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(O.A.No.a60/0JlOG3/2914)1 
{Dr. Rajasri Bhattacharyya ·vs. UOJ. & O;·s.) 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE T!U:BUNAl 
CHANDIGARH BENCH 

O.A.N0.060/01063/2014 Dateof order: __ ... _ /O · 2 • 2.ol.b 

Coram: Hon'ble Mr. Sanjeev Kaushik, Member (J) 
Hon'ble Mr. Uday Kumar Varma, Member {A). 

Dr. Rajasri Bhattacharyya w/o Dr. D.Banerjee, Teacher, Flat 13, 
Postgraduate Institute of Medical Education 8t Research (PGIMER), 
Chandigarh-160012. 

. ..... Applicant. 

e (By: -Dr. Rajasri Bhattacharyya, applicant in person). 

• 

Versus . 
. 1 ... .. 

. , 
... . . . . . . . 

l. Union of Ir.dia through. ··. Secretary t ~1i.nistry of Science & 
Technology, 'Technology Bhawari, "New M2hraull Road, New 
Delhi-110 016. 

. .. 

2. Council df ·· Scientific &.· :r"ndustt·la! ResE-:.3rch· ··ccsiR), Library 
Avenue, Pusc, New Delhi .. 1100:r.2 through its Director General. 

;, ,.., ' ' .. · , : · , . ' ~ . ' . 

· 3. Director General, Counci! · of Scientific .~ In,dustrial Researcl1 
(CSIR}: Ubrary Avenue, Pusa~ New Delhl-110012: . 

" 

4. Recruitment &Assessn1ent Board f RA.B),, 'CouncH· of Scientific & 
Industrial' Res~arcr (CSIR): UbraP/ J1,ver:ue, pusa, New Delhi-
110012 thropgh .i-cs Chairman. ·· . 

. ~- . 
5. Prof. Sandip K.Basu, Chairman ··Recruitment &. Assessment 

Board (RA.B), CouncH . ~!f Scientific ·and InGustrial Research 
(CSIR), Library Avem.!e, Pusa, Nev.; Dell~i-110012. 

6. Institute of Microbial Technology (H'ITL Sector 39-A~ 
Chandigarh- :i.60036 through its D~rector. 

7 D. t r t't · f vr 1 • 1 1· r ' (I'"'T' c t ·~ -,9A . 1rec or, ... ns~: Lite c 1 ncron1a. eetrnoiogy .i·1 ) .:>ec Ot .:> J 

Chandigari1-160036. 

8. Selection Committee for recomrnendnt!cn for the post of Senior 
Scientist pursuant: to Adv. lC/2011, Institute of I~<Hcroblal 
-:--echnology, Sector 39-A.1 Chanc!igarh, through its Chairman. 

9. Selection Committee for recomrnendatio:-; for the post of 
Scientist 'C' Gr. IV (2.) .... {Protein SciEnce and EnginE'erlr.g) 
pursuant to tv:!v 01./201 o!· In.;titute of !vl;crobia! Technology, 
Sector 39-A, Ctwnr.~:qc.ri·~~ througri its Cha ~ rrnarL 

10. Prof. Sanc!lo I<. Basu, Chairman, SE:Iection Cornmlttee for 
re -r,,....,·men· a· ::,~;,.,.,. r''1• .. '· J...t' n')-t Of c .. :.~ rl· ._ ,i_!- ' t'~'('r ""V_. -,, rpr·o·" '-'1. 'l . \~·-.. : 1 " . "" '- •lll t r ,~ · u 1 :: , _~ . ::.• .:Y .. ! ~. · l. :.:n. ~-- .:; . • .:. \. "- 1 -- 1, lc. I 
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Science and Engineering) pursuant to Adv 01/2010 and for the 
post of Senior Scientist pursuant to Adv 10/2011, through 
Director, Institute of Microbial Technology, Sector 39-'A, 
Chandigarh-160036. 

11. Mr. Chhering Tobden, Controller of Admn. & CPIO, 
Institute of Microbial .. Technology, Sector 39-A, Chandigarhy-
160036. 

12. Dr. Dipaki Dutta, Senior Scientist Gr. IV- (3), Institute of 
Microbial Technology, Sector 39-A, Chandigarh-160036. 

13. Dr. Beena Krishnan, Senior Scientist, Gr.IV- (3), Institute 
of Microbial Technology, Sector 39-A, Chandigarhy-160036. 

14. Dr. Amit Tuli, Senior Scientist, Gr.IV- (3), Institute of 
Microbial Technology, Sector 39-A, Chandigarh-160036 . 

Original Application praying for the following relief: -

' L 

"i) To set aside the recommendation of the selection 
committee (Annexure A1) and to quash the appointment 
orders of respondent no.12-16 at respondent no.6 
institute; 

ii) Official respondents may kindly be directed to re­
advertise the post after framing appropriate selection 
parameters which may be circulated to public at large; 

iii) The official respondents may kindly directed to relax 
any age bar for the applicant that is imbibed in the existing 
recruitment rule for consideration for the Senior Scientist 
post at respondent no.6 Institute so that the applicant can 
apply for such post". 
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2-
. ' 3 

Facts of the case as contained in the OA are that the 

applicant passed M.Sc. (Bio-chemistry) from Calcutta University in the 

year 1999 and in the year 2005, she was also awarded with Ph.D 

degree by Jadavpur University. The applicant worked as Research 

Associate at Bo$e Institute, Kolkata from 2005 to 2008 and thereafter 

she worked as Senior Demonstrator at PGIMER, Chandigarh from 2008 

to 2011. Respondent no.6 issued an advertisement for filfing various 

posts of Scientists in the year 2010 and the applicant being fully 

eligible for the same also applied for the same through proper channel. 

under RTI Act, 2005 and secured all the vital dCtcuments which clearly 

goes to prove that the said sel~ction process is devoid of formal 

e publication of merit/select list, without appropriate selection parameter 

to judge the inter-se merit of the rival candidc1tes and various other 

irregularities which are against the law laid down by the Hon'ble Apex 

Court and jurisdictional High Court. 

4. The applicant has alleged in her OA that . against five 

advertised posts, 37 candidates were short-listed for interview, which 

' L 
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exceeds the maximum permitted upper limit for short-listing. The 

applicant has further alleged that marking is provided by all the 

members of the Selection Committee in a single page and no separate 

sheet of paper is provided to individual experts for awarding marks 

under different heads. The applicant has further pointed out the 

procedural infirmities and issues which concern mala fide acts of the 

respondent Selection Committee as the applicant feels that she is a 

victim of unfair selection process. Hence the present OA . 

