteria for ¢
short-listing, if screening test is not going to be adopted,

+
The qualifications and experience will have a bearing in

short=1listing for they can even be prescribed as the i o
- 1

esgential qualifications even at‘the.time of'issutng the

notification calling for the aﬁplicattons for thu poacu.

-of-course, even then 1t has to be spén that moro qualtfied

should not be left out while less qualifiod are pormitt.d by
ddopting a particular pefiod of expe{ience 88 basis and
those who are working in the higher cadre should not bg left

out while those who are working in the lower cadrs are made Y|

eligible, . *'

10, In this context, the Judgmﬁnt of Shpreme Court
reported in X 1994(1l) SLR 824 - Mrs.Shakuntals Sharma Vs,
Highﬂ@ourt of Himachal Pradesh and Anor. ] can be looked into.
Tha'réleVant factd which are having a bearing for. consideration

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

/ ' . ) . oco’/"
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amoluﬁents are fixed at Rs, 2500/« only. Be that as it may,

the Tribunal can take cognizance that the conveyance

and House rent Allowance that are paid in indust:ially

advanced States and in metropolitan cities are far hizher

than the House Rent Allowance and conveyance allowance

paid to the employeas in jess advanced States, and places

other than the metropolitan cities, Even the respondent

commission is conscious of the Ssame. put the stand taken
‘ty theirea}bﬁdeht Commission 1s that keeéping in view of the
same, the total emoluments in the organisations where
there/is no px 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 galled for

interview when ne satisfied the emoluments criterion, an

employee in a hijher level in pleces other than the metro-

politan cities or less advanced States were nat c&llbd £cr'
intqrvimwlon the qcou?d that thoy had not antistiid ‘the
_emoiumants critarion. 1t ¢en be better appreciated by an
illuutration; Assume that an officer of particular lcvel
in poid Rs.2600/« Bt Hydarabad and Rg.5000/~- at Bombay. |
-? Then it can ke safely assumed that an Officer of a lower
lEVLl will be paid rRs,2000/- &t Hy3erabad, and Rs.3500-4b00/~
at pombay. When 1t is 50 stated in the additionel'éffid$vit '
of the applicant, tﬁe same is not controvertea. Thus,

while an Officer of a lower level drawing Rs.2000/~ at

Hyderabad was not called for interview, and an employee of

equal level working in Bombay having satisfied the criteri

i m———

in rugard to the omoluments would have been called for interview

l-oa_/"
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.-the case of an employse in the higher cadre who posses the

b P pard  mE T AL L et o S
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employeaa of highar post for promotion to the still higher
post, it 13 3 not just and fair to prescribe any aligibility
petiod for those who are working in the higher post for
consideration for promotion., It ia an the hasis of the
princiéle that sny.rule which is having the effect of
making the employoes in the higher poat ineligible for no N : }
fault of their's,while the employees in the lowar level

are made eligible is violative of Articles 14 & 16 of the f
Constitution. Even the principle undarlying seniority is

that a junick cannot havé unfdlr advantage ovar hiis -Gnior. o
¢oeh
Till the cane of & senior who popooq- the requisite touts o
O
prescribed OF who is having the requisite qualifications f

—~—

prescribed is considered, the case of a junior, cannot be

i T

considered for promotion, Thus, while when a senior in i
the same cadre is having such a right over his junior, can .
it be stated that the case of an employee in the lower c¢adre

‘wan Le consldgrad rog double promotion wilthout eonsidering

tests prescribed and or possess the qualifications prescribad
for promotiou. The ansver can be {in tha neﬁatlvn. Ofmcourse

s8uch a question a;iaes in regard to prgmenions. -}

12, Even in-service candidates are eligible for epplying .‘
for direct recruitment as per the. Various statutory ruloa. Then,
ol

xx Gen it be stated’ that valid rule can be laid down to AR
the effect that an employee in the lower level is cligible

while the pmployea in the higher level i8 not eligiblc for
a poat in higher scale of pay whean such post haa to be filled

o A

up by direct recruitment where inservice candtdaroa arokyligiblo{

The answer to this also will be negative, Even inservice T

1 g 7 ) 00011/"




