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O RDE R (ORAL)
(Hon'ble Smt,Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J)
| We have heard applicant 1-5h,Sudhir Kumar, who
has been assisteqd by Shri M.K.Bhardwaj, learned counsel],
who is present in Court as,égi applicant No,l1 has appeared

in person, Applicant was asked whether he would like to




I,
file rejoinder to the reply filed by the respondents dated
27.3.2000, He has submitted after due deliberations that he
does not want to file rejoinder but has made his oral
submissions in. the oA,

2. The applicant presses for interhn felief. In Tribunal's
order dated 23,3,2000 it was held, inter alia, that having regard
to the controversy raised, it was necessary to examine the
feasibility_of holding the aforesaid test on 2.4.2000 only for
the candidates who were unable to appear on 27,2,2000 by giving
certain directions as mentioned in the order°

3. Shri Sewa Dass, Addifional Commissioner of Police (DR)
had submitted on the last date of hearing i.e. 27.3.2000 that

the letters dated 15.3.2000 and 13.1.2000 have already been
handed over to thegapplicant No.l, Detter’dated.15,3,2000 has

been addressed by the Additional Commissioner of Police to

the Director, Centre for Policy Research Dharma Marg, Chanakyapuri,

New Delhi on the subJect of setting of peper and computerised
evaluation of answer. sheets for the recrultment of Constables
(Ex.) in Delhi Police ‘The respondents have submltted that
for the test helgd on 27,2, 2000 for recruitment to the post of
Constables(Ex,) in Delhi Pollce the test paper was set up by

Same authorlty and they: would also be evaluatlng the answer

sheets of the candidates who had appeared for the test held

V-

on 27,2,2000, The respondents in their reply filed on 27.3.2000,
have also given the detailed reasons as to why a decisionrhas beehi
taken to allow 2132 cahdidates who were unable to be present on
274242000, who are otherwise eligible, to appear in the test

which is. -scheduled to be held on Z?ﬁ@ .2000, Having perused these
reasons,” we are unable to come to the conclusion that the action

of the respondents is either unreasonable or arbitrary to justify

any interference in the matter at this stage‘

4, By the Tribunal's order dated 23,3, 2000, the problems
regarding the very same paper setter who had set the paper for

recruitment on 27,2,2000 ang eévaluation of the Papers by the same
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examiner for the candidates in the subsequent scheduled date

i:e. 2{4.2000 has been addressed, The relevant portion of the

letter dated 15'%52000 addressed by the respondnts to the
e e = )

Paper Setter% Centre for Policy Research, wﬁgéh»reads as

follows: -

" The content and standard of the question paper
which you will prepare should be equivalent to
one which was set for the written test of Consts,
held on 27.2.2000. The number of candidates now
dppearing in the written test are those who had
due to some reasons could not appear in the
written test on 27.2.2000, Therefore, in terms
of quality and content, it has to be of equivalent

Sstandards to the question paper set for written
test held on 27.2.2000,%

5, It is clear f:om.the aforesaid letter that the
-respondents have takén.necessary steps to have the papers
p;épared for writteh test 6f Constables which iqko be held on
- 2,4.2000 by the same paper setter who had set the examination
paper for the candiaates on 27.2.2000. Shri Sewa Dass, Addl.Cp
who is present in Cour@lhas also stated fhat tbe papers of
equivalent ssfndards,by}the éamé-exami@er would be ensured in
reSpectzog?éa;didates who had appeared in the written test
for recrﬁitment as Constables on 27,2,2000 and those who will
be appearing on 2.4.2000,
6. . In the facts and circumstances of the case, we do
not see any good grounds to restrain the respondents from cCone
ézigﬁg“-the written test schedule to be held on 2.4.,2000 for
recruitment to the post of Constables (Ex.) for the remaining
candidates who were otherwise qualified but could not appesar
cg%27.2.2000. We do not also find sufficient ground;ug§¥§2nce11ation
 /the gritten test already held for the candidates Who had

appeared for the test on 27,2,2000,

7e 'Thq:appiicant has also prayed that respondents may be
restrained from publishing the Eﬁfults of the test for the
written test beld on 27.2;2000;A®;;artmental representative
has'?ﬁﬁﬁ%?féﬁiﬁhatFthis.wili be done only after the test is also

-held on 2.4.2000. Therefore, the prager- to restmin the
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respondents from publishing the results of the test held on

27.2.2000 is rejected, However, this may be done in due course
after the test is held on 2,4,2000 in accordance with the

relevant rules and procedure,

- 8, In paragraph 8(i) of the OA the applicant has prayed

for cancellation of the written test for the post of Constables
(Executive) which was held on 27.2,2000, For the reasons
given above, we do not find any sufficient grounds to cancel
the test which has already been held for the candidates on
27.2,2000. by the respondents, The second prayer in paragraph

8 of the QA is that a direction may be given to the respondents
to conduct a, fresh written test for the post of Constables(Ex,)
for all the candidates, instead of for only some candidates,
In view of what has been stated above this direction is also

not tenable and does not_lie;

9. In the result in view of what has been stated: above,

'nothing further survives in the 0A and the same is accordingly

disposed of as having become infructuous, No order as to costs,

1o, Let a copy of this order be issued to both the parties

Yoo T Joh D" atlan

(Smt.Shanta Shastry ) (Smt Lakshmi Swaminafﬁg;’;/
Member (a) Member(J)
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