Committee and knowing full well the same, applied pursuant to the 

advertisement no.l0/2011 which resulted into the selection which has 

e now been impugned by the applicant in the instant OA. As such, the 

applicant is stopped from challenging the selection process impugned 

in the present OA. The applicant has resorted to abuse of process of 

the Tribunal by incorporating the averments regarding criteria followed 

by the Selection Committee pursuant to advE~rtisement no.1/2010. 

The respondents have further averred that it is an intentional 

endeavour of the applicant to raise issues which have become time-
1 . 

J 
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~· . ~~· 

barred by not challenging' the selection process in which the applicant. 

had. admittedly appeared pursuant to advertisement no.1/2010 and 

rake up the pleas of vitiation of the selection process of which she has 

no right on principles of estoppels. · 

6. On merits, the respondents have stated that the applicant 

along with other candidates appeared before the Selection Committee 

against advertisement no.1/2010 and none of the candidates including 

the prese.nt applicant was found suitable by the Selection Committee . 

of the selection website of the 

at the applicant 

·on process in 

pursuance 

was not rocess was 

displayed 

boards for in 

Even 

the mark-sheets e have already 

respondents. have further 

averred that the Director of the respondeht 'I nstitute is competent 

authority for constituting the Screening Committee for the posts upto 

e Senior Principal Scientists ( Group-IV(S) in pay.;band 4 with grade pay 

of Rs.8900/- as per Rule 6.5.2. Even under the provisions of Rules, 

2001, there is no criteria prescribed for any Selection Committee for 

the purposes of evaluation of inter-se-merit of cc:mdidates for awarding 

marks. It has been left to the wisdom of the Selection Committee to 

deciding the criteria. . The merit was drawn by the Selection 

Committee on the basis of average marks awarded by each member, 
l 
l 
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which was made available to the applicant under RTI Act. The 

Selection Committee also decided that the candidates securing 75°/o 

marks and above will be considered for selection based on their 

qua I ification, e_xperience, performance in the interview, 

recommendation letters and research papers etc. It is a co-incidence 

that the selected candidates for the posts of Senior Scientists were five 

i.e. equal to the number of posts advertised and all of them are 

already working in the respondent Institute for whom there was no bar 

to apply for selection and appointment to the post of Senior Scientists . 

··"''·'"':!2'·;::<4¥Ni'·:""'¥1111Vt•:b\lr0·•"""'···••hcv'q,,.," 

7. · Responde(lt2,o.l4: ·,~-~~Jl.~[eid:Bi~ .. ·~'"e~Rrate reply by stating 
~- .. , If! b ';• ... . .... I, ·I: :. I;r(;,"~~~\~l" ·;;~\111:\~,, . . 

therein that he net~> c;r~ltole in t ection p'r~Q~dtJ:~.f=! adopted by the 

official resporj:f4tt? ;"' '''" '\. esearch track 
I '.:,._-.?_\,_ . r & 

records as cdm ··ared t ' t.\ed hi rem o __ articipate in 
i.~ ~~f ;:~?:'' i &i ' tr·~ t'• 

the selectio1i; p~-~ess a et~·'1' l=ter a~:~ipe'tJ the wisdom 

of the Seledlont 6ommitt JJ: 
\~ ~ I 

8. 0~, simi~r4H.g;fi a, 15 
1
fi 16 have also 

\ f ¥ 
filed their sepa~~-te · ,; ·•" 

J.~q\., <¥~~ ,,h 
0{, • [··· .-)• '" • . 

9. ApplicaH't.1,tJ~$.,. Jji'~a·;.¥~-i\~~Jio ~,ljl~r~lly reiterating the 
··.)c~';:~ ·:'Yr-.,.,,."'""''•·••"'b""''"b+"""'".'' . ······ ~,·1•wt-f' .. l-· 

averments made in the ··e~-.. •. 'z:;\,1-~tgV){@V~'rf"'''"she has relied upon the 

following judgments passed by the jurisdictional High Court as well as 

Hon'ble Apex Court: -

' J 

i) Geeta Sharma vs. Dav College Managing Committee 
(CWP No.2609 of 2013) decided on July 16, 2013; 

ii) State of A.P. & Ors. Vs. D.Dastagnrri & Ors. (A.I.R. 2003 
S.C. Page 2475); 

iii) Naresh Kumar s/o Nanak Chand vs. Chaudhary Charan 
Singh, Haryana (CWP No. 1404 of 2012) decided on 
24.1.2012; 

iv) D.V.Bakshi & Ors. Vs. Union of India & Ors. (A.I.R. 
1993 S.C. Page 2374); 
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v) Dr. Parikshit Bansal & Another vs .. Union of India & Ors. 
(CWP No.6458 of 2012)decided on 30.11.2012; 

vi) Atul Kbtlullar & Ors. Vs. State of J & K & Ors. (1986 
A.I.R. S.C. Page 1224); 

vii) Krushna Chandra Sahu (Dr.)& Ors. Vs. State of Orissa 
& Ors. (1995 Supp. (3) S.C.R. Page 419); 

viii) The Secretary, Punjab State Power Corporation 
Umited, The Mall Roadr Patiala (Punjab) vs. Varinder 
Kumar & Ors. (LPA No.300 of 2012) decided on 31.8.2012; 

ix) Dr. (Mrs.) Meera Massey Dr. Abha vs. Dr. S.R.Mehrotra 
& Ors. (1998(1) S.C.R. Page 470)' and 

x) Ashok Kumar Yadav & Ors. Vs. State of Haryana &Ors. 
(1987 A.I.R. S.C. Page 454) . 

iii) Selection· Committee evolved other selection 
parameters without having any explicit jurisdiction to do 
so; 

iv) Screening Committee evo!ved screening parameters 
without having any explicit jurisdiction to do so; 

v) It appears that the Screening Committee has not 
considered mandatory provision of short-listing; 

vi) Against 5 postsr 37 candidates were short-listed for 
interview and interview happened in two days; 

vii) Merit list is not formally published; 

viii) Marks are no~: ass!gned under different heads; 



• 

· (O .. A . .NO. ()60/01063/2014) . 8 
(Dr. Rajasri Bhattac~aryya vs. UOI & Ors.) 

•, ' 

ix) It appears that the esteemed members ·of the Selection 
Committee are not provided with separate marks award 
sheet; and · 

x) It appears that the complete selection parameters is not 
known to the decision making process. 

