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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD
AT HYDERAB AD

DRIGINAL APPLICATION NQ.828/96

- - - -—m—-nu-——-

DATE__OF _ORDER__:_ _24-08-1938,
Between := | .
Bh.Godavari Sharma

fe ees Applicant
And

1. The Union Public Service Commission,
Dholpur House, Shah Jahen Rodd,
New Delhi-110011, Rep. by its
Secretary.

+s¢ Respondent

BENCH

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri N.Ram Mohan. Rao

Counsel for the Respondent§ Shri V.Vinod Kumar ,CG5C

CORAM:
THE HON'BLE SHRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (A)

THE HOGN'BLE SHRI B.S.JA1 PARAME SHWAR :  MEMBER

(3)

(Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A)
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(Order per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, Member (A) ).

the

L)

Heard Sri Siva for Sri N.Ram Mohan Hac; coungel fo
applicant and 5ri V.Vinod Kumar, standing councsl for the| respon-

dants.

2. The applicant in this UOA uhile working asxstanagr4phef

fin;bﬁégrégpondehts argg%@%gtiép;applied for the post of labour
0Pficer/Asst.Labour Commissioner (Central)/ﬂsst.UelFare Commi ssioner/
Asst.Oirector of Grade V in Central Labour Service in rejspunse to

the advertisement No.19 publisﬁéd in Employment neus dt.B-10-94
(Annexure=7 page-12 to the 0A). The case of the applicant was not

considered and he was not called for interuieu.

3. This 0A is Piled praying for a declaration that fhe ation
of the Union Public Service Commission in not'alIbu;ng ix_tha

wo |
applicant to oral interview test undertaken by it @ ‘arpitrary and

for a consequential direction to subject him for interview along

with other candidates.

4, The applicant made two important contsntions. They are (i)

that ons’Sri D.Srinivasuly and Sri G.P.U.L.Narasimha Rpo uere

permitted ta attend the interview whereas the applicant who is

- :
gimilarly qualified i not called for interview., Hencle it is a

case of dxscrxmlnatlon- (11)thuugh he accepts that shgrt listing
A Psc T (K Tk
of CaﬁdldatESZiS perm;ssxule[%gghﬁ&ﬁ the samg should|be done after

checking the aptitude of those who applied for the popt by scrsen=
ing test.
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in page~5 of the reply that the said O.Srinivasulu wag:'an ST candidate

-énd as theraymere;dimitad candidates who applied for the post,

$ri D.Srinivasuluéfallad for the interview. Similar reasoning

I
bag given inc ase of Sri G.P.V.L.Warasimha Rao..: The above reasonup

hppears to be in order. Normally the number of candidates applying

i

for reserved category are limited. Even the cases of candidates
who applied £er reserved community veeess-kos arekejected, then the
constitutioq\rights g%aﬁ%etho the reserved communities cannot be
adherad to. Hence ths spplicant cennot compare himself with the

reserved community candidates. Hence this contention is rejected.

6. No doubt the UPSC can short list the candidates. The short
listing of candidates has SGEn ;pheld by the Apex Court in the
reported case in Madhya Pradesh Public Service Commission Vs.
Navnit Kumar Potdar & Another (199?.(1) $tJ 134. ). The applicant
does not possess the qualificaticn.uiz., "two years experience in

‘handling/dealing a
responsible capacity,inrlijg_uith‘Labour @ oblems in/Government

establishment ,Industry or trade union organisation®". Mere @ptitude
cannot be equated to experisnce. Experienced people may have better
aptitude. Hence even by scresning the appiicant cannot be referred

over a person who got hand on.axpérience in the field. Hence if

his case is rejected without scraéhing, it cannot be stated that

the short-listing ig irreqular.
'

7 In viesw of what is stated above, we find that both the

-

contentions fails. Hence the Dnﬁié dismigsed, No costs.
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. {8--STORT PARM1ESHUAR) (R.RANGARAJAN) . . B

_«ﬂ*";;‘ ﬁgﬁembar (3 - Member (A) ﬁ&ﬂﬂql . {,
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Dated: 24th August, 1998, .
Oictated _in Open: opurt. _
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The Saocrutary, Union Aublic Sprvice Commiséian, Dholpur (Houseo,
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Shah Johan Rosd, Mcow Dalhi,
Ona oopy S (ir. M,.dam Mphan Rap, Advoocate, CRT., Hyds
Bne capy to Mr. V.Uinod Kumar, Addl. GSC., CAT., Hyd.

Ina 299y ta D.Re(R), CAT., Hyd.
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i“ THE CEZNTR-L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIJUNAL
HYDERAZSD SJENCH HYDERA BAD
THEZ HGCi'OLE SHRE R, RANGARAJAN < M(a) .
A ND 5
THZ HGW'OLE SHRI B.5.JAI1 PARAIESHIAR ¢
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