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?hri Santosh Singh Pawat.
s_o Shri Khum Singh Rawat
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Ry ariuocate - Shri m K r j.
Shri RaienHra Sin k • ' ' andjendra S.nghvr, for NO.3 and 4^

ORDFR

Hon'ble Mr R.K.Ahooja/ Member fal

th= M working in''-^onal Zoological Park 'Delhi Zoo^ as a Lh P
^'-^'^'^ssistant,sines ©•l^iQRc ^ .

R also looking after the a •
" the Animal Section.
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..„ertls,d on, po^t of Zoo B.npoo .fp.
0H».rtl00.,„t .t .nnexooe on 3.,,.,99„ f,,

applio.nt hod also appll.n. Thanaupon ha .as askaO to appaar
In the proflctano,-oun-soraanl„9 tast „n 27.7.199,. .hloh
ho Olearad and .as a.ongst the seven candidates .ho .era
asked to appaar for Intervie. on 4.,0.199,. ,ftar th,
scrutiny of documents, only four canHiH=+M±y tout cand.i dates appeared before

the intarvla. hoard Including tha applicant and respondent

'• applicant alleges that. respondent Mo.3
-ISS o.ngeeta did not have the ragulstt. experience certifi
cate and initially .as not allo.ed to appear In the intervie.
hut later on soneho. she managed to appaar even though she
lack.d tha ragulslta essential axparlence. fieilarly.
respondent No.4 had only a three months experience certifi
cate from lodhpur Zoo. Though there .as only one vacancy
of Zoo Ranger advertised, respondent No., nominated t.o
candidates, namely, respondent No.3 and 4, overlooking the
claim of the applicant «ho ,.s the only eligible candidate.
The applicant also alleges that respondent Mo.4 had produced
• one year experience certificate from Municipal Garden,

Ajmer whi.le it has been cert if.led by the hi strict
forest Officer and Ghlef Conservator of forest and Chief
hilh Life Marden, Rajasthan, that there is no such Zoo in
that ten. The applicant filed a representation against
hhs lllegai selections but to no avail. „e therefor, has
-PToached this Tribunal .ith the prayer to guashyset aside
••-he offer of appointment issued fnissued to respondent Mo.3 and 4,

Clare tbese appointments as null «Hhnull and v/oid and to give
offer of appointment to the applicant in fh •

hjpj. leant in their place.
e has also made a oravpr er,

prayer for a separate selerfinn
sej, ect]. on processthe Ranger.

c 0 n t d . . - 7 /
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Respondent Mo.1, eta—c c r
- SSL,, in reply

stated that the selppfinr.
selection was made hv r'•"^r^e ny the Commission as

per the laid down procedurPQ =r, hprocedures and m accordance with the

pP0ficie„c,-cu„-,„„.
nlng test .„p ottalneP 1„ tK, t„ter„l.„. Ths, ,t,t.
that out of the seven candidates called f„t Intervie., three
did not produce pr.of^ 1„ support of their claln relating
to the essential qualification No.2, that is Pvn •

ft, tnat 18, experience

In locking after .lid life In roos or sanctuaries. Therefore
they ,.,ere not allo.ed to appear. Respondent »o.3. niss
^i.ngeeta, produced a training certificate on the basis of
"hich She .as found to fulfill essential qualification Mo.2
relating to experience. Initially respondent No.2 had sent
to SSC a requisition for one post of Zoo Ranger .hlch .as
duly Mentioned in the adyert1se„ent but subsequently the
respondent No.2 on 12.B.1991, that Is, before the date of
Ihterule. on 4.10.1991, sent requisition for one additional
post of Zoo Ranger and It .as on th.t basis that t.o candi

dates .ere selected. Respondent Mo.1 sub.its that para
B of the Ihstruotlons of the aduertisenent clearly provide
that nor, vacancies nay also be filled through the said

ed.ertlse.ent and also that vacancies nentloned .ere subject
to alteration. 4s regards the experience certificate of
respondent No.4, they suhnlt that they only verify the
original certificates. Further verification of the certi
ficate IS up to the appointing authority to .hlch the various
docunenta are for.arded .1th the reconnenda11 ons of the
Co.Misslon. They therefore state that this Is a Matter
on .hlch respondent Mo.2 .ay give their reply.