It will be appropriate to deal with each of these grounds serially. 

12. As rega·rds ground (i), it is the contention of the applicant 

that under 2001 Rules for Recruitment and Assessment promotion of 

Scientists Gr.IV in CSIR, clause 6.4 reads as under: -

The quorum for the meeting of a Selection Committee shall 
be three member-including the Chairman". 

e Further, it is the contention of the applicant that the Selection 

Committee constituted for selection in the present .context has been 

notified by the Head, Recruitment & Assessment Board (RAB) of CSIR 

that mentions the names of Dr. K.C.Gupta, _Director, IITR, Lucknow 

and Dr. Yogendra Singh, Chief Scientist, IGIB, Delhi. According to the 

·applicant, these two names have not been approved by DG, CSIR, 

which is the requirement under' clause 6.4(iii) of the Rules of 2001. 
I 

J 
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Therefore, the constitution of ·selection Committee itself is vitiated 

being not in accordance with rules in this regard and, therefore, 

deserves to be quashed. 

13. In response to this, the respondents have asserted that 

these two names reflected in the letter of RAB .dated February 12, 

2013 have indeed been approved by the DG, CSIR. In support of their 

assertion they have placed . before us a communication No. 1-

1(1)/2011-RAB dated November 11, 201i. This. communication reads 

as under: -

mbers by DG CSIR in 

.,., ..... , ...... ittee for direct 
CSRAP Rules 

level as 
Committee. 
n prepared 

H and G 

in view the 
recruitment 

Director-in-

apparently been wrongly used) at the names of Dr. Yogendra Singh 

and Dr. K.C.Gupta finds mention in the enclosed list, therefore, the 

applicant's contention that the nomination of the departmental 

member in the Selection Committee is without the approval of DG, 

CSIR does seem to be substantiated. After perusing the rule position 

and communication dated November 11, 2011, we find that the 

Departmental Core Member, who has been part of the Selection 

Committee enjoys the approval of DG, CSIR and there is no violation 

of rules as far as the constitution of the Selection Committee is 

1 

t 
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concerned. Thus, it cannot be said that the constitution of the 

Selection Committee is in violation of rules that govern the process. 

. . 
14. The ?nd, 3rd & 4th contentions of the applicant are that the 

Selection Committee evolved cut-off marks as other parameters for 

selection at the interview stage without having any expliCit jurisdiction 

to do so. Such jurisdiction lies with RAB as per clause 5.3, which is 

quoted below: -

" Except for the provisions specified under these rules, the 
Board shall be free to devise its own procedures in respect 
of recruitment and assessments to be conducted by it". 

There are two probl~y w~~:~~~'1'i. ~~ t'3:t~~ l~~~;:r~~~1;~,.- First, a conjunctive 
. PPj/'f.-. r \'t -~ ,. ""'ft' r'f l.XLn "*'~ 

reading of this c~-i~se!~ rify th RAB s1fia.HfTh be~free to devise its 

own procedur~~~~c·it i cr::ffl\~~j,~,or assessment, l ,, ' oi:T..i"l:i '\. 

meaning thereb,.·.>., that whic 1, . ';~et up on its 

approval . bu~ i;.a:iffere Jtttract i e \ rovision. In 

other word\ @,;) f! that$ r, ed out this 
n ~ 

selection is different. ,,nder G~ause 5.3. The 
·, ;. tf' § '. ·~t;,_ N . 
I;, ~ ,' ,:fi 11, if 

other problem ~~!h ·~~~~?~P ., -·~ ·flt~-~~01eAtion,~t~ ;-¢'' ·i~.i~ct arises out of 
··i~:. . . . . ~tJ; · ·~ ·. · .. ,· ... ·.· • ........ m •• ···:"~i . ,f;r!? . · ... • rf/ 

the first problem, i'§C!,ttl ·zi,t.Het~·nmHpr~tJti~' ,rof~:l~f6se 5.3 is accepted, 
"'Z~;;?;;:<'$<i.,:~""'·> ,. ,..,;'#':;r:'?•· 

it jmplies that the Selectiohc,;~GJ;Bfl?J,tt~~u-g'lit to have first sought from 

' t 

RAB . the procedure to be followed by them before conducting the 

selection. Further, if there does not exist a· standard laid down 

procedure for such selections, can the Selection Committee be faulted 

to devise its own procedure? The question here to be considered is 

whether in the absence of any explicit procedure devised and 

communicated by RAB, the Selection Committee could have gone . . . 

ahead and decided the criteria for effecting an appropriate selection? 

And can they be faulted because this would have been in violation of 

rules? It is our clear and unequivocal conclusion that the fact that the 
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, . .,.· .... 

Selection Committee devised its own procedure to carry out does not 

violate clause 5.~ of Rules, 200L All Selection Committees of this 

nature in order to carry out their responsibilities fairly and 

transparently have to frame some parameters to judge the merit or 

otherwise of the candidates to be able to reach a decision to select the 

most meritorious candidates. The Rules of 2001, which are general in 

nature, cannot possibly envisage all situations when such selection 

takes place. Therefore, it stands to logic that the Selection Committee 

comprising of eminent people in the relevant field duly constituted for 

the purposes of selection, has~~~ some norms to select the 

.~ ~' I~ ~-·~ . 
best candidates. In pt!lf"cens1d~¢~11t 1· · · · ·· election Committee's 

. . ,, '\ f1J . ill 

decision to lay d,Gwn~, . 

cannot be ta~"'R,Ij a ules. Further, 

a fair selection 

laying down 

criteria to q 

nowhere in 

incompetence, - embers of the 
t 

Committee has ·erred procedure while laying 

dpwn certain minimum percentage of marks to qualify for the post 

cannot be accepted as a valid argument . 

15. The 5th & 6th contentions . raised by the applicant are 

regarding short-listing excessive candidate~; for interview, in 

contravention of mandatory provisions and judicial pronouncements on 

this issue. The argument advanced by the applicant is that the 

mandatory provision for short-listing is three candidates for one post. 