"As there was no other Revisor who completed 3 years of

.\

1 9 1

High Court of Himachal Pradesh - one ceategory consists of
Clerks, Translators and Revisors while the other category
conaiata of Clerks, Senior Assistants and Deputy Superin=-
tendenta. There is a post of Superintendent ‘above the posts
of quiaors and Deputy Suparintendanta and the post of
Superigtendent is common promotional post to both the
categofies. Out of every 5 vacancies, 4 vacancies in the .
post of Superintendent hed to be filled up from the category
of Senior ASsistants and Deputy Superintandents wﬁila tha

5th vacancy had to be filled up from amongst Translators

and Revisors., The relevant rulex also stipulated tbe
eligibility period of service for Revisors and Deputy
superintendents as three yearghqnd Translators and Senlor
Assistanta as six years, In the said case, the applicant
who was a Revisor worked for less than 3 yeara as Révii@r

by the relevant date eventhough sﬁe worked for more gpan six
years as Translator hefore she was promoted as kevisdr.l

LT

service and as there was no Deputy Superintendent who'had

"completed 3 years of service, Senior Assistant who worked

tor more than 6 years was promoted as Superintendent, Then,

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

. . O e
the lower posts aasokalso made eligible along with employees

in the higher category for promotion to the post . of still

highur oaLugory it 18 ineqguitous and unjust to pxuacribc the

e —

‘oligibility pariod for ono who is working in the higher level

for considaration for promotion,
/-

11, - Ofwcourse, the Supreme Court was dealing with a ruyle
in regard to promotion and not a statutory rule in regard fo
direct recruitment, But, the principle laid down is that Qhen
employces of a lower post uggglwade eligible along with the

....10/-

Ty

Sy

———

=g

- ——— G, e =

=% o b tae el

e

ol




. e ot o sl = - e

LIRS TR 2t Bttt o e ipy orhr: ar p—— bbbt | it Mol v 1Y e pv et

. —_— e - t 12
is considered the case of an employes in the lower post
cannotjpa considered, Any rule orFritarion which excludes
an employee in higher post while making an employese 1n

the lower post eligible for ccnsideration for the pOSt still
in higher level, will be a case of denyinq an oppor;un&ty

to candidates who is more uuitnblu and thul it will be
violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the cgn-bituhlon. ' Thue,
eventhough period of service can be prescribed in regard

to the employee in the lower cadre as ona of the critcrin
for short-listing, no period of service should be prescribed
for ons working in the higher post, when the employees in

both the higher and lower posts are made eligible as par

—
.

the criteria prescribed for short=1listing,

#

13, It is true that such a contention was not pleadld

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

there and when it is a matter for consideration_?n accordanc;‘
with the Judgment reportéd in.)Y 1994 (1) SLR 824 X and when

the party can be permitted to raise s quesciqn of lawv at

any stage, I feel that it is a case where the said quest;on
Zan be considered though not p]eaded‘for detemmining the

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

not adverted, it will be a case of requiring the Reespondent
Commission to evolve criteria for short listing without '4'
referring to pay=-5cale or emoluments asg, the critcria, as
the contention that adoption of the same as one of tha=

criteria is.-violative of Articles 14 & 16 of th- Cengtitution

of India was held as tenable, _ !

14, It may be noted that as it is stated that on the

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

(in fact it is alleged for the appligant that he stood. first).-

-00;13/—”
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-candidates are eligibie for tha Gr,V posts in Central
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Labour Service, the post for'yhich_the applicant also
applied for. By the time he applied for the said post,
he was working as Labour Enfo;cemen;;qfficer in the pay
scule of R&.2000-3200, & post juut helow the post in Gr.V
of Central Labour Sesrvice viz, Rs.2200-4000, It {s stated

for tha applicant, and it {s neot controverted for the
respondent, that Labour Enforcement Officer is eligible' 1 %
for promotion to the post in Gr.V of Central Labaour sarvica:

