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Thr eugh .Cammissioner cf Police, Dslhi. ‘ ,
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: Shri Mahavir Singh, Constable
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1. This OA was filed by the applicant in 1989. This

case now stands posted amaehg tﬁ& 10 cases of the pevempbory
hearing list. The applicant is not present nor his counsel.
Since it is an old matter we have heard the rQSpnnd-nts‘

and sWecided to dispose of the case on.merits. The lcafned
ceunsel Shri 0.N. Trisel whc is on recerd in the place of
shri Y.S Ghallet has argusd for the respondent. We have

gene threugh the reccres. The appliéant‘is an aspirant

for the pest of Librarian(iemp@rarfjcivil). Respeondsnt Ne.3 was
werking with tha<Delhi Pelice. He alcng with the R|Spéndqnt
Ne.3 appeared fer thé examination; They were declared
successful in the examineétien and uér. alse callad far

the intervisw. But R-3 uas selected, the applicant was

not selected. Therefeore, the applicant questioned the

cerrectness of the sslection of the R=3 ans prayed that
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they may consider the #éﬁlicant as thn~sasqﬁf dessrving
gandidate, The recruitment rules have not been laid feor
the librarian post ét the time of the advertisement or
even now accerding ‘to the learned coeunsel for respondent,
Howsver, the administration has fixed certain guidelines and]
ef which the the—admif%eépatieﬁ has framed certain c@nditi;:s
ef eligibility fer the pest of Librarian.. As per the
advertisement the candidate shculd pmaséSSQa dpgree froem
a reccgnised university%’degree in Library seisnce frem
@ recengnised univefsity uith thres ysars sxpesrince as
Librarian OR Digl-ma in Library Science from a recegnised
University/lnstitute of ¢ least 9 menths duration with
five years experience as Libra;ian; It is alse mentiénnd
that it is desirable te have a Master Degree ip Library
Sgi#nsa with 2 years experience as Librarian in Bevt/
Publie Library and the age is relaxable fer SC/ST and
Gevt servants upte 5 years). The last dates ef rsceipt
of gonpleted applicatiocns was giuenvﬂs 29 July 1988,
Wa ses from the records tﬁat R=3 after ebtaining Diplema
frem 5,9.83 his axparisnce Fallsl7hertleoupla ef months [ef
upts the last sats of wreéceipt of application as fixed
in the advartisnmunt; Howezver,this peint we will
cengider later on.. |
2, The applicant averred that R=3 yas wroengly selsctad
and was not properly qualified and his expsrience wis alsge
;btainad en false pretsntions. The respendent filed their
ceunter stating that ths applicant as well as R-3 haé been
calpo fer intervieUfanJ the applicant has scered 20 marks
in the intarviéu whereas R-3 has scered 30 sut of 50 marks
allotted fer interviesw. Se the applicant s%ﬁ,securgd;
. 95 marks in tatal in comparisen te the R-3 whe secursd
I128 marks eut ef 250 marks . fSa the saelectisn board
recemmended the case of R=3 in erder ef merit. Under the
circumstances R-3 was appeinted. The applicant filed
a.rejcinﬁer Wiluting his stand that R-S- is net at all

qualified for the paest as the diplema possessed by him
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is not frem a recsgnised Unlv-r51ty/1nst1tute.
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3. . The applicant seems to be clumsering unider lot of
'-:\7

perb@nal sugpicien and he cmuld net proeducs any[pecerds [pclavant

befere the Tribunal. It is not the case ef tha applicant
@that tﬁa intarview beare has done anything malafido er
arbitary in wawarding marks in thes intervisw ner the
examination uagjﬁreparly conductmd prier te the interview.
4, It is alde mentioned/ the lsarnes ceunsel far the /by
respendant as well as by the Dapartmaht?l Representative
whe was pfcsant'ai Ehe time of delivering judgement
that R-3 was appointed snly sn adheec . Further thay
mads a statemant that\the post doss not exist at present
't and is now abwliabﬁ@;;_Tl this achct they made an sndersement
in the fils alsa. Under this cirgumstance, the relief |
claimed by the applicant even if sanctiened will bescemes
infrugtaus. In the light ef ths abeve, we do not wish ta
make any cemment abeut the selsgtisn sf R=3 whese experisnce
falls shert of twe menths as psr the preseribaed qualifications
even theugh thcre ars ne statutoryuéggggj ~Hinee the

requirsd qualifications was fixed enly by the administratien

ang thepe are not rules framed under afticla 309 &f ths

> Censtitution., Even new thera is ne rula framod by ths
administratien.,
S. Under these circumstances, we seez ne rsasen te kraverse

inte this case as the rslief claimes by the applicant cannetbe
granted in view ef the fact that the pest has already baen

abaslishsd. The 0,A is therefere disposed ef accerdingly

with ne cests, ' : -
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