As there were five posts, therefore, the short-li~:ting should have been 
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confined to fifteen candidates; but the respondents have short-listed 

37 candidates. The applicant have also argued that the rationale 

behind keeping such ratio i.e. three ·candidates for one post is 

essentially to ensure that each · candidate gets reasonably long time 

before the Committee for the Committee to make appropriate 

assessment. In this regard, the applicant has relied upon the following 

judgments: - · 

" i) Ashok Kumar Yadav & Ors. Vs. State of Haryana & 
Ors. (1987 A.I.R. S.C. Page 454); 

iii) M.~J~~> 
Potdatl( 1 
- I~~-

we have gonEfh ~ 
listing of ,~ r "~ can 

rT 

stipulation h!~ s b:en Ia· 
I; ~-· 
I written test. t l Opch ca 

1h 

short-list~d ~\ . did a 

which naturally im'p1 
•• 

Navnit Kumar 

al number of 

... -~1:;, .. , . . . lf!';ttfiV 

than three against one -pust7~yt;_tb~~¥~o(J'Id be more. From strictly 

technical point of view, the applicant's argument does not hold water. 

Firstly, it fulfills the requirement of calling more than thrice the 

e candidates against the vacant posts. Then, this was a selection process 

where there was no written examination as has been the case in the 

judicial pronouncemen~s referred to above. The criticism is why 37 

candidates have been called? But how does it' become illegal is not 

1 

J, 

clear to us. We do not find any malice or biasness in the respondents 

as far· as their conduct in short-listing candidates on transparent and 

uniform parameters is concerned. These short· !'isted candidates faced 
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the interview. Such a malafide· or · malice has not been alleged by 

applicant even . Quite often, a few of the short listed candidates do not 

turn up for the interview, which in deed was the case in this interview 

as well. It is not thus, very uncommon in such selections to short-liSt 

larger number of candidates than actually thre~~ candidates per post. 

Therefore, we are not convinced that merely because more than three 

times the number of candidates have been called for interview and 

I 
J 
~ 

keeping in mind that it is only a one step process of selectioil without a 

written test, the process of selection standvitiat:ed as is being claimed 

by the applicant . 

16. . the applicant is 

.\f arguments, 

th·e website and 
. N. 

rr'* '~. 
. \z'~ ~rt · 

cant's:wargtlment is that 
~ jj . 

nic ~g:i! n ~~ture of the 
-·~ 

incorrect. Section 5 of the It · Act clearly does not apply here . 

Ordinarily, in most of such selection, the selection lists are· published 

on the website and sometimes even on the Notice Board without any 

electronic signature and i.e. accepted by everybody as authentic and 

accurate. In large . number of cases, unsuccessful candidates do 

challenge such lists; however, such a challenge is never on the ground 

that the list did not carry . the electronic signature of the competent 

authority. There is no allegation from the applicant that the merit list 

is wrong or people who did not appear in the interview have been 
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included in the merit list o~ any other irre~u.larity. Therefore, to 

question the authenticity of the merit list only on the ground that the 

merit list put on website did not carry electronic signature of the 

competent authority, deserves outright rejection. . 

17. The applicant's next set of issues relates to the marks 

assigned by the Selection Committee Members. It is the contention of 

the applicant that the marks obtained by each of the candidates do not 

indicate sub-divisions under which the candidature of each candidate 

was considered. It is applicant that in the 

criterion namely 

qualification, interview, 

recommenda nsparency in 

ent that the 

decision ma . 

18. well as the 

allocated by 

the Selection these sheets 

that individual had evaluated 

marks have then been 

averaged and according to the average marks, .the merit list has been 

prepared. The Selection Committee in its own proceedings, records as 

under: -

"The Committee in its meeting held today interviewed atl 
the candidates who appeared before it and also considered 
candidature of candidates who .are abroad in absentia. The 
Committee, on the basis of their q~Jalification, experience 
and performance in the interview; recommendation letters 
and research papers etc. awarded the marks as indicated 
in Annexure-1, the Committee unanimously decided that 
the candidates scoring at least 75°/o or above marks will be 
considered for selection based upon which the following 
candidates for appointment _ to the Senior Scientist 
(Rs.15600-39100, Grade pay: Rs,7600/-) in order of 
merit". 
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.i:w· ' . 1 ..... : . .. : ~~: .. ~ . . ·. J, " ; !.·:;;A, ~ ' · .. · .. ~... . . 
This recording made in the··:proceeding? ·by· the· Selection Committee 

makes it abundantly · clear · that the Committee . had decided to 

holistically evaluate each candidate and that is what has been done in 

this case. It is true that it was possible for the Committee to perhaps 
' . 

award marks separately for each of these criteria viz:. qualification, 

experience, performance in the interview, recommendation letters and 

research papers . etc. However, if the: eminent members of the 

Committee d.ecided to evaluate the. candidates holistically, it cannot be 

said that the process of evaluation was arbitrary, wro.ng or mala fide. 

There is no allegation 

marks under 

interview, r 

result sheet 

whether eve 

elaboration of 

The allegation is 

have awarded 

erformance in 

p , ""'.. etc. and the 

c: 
rdirngly We wonder 

arrfii 

, it w~~ &··\ ave resulted 
g 

ically s merely the 

si. er whether the 

./ 
law required such a 

:~ ' 

procedure. Having constl~l!t'€,~.,~~edee on tommittee of eminent 

people, it . will be unfair to question the procedure, which has been 

uniformly followed for each candidate. The noteworthy point here is 

that the eminence of the Selection Committee has not been challenged 

nor have there been any observations or remad<s or allegations about 

their fairness and transparency. As such, the applicant's argument on 

this count deserves to be denied after consideration ·as discussed 

above. 

J 
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19. We have dealt with each of the issues and the arguments 

advanced in their favour in detail so that it is clear as to why we do not 

find them acceptable and why they deserve rejection? 

20. In passing we will also like to observe that not only the 

applicant was not recommended for selection as her name did not 

figure among the top five candidates but it is also evident from the 

marks sheet of the Selection Committee which is before us that she is 

far behind in the merit list and does not figure even close to people 

who have been selected. She has been awarded 62.5°/o marks, which 
/'~-::-;;:>ii:f:. ' .i'':···-· :::;:;;;:.:::~>·~··cc ,;;.;.;;z:~;--;.,_ 

are almost 15°/o ~;~~~-~'f{\~r~~ey~kf f~~§Jl~(~iR;e! the last Selected 
<\p -· !\~)·\~}::· .. -":;; ,,_: . \.:: ,{:- lt~ .. :?~ ·1;>~. 

candidate. Theraf,bre~;c~he qua . . . the sel~~~iort~ .. process, which is 
l!; ~;> ' . . . . .. . ~.;;•, j;~:;\ 

the relief that s"he>-is t:lai · nefit.he~, at all. 
/Y ' <;} .. . •·· ·. .• .,~v .. ;"~- ··!;[; 