As per the criteria adopted by the Respondent Commission

for short-listing, éven an employee in Central Labour Service

in the pay scale.of Rs,1640-2900 with Bi* years experience

was called for\inteéview. By the date'of.nq;ification, the
applicant waé }n service as Labour Enforcement Officer in

the pay scale of Rse200033500 for.atout one year, 0{-00urae
garliur te it, he worked only in the private orgsnisations

and he was not in Government service or aervice in publie

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

scqle with six years experience 1s that one who was in the

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

:;nterview while one who was in the higner post with experience

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

f..-Supremc-court‘held in X 1994(1) SLR 824 | that if the

employaes ‘in both the higher gxag cadre and lower cadre are

elig;blg, it is not just and fair to prescribe any eligibility
qriod for one working in the higher post, Eventhough, the’

sald observation was made whilm conaidering shout the ambit

8nd scopa of rule in regard to promotion, I feel qhaﬁ the

same 3applies with equal force even in case of direct |
recruitment where inservice candidates are also eliqihlc.

As already observed, it is on the baéic principle that

uﬁless the case of a qualified pefson in the higher post

00012/ e
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0.A.No.430/92. ' pates 24 W IW

on U.P,3.,C. for selacting candidates for @

JUDGME:NT

Y .as per Hon'ble Sri R.Rangarajan, Member (Administrative) X

I had‘thﬁ opQOrtunity of reading the judgment of
the learned Vice Chairman. The appllcant,in this 0,2, ful=
fillad the minimwn educational gqualifization &8 prescaribed
in Advertisement No.l in the Employment News 11«17 January,

1992, For selecting 23 candidaces for Gr,V Cantral Lakour

‘Service from the unreserved candidatvas, 1036 nenweral

candidates poasessing minimum qualificacion were available,
Hence, the Commisaion resorted to the roduatton in the

number of unreserved candidates to be called for interviaw ‘
by evolving a criteria by congidering only those candidates
Who had six years of experience in posts in pay scale of
R8.1640-2900 if working {n Government/Public Sector or .
thosc having 6 years experience drawing cons&lidated t
amoluments of Rs,2500/= and above cqnaistently while

employed in privatce sector. By adopting ths above criteria

“{e was 9tated that 300 oxndidates wers short-listed to he

called for interview and as the applicant had not satisfied

the said criterip. he was not called for the, interview,

though he possessed the mintmum qualification as per 1pittn1

notification of U.P.S5.C.

*

2. . In Government deportmﬂntﬂ, indents are placed

Gl

nervices snd

other services in a limited way. whila placing the indent

tha indenting department indica;aa ‘the number of vacancies,’

educational and other qualifications, and qxperiencg

Th& UQPQSOCQ I

required for sslecting the cancidates.
In thb presant

advertises on the basis of the above details,

case U.,P.3.C. advertised for Gr.V Central Labour Service

ge to the advertisemcnt

and hecause of the overwhelming respon

. a
4 ,‘-l,\-il’
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the appointments were given in regard to othar 22 out of

23 unreserved posta and then a question arises whether,

it will he neceaaary to setaside pf those appointments

whan the criteria adppted for shortslisting have to ve held

ad violative of Articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution, Buedr

we feel that instead of directing the respondent to evelve

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

applicant also should have been called for interview as Buch

of the employees in Centrasl Labour Sarvice who are in tha

lower cadre in the pay scale of Rs,1640.2900 with gix years

experience satisfied the eligible criteria, ay-holding that

Lhe prescrioed aix yoars seryice fur one who 18 warking in
A el

the pay scale of Rs.2000~32aqfwhan the employees who are working

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

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

the applicant also should have been called for Interview when

the employees in the lower pay-scale of Rs.1640-2900 in

Central Labour Service satisfied the criteria evolved by

'thg'Respbndenf‘Commissiom for shortmiisting;and as the applicant
j :

. was already interviewed as per interim order dt. 25,5.,1932

Co .