""Ply. National Zoological
Park ^Oelhi Zoo^, statp fho4- i-uthat the applicant is qualified
only for clinical laboratory „„rk. He -as called for the

. . .li '•
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inter.ie. even though he uas c.erage and had no knowledge
about breeding, biology and conservation of wild life.
Being less qualified than the other candidates, he was not

selected. The experience certificate produced by respondent
No.3 and 4 were duly considered by the selection con,mittee

and accepted. As regards the complaint filed by the appli

cant, respondent No.2 submits that the subject matter of

the complaint is under investigation by an independent

authority.

Respondent Mo.3 in her reply affidavit has submi

tted that she is a Science graduate with Environmental Science

and that she fulfilled all the eligible criteria. The appli

cant is in occupation of quarter No.C-8 which has been

allotted to her and the present app1i cat i on -^^f i 1ed because

the applicant ^nes not uiantr tn vacatp t.hP house . Respondent Mo.4

claims that he fulfills all the conditions. The applicant

is on the other hand an Intermediate in Science and not

a Graduate hence not eligible to be considered. He claims

that he was curious to understand the environment of animals

and therefore had worked opfhonorary basis with the l*'unicipal

Zoo, Beawar, even while he was studying in college.

5. li'e have heard the Id. counsel for all the parties

and also gone through the pleadings on record. The adverti

sement issued by respondent N0.I, SSC, lays down the following

essential qualifications*

'i^ F.Sc. 'i.e.. Intermediate in Science^ preferably

with B.Sc. in Botany'Zoology'Agricultures

Experience in ]. ooking after wild life in zoos.

and sanctuaries.

... 5



np Mn.2589'91

V The main allegation hy the applicant against the selection
is that neither respondent Mo.3 nor No.4 possessed the

essential qualification Mo.2, viz., "experience". the

of selection. Lri. counsel for the applicant argued

that it has been held by Jammu P Kashmir High Court in

time

2R:L_^l<HIAR_iAM_NAC|EEB_WS^_RTAIF_nF_J£K_p_PR5^_-, 987_^5^_SLR
ROl that uihere no power is reserved in the advertisement

for relaxing the qualification of experience in the case

of candidates of outstanding merit, selection of candidates

lacking such qualification of experience would be illegal.
He further submitted that this Tribunal also had in the

case of 2Rz._P^l<j._ JIHnAL_VS_^_M[1I_S_nRR^_ ATR_2g91^1_^_CAT_401
held that even enhancement of the required experience for

shortlisting of candidates would be well within the purview
of the selection commission. The Punjab » Haryana High
Court had also quashed the selection in HARESH_KUMARnP

that the selected candidates did not fulfill the prescribed
qualifications as per the advertisement. The Supreme Court
had also in I£I__n DLL FC TO R__.__CH AIR .A N,_j;

RnciAL__MELFARE__RFSIOFMIIAL_^CH^ ^ ^̂
IRIPURA_^nNnARi_^P,,_,,,^^^^^ upheld the actio7of

in not allowing a selected candidate to
join when he did not ha\/p fho m-have the minrmum qualification prescribe^
in the ed„e,tlse,e„t. The Id. coens.l suh.ltted th.t
tespohdent P„.3 pesseseed . cePtifleete issued h, the
llnlu.Pslty or he,hi. U„i„,„ 11y-I„tei.o11 „„ roll p,
that sha had receiv/pH ^ v* a • •ning m zoo management from June
21. 1989 to July 4, 1989, a period of h

period of barely ten days,
excluding the holidays. On tho t-ays. On the other hand, respondent Mo.4
had produced a certlfina+o rcnrt.f.cate fro„ Zoo .„d Punlcipsi harden
Sup.Pyisos, d.,,, sp,, de hsH

i-iitjt ne had worked

under his supervision for one year to • .
year to maintain various

. R
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municipal gardens and zoo. On the other hand, certificate

at Annexure D shouis that there is no such zoo in Beauiar

town. IN any case, respondent No.4 was during that period

a ^student and any training received during studies could
not he regarded as professional experience.