21. Pj,n _tfuporta '. r cd!ls'id~ration in this 
J~ '··;:: ~j' . ;z ··: ~&. . 

case is whe~peh~~e ap patea~in 1}he selection 

process and~be~~ fully · .. · ...• •· n procJ~re~because she 
~~L "IS·'~' .,.-:::~c- - . ,.. . . . • . , .. ~.""Z :- "'~ ~' . 

herself appeat ed i~f>':•"fh.~,~· e ' · .. . . .. t'~JJ.b§e{l~:~ntly Jichallenge the 
\;~ t ,/·~~'> ''<.~~-;- . . . ·~r.>~·"' ,'~~~;~l ···~ itt 

selection proces~~~ ''if~~~aw~'-' i;A ·~tt!L:~ ~;g~~€fJs ~trn:ps't t ell settled and a 
. "';··> '<:::~. 1 ;~7·' =->)y. ::;:. ::~ •. '""7-;1:;~ ·· ~;:<, /'v l"' 

number of citations"~~.n 5.~1'"qudtret:f'·iin tt1l'is ·r~_g.afd~.:~owever, we will like 
Si;:';:~' .. .. · .. ·-:; -,.,,"r:r_ .c=··:;c;;;;;;;...,.,..,,.-;c;c.:;od.-""::AW"'-{•·.- . -;;!<~·'·'<;§-~".. . 

to confine ourselves to th~~,~~a~~,s~~iuJ~9flile'Mf' of the jurisdictional High 

Court in the case of Sangeeta Supehia versus Union of India & Ors . 

(CWP No.1350/CH/2012) decided on 26.8.2015 . 

22. Notwithstanding the applicant's argument that she was not 

aware about the merit list, which was not formally published, or that 

· the number of short-listed candidates against the number of vacancies 

l 
~ 

/ 

is excessive, the fact remains that as a highly educated and intelligent 

person, the applicant was aware of the rules much before the selection 

process took place. The purported ignorance of facts about the 

process of selection; about rules and regulations governing the 
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selection before she faced the interview cannot be made the basis to 

challenge the selection and its process after she .could not succeed in 

the selection process. She cannot make a distinction between her 

ignorance of process before the interview and knowledge of the 

process after having failed in the interview and thus challenge the 

selection. We also wonder if she would have accepted these technical 

objections had the Selection Committee recommendations gone in her 

favour? 

23. We have also gone through the advE~rtisement brought out 

"The Commission which has been constituted under the 
rutes must, therefore, faithfully follow the rules. It must 
select candidates in accordance with the rules. It cannot 
prescribe additional requirements fol"" selection either as to 
eligibility or as to suitability. The decision of the 
Commission to prescribe the minimum marks to be 
secured at the viva-voce test would, therefore, be illegal 
and without authority". 

This judgment refers to a judgment to a previous judgment of the 

Hon'ble Apex Court in case of Umesh Chandra · Shukla etc. versus 

Union of India (1985 Supp. (2) S.C.R. Page 367), which inter-alia, 

observes as under: -

t. 
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"We are of the view that the Selection Committee has no 
power to prescribe the minimum marks which a candidate 

. . should obtain in the aggregate different from the minimum 
already prescribed by the Rules in its Appendix". 

The applicant further argues that Durgacharan Misra (supra) was 

followed by · the Hon'ble Apex Court again in Krushna Chandra 

Sahu(Dr.) & Ors versus State of Orissa & Ors(1995 Suppl (3) 

S.C.R. Page 419) and the Court had observed as under: -

" The Selection Committee does not even have the 
inherent jurisdiction to lay down the norms for selection 
nor can such power be assumed by necessary implication. 

Similarly, in Umesh Chandra Shukla etc. vs. Union of 
India & Ors. (1985(2) S.C.R. Page : 367), it was observed 
that the Selection Committee does not possess any 
inherent pow~r:j,to"'1 :af'a5~ntsl{ .. ; n standards in addition to 
what is ~~escri~~.Qt~~~f~~L ih~r,w ~,, '"~_Both these de~isions 
were f~lo'1,~-~~m:~e~rgacharatl' 4~'l9ra·, State o~ Onssa & 
Ors ~t!l$a,;_t9}~h'fllmlta,tl ~he St:!l~cGtiOf:\, Commlttee were 
poin~ed 1l~~ut th , · ···"·~ ' '. urisdic:t io.ltlt, to prescribe the 

;jj' '·'% .••• . ;tq• . . -: ,., ... -•. ~ '\c 
~~1im~~l]l ·"mar ~.h aa te hfa ·· : secure at the 
v1.~a-~ce . 

~bJ' : 
There are t~o · her 

~~ 

K i\' . ,fif . .i·- h c umar vers.us !if:'ug 
l _.· f _·_· r···.·. li; ~j! ' :c 

No. 57 of 2008 '1:f~cided .. 
\il\· [; • 

· ,1, ~~r· 
had observed as unCI . ·, 

' J 

. '"\,,. ··\~-- 1\~tf' ·i" ·d~-,.~ ... __ ... ,.~·· "':> I ,;r 
" 11. '~iv,ftn '$,~ri rtg:~;9,~e~~~~ra:r .. ~JS:f,a . . t~ife of Ori~sa & ors. 
(A.I.R. \~87't:\§.C ! f?a~e 1 2'2:6'7), .,.,t s,..~ourt cons1dered the 
Orissa Jud1ti~L":~er.v.tcg~u.te·~~g;i'cff did not provide for 
prescribing the~:iaJ.n~_y~~,,e'ffmarks in interview for the 
purpose of selection. This Court held that in absence of 
the enabling provision for fixation of minimum marks in 
interview would amount to amending the rules itself . 
While deciding the said case, the · Court placed reliance 
upon its earlier judgments in B.S.Yadav & Ors v. State of 
Haryana & Ors. AIR 1981 SC 561; P.K.Ramachandra Iyer & 
Ors. V. Union of India & Ors AIR 1984 SC 541; and Umesh 
Chandra Shukla v. Union of India & Ors. AIR 1985 SC 
1351, wherein it had been held that t here was no "inherent 
jurisdiction" of the Selection Committee/ Authority to lay 
down such norms for selection in addition to the procedure 
prescribed by the Rules. Selection is to be made giving 
strict adherence to the statutory provisions and if such 
power i.e. " inherent jurisdiction " is claimed, it has to be 
explicit and cannot be read by necessary implication for 
the obvious reason that such deviation from the rules is 
likely to cause irreparable and irreversible harm. 
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12. Similarly, in K. Kanjusree \Is. St~1te ofg Andhra Pradesh 
& Another AIR 2008 SC 1470, this Court held that selection 
criteria has to be adopted and declared at the time of 
commencement of the recruitment process,. 

