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DATE

08.5.2014
Mr. Saleem Raza Jakhar, advocate for petitioner.
Mr. Abdul Hamid Bhurgri, Addl. A.c.

I Through the instant constitution petition, petitioner has prayed for
the following relief(s): -

(a) That this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to direct the
respondents No.2 to 4, to provide job/appoint petitioner as
Constable in police department on the basis of prevailing
policy of the government and the Standing Order.

2. Notices were issued to the respondents as well as A.A.G.

Comments are filed on behalf of respondents. In the comments filed by

Deputy Inspector General of Police, Larkana in Para No.3, it is mentioned

as under:-

" 04. That, 24 seats of police constables for recruitment against
son quota were allocated to district Kashmore @ Kandhkot by the
Inspector General of Police, Sindh Karachi, vide letter No. 16815-42
dated 16.9.2011. As against (71) candidates appeared before the
board for viva voce test held on 14.05.2012 (Monday at Range
Office Larkana). In fact the pelitioner also appeared before the
selection board but he was not considered suitable/fit for the post
of constable, by the board and he was declared failure. His name
appeared at serial No.58 of the result sheet of district Kashmore @
Kandhkot, issued vide this office No.E.lIl22422 dated 21.06.2012".

3. After hearing learned counsel for the parties. It is ordered that case

of the petitioner who has applied for the post of Police Constable shall be

reconsidered by the respondents/recruitment committee according to the

existing policy, rules as well as judgment passed by this Court in the

case of Muhammad Aslam v. Government of Sindh reported in 2013 PLC

(C.S) 1275 wherein, in similar circumstances, petition was ailowed. It

'-4---=would be conclusive to refer the relevant para No.9 and 1O of the said

dictum, which is reproduced as under:-
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9. Hauing said so, now we would reuert to the merits of
the case in hand. Tlrc follouing facts are not disputed at all:-

0 tLre petitioner lVo. -l has serued more than 2A gears in th'e
police department.

(rr) t the petitioner Nc.2 is the real son of the petitioner No.2.

Bath tle aboue undisputed facts leaue nothing ambiguous that the
case of the petitioners fall within the meaning and objectiue of the
Standlng Order therefore, the petitioner No.2 is legallg entitled for
ertension of reltef, so prouided under tte Standing Order in qtestion.

10. Now ue utould furtler like to examine the condition of
eligibilitg, as per the Standing Order, which is that "uho otheru,tise
meet tlre citeia of Constable, Junior Clerk and Naib Qasid'. This
puts onlg a condition that children of the employees shall be
required to show that theg fall within tle .citeia" so required for
such post. This no-uhere requires that such qualified candidate (per
Standing Order) should also undergo all tests, as are to bg a regular
candidate. The word "crlterlon' is defined in the Oxford dictionary
as "a prlnclple a stand.ord bg uthlch somethlng mag be Judged
or d,ecided'. Ihis also makes it clear that it is the
qualification/ requirement for the job which are descibed at the time
of inuiting application(s) for such jobs. Such eligibilitg of the
petitioner No.2 is no where disputed because he was found
phgsicallg fit so rras allowed to appear in written test and euen he
qualifted such u.tntten test(s) twice which also proues that the
petitioner No.2 utas, at such times, falling ntithin the "citeion" so
required for the post of constable.'

4. Thus, we direct the concerned respondents to reconsider and

decide the case of the petitioner within the parameter as laid down in

above referred petition and Standing Order/policy, which was in

existence at the time when petitioner passed written test, within a period

of three months under intimation to this Court.

5. Constitution petition stands disposed of accordingly
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Abid H. Oazil."

c

a

I

.<,)--'->---
Judge