carefully considered the matter and in

our view the conc1usion~is inescapable that the allegations

made hy the applicant against the selection of respondent

Mo.3 and 4 are correct. The Recruitment Rules for the post
called for experience as an essential qualification. The
only experience respondent Mo.3 had was a certificate issued

by th, that she hah tscely.h tralnleg 1„
^00 eaeageeeet for a perlob fr„„ 2,st Jone to 4th Jo„.
This „.s „ part o, Ipteractlon prograeee. stretch
bf Imagination can this he regaro.o as experience of .orhlng
in zoo or sanctuary. liie are nnohie. i.y. 'e are unable to agree with the conten-

ths ld« Coun^pl •FriT' -i-ufor the respondents that no .Ini.al

-'b is. -C, to decide ehether any experience is adegoate'
hot and this decision having been t.ten hy an expert

b«by It is not open In Judicial revie. to guestlon this
i-ge.e„t. If the respondent had .orbed In the top i„ ,
professional capacity, there could have been some merit
i" bbls argument. 1„ the present case, there Is no experience
-bsheuer as respondent ho.3 during that period .as a studs.
of HBlhi Uniuer'^ifv/ _iniversity and underwent only a f ^a ?,, •

y a training programme
for ten days as part of a 4- .4P t or , student-industry Interaction
programme. , training of ten or ,5 days h
.. "^ays, however intensiveIt may be, cannot be claaat-f .4

le as experience otherwise
one might even say that ten visits to
ten d oonstltuteten days experience. jn fho

.as no -d '""O'oro. thereOP ...dence .h.tsoever before the sel.ctleh
'» o.tehllsh that th. oemmittaeany experience available with

6\/
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respondent. Mo.3 in management of zoos and sanctuaries.

At the time of selection, respondent No.3 patently lacked

the essential qualification of experience.

7. Insofar as respondent No.A is concerned, he admits

in his reply that the so called experience was gained by

him while he was still a student and that he had worked

in honorary capacity only. It is not necessary for us to

go into the question as to whether there was indeed a zoo

afthat time in Reawar or not. The fact remains that respon

dent Mo.4 was a regular student and was not working therefore

in a professional capacity in the zoo. Any experience gained

by any person on part»time honorary work in the zoo could

not he equated to professional experience which would enable

him to work as a Zoo Ranger. In the circumstances, the

certificate issued by the Municipal. Garden Supervisor,

Reawar, had no relevance.

8. Lengthy arguments were advanced before us to

establish that the second qualification of experience was

not an essential qualification and had been wrongly so adver

tised. Even if it utere so, the iiihole selection process would

he liable to be set aside since on the statement of respon

dent Mo.1, at least three candidates were not allowed to

appear because it was found that they did not possess the

requisite experience. If indeed .it was not necessary to

have the experience Qualification, then the rejection of

those three candidates would nullify the selection procedure.

contd. .. 8/-
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^ the light of the abov/e discussion, lue have

no hesitation in coming to the conclusion that the selection

of respondents No.3 and A was contrary to the Recruitment

Rules and bad in law. The same is therefore quashed and

set aside. We are not certain whether any panel was

recommended by the Staff Selection Commission which includ ed

any one apart from respondents 3 & 4, whose selection

has been quashed. However, in case the applicant was

next on the panel, respondent No.1 and 2 are directed

to then consider his appointment. In case the applicant

is so appointed, he will be deemed to have been appointed

on the date on which respondent No.3 and 4 were appointed

as Zoo Ranger, and his seniority will be fixed accordingly.

However, in such a case he will not be entitled for any

arrears of pay. In case the applicant did not figure

next in the list of those recommended for appointment,

the respondents are free to make a fresh selection, in

which event the applicant shall be given necessary age

relaxation to be able to be considered for the selections.

No costs.

' R . K . AHOOJA >
m E 1*1 B E >

' A. V. HARI CTTTsA N^
UICE-CHAIR|Y|AN'J'>