Lastly, the applicant has relied on a judgment passed by the 

jurisdictional High Court in the case of Sanarn Kumar & Another 

versus State of Punjab ( CWP No.11.566 of 2014) decided on 

25.5.2015(wrongly mentioned by the applicant as 28.5.2015), which 

observed as under :-

" No provision of any Rule or Statute has been pointed 
out as per which the Selection Committee could prescribe 
any additional qualification. So quite apart from the 
earlier reasons, the public notice is liable to be quashed 
also on the ground that the action of the Selection 
Committee in prescribing the a.jditional condition is 
without jurisdiction. In this regard, reference may be 
made to P.K.Ramachandra Iyer versus Union of India 
(1984(2) SCC 141); Umesh Chandra Shukla vs. Union of 
India (1985(3) SCC 721) and Dr. Krushn Chandra Sahu 
and others vs. State of Orissa (1995(6) SCC Page 1". 

\'::t ' ' . , .... - · . . •. • . -·· .. ---

The applicant has als6 placed::before us , so~e legai citations on the 

issue of short'"listing. Stl~ rt~:Sfe!ied · on ., a'judgment passed by the 

Hon'ble Apex Court in toe ca~e -of Ashol< K~rnar Yadav & Ors. Vs. 

State of Haryana , &>. Ors. (1987 A. CR .. S-.c. Pa'-ge 454) and a 
... " 

judgment passed by thejprisdlctlonal High Court _ ir1 the case of Girish 

Nath Singh & Ors. Vs. ·· NHPC . Limit~d (previously known 

asi\Jational Hydro Electric Power Corporation Limited & Ors.) 

(CWP No.8244 of 2008) decided on 29.5.2014, which inter-alia 

observed as under: -

' j_ 

"In Union of Ind~a and another v. T.Sundararaman and 
others, JT 1997(5) SC 48, the Hon't11e Supreme Court held 
as follows: -

" A careful analysis of the above referred decisions 
shows that for making recruitment to public services by 
interview the Public Service Commission and other 
recruiting agencies should interview 3 to 4 candidates 
against one vacancy I post and if the number of persons 
who apply in purs"Jance of the advertisement is large 
and it is not possible for the Commission etc. to 
interview all of them, a reasonable and rational method 
consistent with constltur.iona! and statutory provisions can 
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be devised 
candidates or 
consideration". 

with a view to short-list the number of 
to determine a reasonable zone of 

Furtt1er, a reference has been made to the judgment passed by the 

Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of M.P.Public Service Commission 

versus Navnit Kumar Potdar(1994 S.C.C. (6) Page 293), which, 

inter-alia, ruled as under: -

25 . 

"9. In Kothari Committee's Report on the Recruitment 
Policy and Selection Methods for the Civil Services 
Examination", it has also been pointed out in respect of 
interview where a written test is also held as follows: 

" The number of candidates to be called for interview, in 
order of the total marks in written papers, should not 
exceed, we think, twice the numb1::r of vacancies to be 
filled. · 
In this back ground, it is all the more necessary to fix the 
limit o~ .the applicants who sho~rld be called for interview 
where · there is no writter1 test, on some rational and 
objfidive basis so t!1at persor1aiity arid rn~rit of the persons 
who are called for interview are properly assessed and 
evaluated. It need not be pointed out that this decision 
r~garding short-listing the number of candidates who have 
applied for the post must be based not on _any extraneous 
consideration, but only ·to aid and help the process of 
selection of the best candidates among the applicants for 
the post in question. , Til is process of short-listing shall not 
amount to alter•ng or! substituting the eligibility criteria 
given in statutort rules. or prospectus,. In substance and 
reality, this process of short-listing is, part of the process of 
selectioh . • : Once the applications are received and the 
Selection Board or the Corl')rnisslon applies its mind to 
evolve any rational and reasonable basis, on which the list 
of applicants should , .. ,be short-listed, the process of 
selection commences" . 

As regards the pubiication of the select list, the applicant 

has quoted the citation passed by the Hon'ble Apex Court in the case 

of State of Andhra Pradesh & Ors. · Versus D.Dastagiri& 

Ors.(A.I.R. 2003 S.C. Page 247S), which observes as under: -

"In the absence of publication of select list, we are inclined 
to think that the selection process was not complete". 

26. On the issue of Selection Committee not disclosing the 

allocation of marks to under various paramete;s of selection, the 
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applicant has cited the judgments passed · by ttle Hon'ble Apex Court 

namely Atul Khullar & Ors. Versus State of l & K & Ors.(A.I.R. 

1986 S.C. Page 1224); D.V.Bakshi & Ors. Versus Union of India & 

Ors.(A.I.R. 1993 S.C. Page 2374); and a judgment passed by the 

jurisdictional High Court in the case of Dr. · Parikshit Bansal & 

Another versus Union of India & Ors.(CVIIP No.6458 of 2012) 

decided on 30.11.2012. 

27. The applicant has also raised the issue of inbreeding within 

e academic institutions and has arglJ_e._g that generally candidates coming 
"--· :':';,yL'· ·5:if¥"5:~1&'"' : .. >~A';}{if0,,: :; ;0t:::;'tc-~ 

• 

from the .same insti~!:!~toh r0~~-~aA<t ff;Iot r~B,_P;pin,t~d . on the post in the 
xf:~·''• , •,':' ,,.. ~~·· r~ *' "i}~ ii;.(',rtc:: ··:)~10. 

same institution. ( Ip . t ~. · conn~c · ~ she has1
" ._. d 'a~.judgment passed 

I ~"""'; A'" ~.. ' ,,. 't:;li, 
--~-',,' ¥_.,.¥(~ l } .. ~~--- ' :~~: .. \ :•,_ 

by the Hon'bt A: ~X' co,~ • . < '·' ')~K cMf~~~era Massey 

Dr. Abha vesrsy, :c:Dr.S.~~- . '· f.~,8(1)'(~lC:tJR. . Page 470). 
1:~· ~~~~ ' ~}' -:" '"''''"~:: .. :::::~.:fj i;l;~, 1J, 

Lastly, on t1e :~~ue of ·. • - ~!J~ ']!;~f the !ft Fhat she had 

participated r:ln '': e interJF-\ ~i- icant ~~ .lj~ed the case 
, .{ <(,~: ; ·-v~~ ,. ,,: .. ,!~ 