[ingthis P«A., the respondent Commission is directed to

‘announce the result in regard to the applicant snd he hau to oo

appointed if selected and he should be given the bcale of pay
Lyu-\.l‘-‘s 0""\ Q

_.in Gr,V from the earliest date on which zar*qfs ofkt‘:ho.ad 22

L

selected candidates joined sarvice)and he should be given the
difference in the salary and other emoluments from that date,
It is needless to say that he will have the seniority {f

selected as per ;he ranking given,

15, The O.A. is ordered accordingly. No costs.
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gredo of R8,2000+3200, was not callad fqr intarview
88 he had joinea directly in the higher post and had
Put in only one Year of norvice in that grade and haa
ROt put in six Yyaars of aﬂrvicu.ln the lowar graode of
R$.1640+2900,

5, ynnrnnq Vion Chairman hnd ralied on the

judgment of the Suprems Court reported in I 1994(1) sun

824 Mcs,Shakuntala Sharma va, High Court of Himsehal

Pradenh | to atate that whep employnns in the iowvar posts

are made eligible for conaidaration for nromntien, employers
in the higher grade compared to thoar in the lawer nrade |
who are connidared for felaction, oannot be lefe oyt of
conq;doration oven if thoy da not paaneas the al;glb!litb§
condit?on of soervice in the higher grode, The rul;nq in

this citation in my epinion canhot be ndhu}ad to if the
Selaction for direct rocruitmoptcurn made by 1ndepmnden@
recruiting agencies Like VePe8,Ch without gaeting sultable
edvise/recommendation from the aancerned departmonts,

UPSC being an indapandant reoruiting Agenay, !t will pe

guided only by qritoria fixed for tharteldisting of candidates
without looking into the finep Rhpects whothar the candidates/
employoces who are in higher graije are baing lbft out

while calling/selecting candidates in thc_iower géade.
Possessing the experience es prnacfib@d. It {8 paossible to
avoid such discrepenqiea/irregularity only {f it consults

the indenting departments, Thﬁ 1ndanﬁtng dnpartﬁants in
almost oll occassions will bs aware of higher grade employees
aéplyinq for direct recruitment Ot oomo otage or othepy i,m,
while forwarding the application or at the time the candidates
are called for interview and any criteria to he fixed for
short~listing the candidates will be done after taking pote

of these pointa. Hence, I am of the opinion that the
- T T - | |917/""
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it has resorted to the above said criteria to short-lisg
the candidates to be called for interview, This was done

in accordence with the para 3,1 of the 1n¢bructionl and

additional information to candidates. This para grpowece . nkwﬁ
the U,P.S,C, to add extra qualifications and experience y
withoﬁt consulting the indenting departments, In the %
présent case by the above said criteria meptioned in

pnra-04“4~* UPSC has enhanced the experisnce required for :'ﬂ’
nhortaliaLing the candidates to be called for interview for L
the said Gr.V Central Labour Service, How far the i

enhancement of the experience requirement unilaterlly by

U.P.S.C. without consulting the indenting dapartinent 18

.appropriate is a point for consideration,..

3. Learned Vice Chairman himself has said in parsg-8
of his judgment that there is force in the contention of

the learn:d counsel for the applicant that by sdopting ‘the

" emoluments as one of the criteria, the same is violative

o

of tha Ap.ticles 14 & 16 of the COnatitution. I have nothing
more’to add in regard to this criteria, I agroc'with the

infersnce drawn by the learned Vice Chairman on this point,

4. The second point is in regard to leaving out
the candidztes to be called for interview while less quelified
are permitted by adopting a particular period of experiance

ans basis. 1In the present case, the applicant harein wes g

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

J

it

a p9st Just below the Gr.V of Central Laboﬁr Service namely
Rs.2200-4000.. By the criteria adopted by the Respondent
Commission, even an employee in the Central Labour Service
in the pay ucale of Re,1640-2000 with #ix years exparience '
was called for interview. The applicant though in ?he higher

‘I16/
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discretion given to UPSC as per para=3.1 of the instruce

L
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tions requireg review. I am not expressing any vigw in

this connection or going further into this aspect as this ot

para 3.1 1is not challenged ‘in this 0,A, If tpis is cﬁallenggdr-
and aubaequently atruck down aa'vlol&tive-of the rights of
the upp;icant.'it will cause hardship to those candidates
who are alreédy selected and appointad. Hence, I only
observe that the reupondent commizalion may kKeep this obser=
' vation in mind in future while fixing additional criteria ‘for °
shogt-listing the candidates if the raesponse is éva#whﬁ}mﬁ .
ing and the number of candidates to be called for selection ! E
;43 is to bo reduced to a manageable level, ‘ [
é. With the above'obaervétipns I concut with tﬁa learned .
Vice«Chalrinan iﬁ ragard to the final concluaion, '%.
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