·r-~t ~.;;...,-..:_- _,.r.-~-~::::i.~;~ ... __ 

passed in th'e case~4~f,, rm·~:-'1i, Y~rsus .v. College 
''·' lK(:§;~f.· ' "\;:,'<;• <:~:r,/ · ''l~'· ''~t~ 

Managing Co~rrtit~l~~ (' ;;..<:~E. ---~~fl3e~' -~~;/):6 decided on 
~""w<.:: ~~!' "'-·· ...... .. ""'c;;.. "!!~' 

16.7.2013. 'VJ:.. ·. J::.fi& , 
~-- ~--r!l"· 

-.·-:::::~; .. _ .. : .... -... =-~- ~· 

28 . We have gone through these judgments. Major reliance 

has been placed by the applicant . on the case of Durgacharan 

Misra(supra). The facts of this case are briefly noted hereunder:-

1 
t 

" 1. The decision of the Orissa Public Service Commission 
to prescribe the minimum marks to be secured at the viva­
voce test for the post of Probationary Munsifs in the State 
Judicial Service was illegal and without authority. 
2.1 The Orissa Judicial Service Rules, 1964 flamed under 
the proviso to Article 309 read with Article 234 of the 
Constitution, have been made by the Governor of the State 
after consultation with the State Public Service Commission 
and the State High Court. The . Commission, which has 
been constituted under the Rules must, therefore, faithfully 
follow the Rules. It must select candidates in accordance 
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with the Rules. ·It cannot prescrib_e additional requirements 
·. for selection either as to eligibilityor as to suitability. 

2.2 Rule 16 of the gules requires a candidate to secure a 
minimum of 30 per cent marks in the written examination 
to qualify. The candidates who · have .secured more than 
that minimum would alone be called for viva-voce test. 
The Rules do not prescribe any such minimum marks to be 
secured at the viva-voce test. Rule 18 mandates the 
Commission to add the marks obtained at the written 
examination and the viva-voce test together,· no matter 
what the marks at the viva-,voce test. On ·the basis of the 
aggregate · marks in both the tests, the names of 
candidates will have to be arranged in order of merit. The 
list so prepared is then to be forwarded to the Government 
under Rule 19. 

The Commission, therefore, had no power to exclude 
the name of any candidate from the select list merely 
because he had secured less marks at the viva-voce test. 

· P;K.Ramchandra Iyer & Ors. V. Union of India & Ors., 
[1984] 2 SC handra Shukla etc. etcd. 
V. Union . _· di ·, 1[, -. ·_. _- 367; referred.to. 
3. . \,~1\ l nlmum were fixed for 
the v v@oo11'test adv ice of the -Hig -~ J 

a 

anc\A'ICli'"C 

to th 

·. -voce · test in 
validate the 

to add 
le 17 itself 
all not be 

advise the 
for judicial 

the range of 
· ce shall be 

standard of 
ptance of the 

run counter 

Ashok . State of Haryana 
and Ors. 657 i referred to. 
4. The Orissa ission is directed to re-
do the select list on the basis of the aggregate marks 
obtained by the candidates in the written examination and 
at the viva-voc;:e test. The list so pre!pared to be forwarded 
to the Government as required und€lr r.19 of the Rules for 
appointments as Munsifs. The persons who fall . within .the 
revised list, if already in service need not be disturbed. 
Their inter-se seniority to be regulated as per the rankings 
in the revised list"~ 

A reading of this judgment makes it abundantly clear that the facts of 

the instant case are entirely . different. First of all, unlike the facts in 

Durgacharan Misra's case, the instant selection was not through two 

stage process i.e. ·a written te:st followed by viva-voce. In 

Durgacharan Misra case, as the rules did not prescribe any minimum 

{ 
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marks in the viva-voce, the Orissa Public Service Commission decided 

to impose ·a condition that the candidate to be_ suitable for the post of 

Munsif should secure at least 30 per cent marks in viva voce, the 

candidate despite securing very high marks in the written test was not 

selected. In the instant case, there is no such issue. Not only that, it 

is a one stage process, the Selection Committee has followed 

transparent criteria for judging the suitability of individual candidate. 

The decision of the Selection Committee to consider the appointment 
) . 

of only those candidates who secured more than 75°/o marks is only 

e taking recourse to a 

those candidates, 

• 

29. 

rulings which 

' ·<""1.., 

'''l:q., the instant case, 
"!;;\ 

-":':.::1.~--'~" they were not 
l,~, 

iq[l by way of 
r ~l 
~;~\.l.mmm ~ 

applj;@(jlbl~ to the case 
wwf¥/ .R w; . 

J 
!well as other 

Misra case, 

ards, the ruling passed by 

the jurisdictional High Court in case of Sanam Kumar ( supra), the fact 

remains that no additional qualification was prescribed by the 

Selection· Committee. It was merely a criterion which the Selection 

Committee in its wisdom decided to a·dopt and, therefore, this ruling is 

also not applicable in the present case. 

30. As regards the other judicial pronouncements on short-

listing the candidates is concerned, again the ruling is applicable to a 

selection -where written test has been followed by interview and the 

I_)_ 

\ 
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Courts hc;lVe indicated. that number of people · selected for interview 

should not be disproportionately high so that reasonable zone of 

consideration is considered. In the prese~t case, as has been 

mentioned earlier, there has been no written test. The rules do not 

prescribe · that candidates numbering more than thrice the number of 

vacancies cannot be called. In view of these facts, the rulings on this 

issue become inappropriate. Even in the case of M.P.Public Service 

Commission(supra), the Hon'ble Apex Court has cited Herman Finer 

from his book 'Theory & Practice of Modem Government' only to 

contention of the#i 
. '*' ,:{(:S 

f.Y' 

two days and/t~r ore 
~l' ~;,n 

interact withjh~~elect 

f. ~- ~. 
31. 

~ Nrt'ffill' • 

ffi rG'h19~rthe ~- ·~ll 
~4,, ---:~ .. !'' 

listed for in'tervie 

'\ 
candidates we~:;_ · 

candidates 12 
. . . ·'~r"Tt.-· .. · . . . , . . ... . . AJf'· "· 

candidates in a day coulct''-f:)'e&sQ,y,QJ2.~-~m?IS'"'a"1;raulty process of interview 

on the ground that that the Selection Committee did no spare 

sufficient time for each candidate. 

32. On the issue of publication of select.,-list in the present 

case, it is admitted by the applicant and the counsel for the 

respondents that the list of selected persons was published on website 

as well as on the Notice Board. As a· consequence, it cannot be 

claimed that the names of selected candidates were not published. 

, 
J,-
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33. As regards the ruling on Seiection Committee assigning 

marks separately under each head wtliie evaluating each candidate, 

the relevant portion as pointed out by the applicant reads as under:-

"If an oral test is, therefore, a 'must' as in this case, a 
heavy responsibility is cast on the examiners to maintain a 
proper record of the oral test in respect of each candidate 
and marks must preferably bE assi~}ned under each head 
considered relevant to evaluate the :andidate". 

We have noted that the word used is 'preferably' and it does not make 

mandatory for the Selection Committee to show the assigning of 

marks under each head whiie evaluating each condidate. Further, the 

e judgment passed by the jurisdictional High Court in the case of Dr. 

• 

r 
t--

Parikshit Bansal ( supra) has observed as under:-

"As far as the marks awarded by th·= Selection Committee 
in the interview are concerned, as the same are in terms of 
satisfaction of the interview Committee, this Court is not in 
a position to opine thereon. But the fact remains that 
there were four members of the Selection Committee, if 
they had interviewed the candidates they must have been 
given separate sheets for the assessment of each 
candidate". 

In the case before us, each· m~mber of the Seiection Committee had 

assigned marks to each candidate independently, as such, the 

Selection Committee has kept proper record and, therefore, the ruling 

in the case of Atul Khullar & Ors. Vs. State of J & K ( 1986 A.I.R. 

S.C. Page 1224) is clearly inapplicable to the pn:!sent case . 

34. On the issue of inbreeding, the applicant has quoted the 

portion of Report of the University Educat:on Commission (December 

1948 -·August 1949) which has been quoted by the Hon'ble Apex 

Court in the case of Dr.(Mrs.} Meera Massey Dr. Abha versus Dr. 

S.R.Mehrotra & Ors. (1998(1) S.C.R. Pa£;Je 470) which dealt with 

appointing Research Associates of H.P.Universit:y, Shimla, who were 

working as such for about nine years and by resolution of the 

University, were designated as Lecturers. Subsequently, they also 
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appeared before the Selection Committee and on the 

recommendations of the Selection Committee, they were appointed as 

Lecturers. The Apex Court has up-held this decision. Therefore, the 

argument of inbreeding does not get strengthened by this judgment. 

In any case, private respondents who have been appointed were 

working on ad hoc basis not for a long period, but only for about two 

years. The argument of inbreeding, therefore{ deserves summary 

rejection . 

35. On the estoppel issue, the applicant has referred the 

judgments of the jurisdictional High Court passed in the case of 

Geeta Sharma versus DAV College Managing Committee & Ors. (CWP 

No.2609 of 2013 ) decided on July 16, 2013 and in the case of Nikhil 

Kumar versus State of Haryana &. · Ots. ( LPA No.1034 of 2015 ) 

decided on 15.7.2015. It is argued that if the provisions in the rules 

are violated, then there cannot be any estoppels against any statute. 

However, we find that the violation in· the rules here is not established. 

As a matter of fact, the selection has taken place as per the rules as 

has been discussed earlier in the judgment. 

36 . Lastly, before we finally conclude{ we must deal with the 

issue raised about the co-incidence that each one of the selected 

candidates was working in an ad hoc capac.ty in the respondent 

Institute. This co-incidence does attract attention. The fact that only 

. these five candidates could secure more than 7~i 0/o marks does appear 

somewhat unusual. However, we cannot but observe that: even if the 

criterion of 75°/o were not laid down by the Committee, on the basis of 

evaluation of candidates, these five candida.tes only could have 

occupied the first five positions in the merit list. In other words iaying 

' t 
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. . . . 
: .. . . - --~~ _·: -.-, .... ·:. .. . 1<\J.::.>. :·:..;.~:: ·::,_:;; ·o.-,: ·. 

down this criterion woutd hav.e had' ~relevance only if less than 5 
~ . . ' ,. . . ' , • . 

candidates were recommended because 'some of them could not cross 

the 75°/o benchmark. However, the ·same would not have made any 

difference to the ultimate selection, wh·iCh was strictly as per the merit 

and as per the evaluation of each candidate. Therefore, unusual as it 

may seen, in the absence of credible evidence or palpable irregularity 

apparent on the face of record, such a coincidence has to be 

disregarded keeping in mind the overwhelming evidence of the process 

being fair, proper and transparent, specially given the fact that no one 

has alleged any mala fide or me~lice against any members of the 
•'< 3 · .•• . "'""'' ;;:;:! ... ~:. 

37. 

applicant 

~:;~-: ~ .... "" . ....... ";,: ........ , ~ .. ,~~;\'W~ 
38. Our ot 'f~ e~c~s~,ftaw O· 

· ... ~. ~e part of the 
"'"·,; \ 
,;:·~ . 

· 1 pi\Q[;ioul·P ...... cements to 
l . i\; 

bly, n6H;Je qf the rulings 

phs, t!ie~.~relevant and. 
. . .. . ~· 

.~-t nt ,:ase. 

··~~'*'t~""'''·t-y.,..""~·•i•·~;;r 
interference in the selectiO'r.t~.,oi~k,gp+~flil·i.c researchers/ scientists for 

sensitive and professional positions in scientific organisations, where 

selections are . made by eminent people of · high repute and 

professionalism, strongly suggests that an interference is generally 

. best avoided. However, when and where this interference must be 

made, it i·s justified only where there has been a miscarriage of justice, 

Or grOSS ViOlation Of prescribed and laid dOWfl procedures, Or where 

the principles of natural justice have been given a complete go by. We 

are unable to bring us round to accepting that any such casualty of a 

' t 



(O.A.t\0. 060/01063/20!4) 28 
(Dr. Rajasri Bbattacharyya ·vs. UOI & Ors.) 

just process can be ascribed to the facts and circumstances of this 

case. 

39. The OA resultantly fails to convince us about the need 

and/or basis to interfere in the matter as there does not appear any 

legal infirmity or impropriety in tl1e ~election committee's 

recommendation, which is based on l·3id pawn process. There is no 

infringement or violation of rules existing in this regard . The O.A. 

therefore, deserves to be disallowed and ls accoroingly dismissed . 

-~ There shall be no orders as to costs. 

Dated:- tr:i·~ 2 , 2019,. 
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