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New Delhi: this the =<~ day of October,1999,

HON 'BLE MR, Se R, ADIGE VI CE CHAI AM AN ().
HON '3LE MRS:LIKSHIT “SUamIN o THaN; M MBER(D) ..

Snt.muyama Taneja,
Wo sh, Dinesh Taneja,
9/2, ashok Nagar,

Near Tilak Nagar,
NeU Delhi"18 ....mplicanto
(By Adwcate: shri Despak Bharduaj )

\Bersus

Govte of NCT of Delhi
through Chief Secretary,
S, Shamn Nath Marg,

2. Director of Mucat ion,
Oi rectorate of Education,
Govt. of NCT of Delhi,
01d sec-retariat,

Delhi. |

3. Deputy Director of Education,

District west,
Govte of NCT of Delhiy
New Moti Nagar,

New Blhi=-15,

4 Adninistrative OFficer(aDW),
In the Office of Deputy Director of Educaticn,
DiStto hlest.,

New Moti Nagar,

New Delhi=15 eesssee Respondents,

(By adwcates shri Ajesh Luthra)
0 RDER

HON 'BLE MR.S. R.ADIGE VICE CHAIRI 4t (a).

fpplicant impugns respondents' ordar dataed
28.12."98(qnnexure-n/1) rejecting her nomination forp
the post of Lecturer(Home Science) on the ground that

she had Failed to produce a valid employment eXchans
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and receilved a list of candidates sgponsored by the

She states that she was initially registered w.ith

to her that she had besn selectad for appointment, and

2. Heard both sidese
3, Adnittedly respondents notified the

vacahcies to the erflploymmt exchange 0N :27.5.97

fnployment fxchange which included =spplicant's namas
It is also adnitted that applicant was selscted

on merit from amongst the names sponsored by ths
E!nploym.ent, & changs, but‘la'ter on her nomin ation was
cancelled bacause acoofding to respondents her
employmsnt registration card was no longer wvalid

having expi red.

4 plicant denizs that her fployment

Registration Card was not valid on the relevant dstg,

the fployment” Exchange R.K.Puram - on 25.4.94.. On
9.4.97 she mplied for renewal of her registration

by post under certificate of posting (mnexure-a4)

as she was unable to move during that period on
239,97, she uas asked by respondents to Fill p
certain foms along with copies of marksheets etc. and
also to bring with her the original of all cdcunents
which she produced before the authorities. l,qgain

on 19.6.98 she states that respondents had intimated
on 6.7.98 shs uas(asked to =ppear with the required
certificatese She contends that if the validity

of the @mployment Registration Card was doubted why
vas her name sponsored by the @nploymant & change,

in the first place.
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S, We vhavle considered the matter carefully.
adnittedly applicant's nams was registered with

the mmployment E}<lchan-ge who gonsored her nane,

and she was sélected on m'erit, In the case of

fxcise Suwerintendent Malkapatnam Krishna Dt. A.P.
Ys K 3.M, isheshuara Rao & Ors. dated 22,10.96

and reported in ’J.T.'1'99_6(9) SC 638 it has baean

held that eguality of opportunity should be available
to 51l eligible candidates, and in addition to
namescalled for from the anl_oyment B changs, the
department should call f‘ozr names by pubiication in
newspapers and wide publicity through display

on notice boards and through Radio/ TV. From this

it is cieaf that names of eligible candidates

are not to be restricted only to those sponsored
through the @nployment EXcha'nge. Respondents have
themsel ves issuss a Circular dated 18.5.98 (mn.-/1)
on the abowve lines, but this circular states that
it would come into effgct from the date of its issus
and would not apply to cases when the process of
recrui tment through Baployment &xchange/open

advertisement had been initiated before that datae

6. Respondents’' counsel has contendad that
because in the present case the pméess of recruitment
had been initiated prior to18.5.98 applicant cannot get

the benafit of this circdlar,

7. Respondents had notifisd the vacancies to
the Bnployment Exchange and had thus initiated the
process of recruitment on 27,5.97. The judgment

in &xcise Syperintendent Malkapatnam's case (supra)

had been pronounced on 22,10,96, that is well before

the process of recruitment yas initiated. adnittedly
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applicant was eligible, and indeed has been selected
on merit, after being sponsored by the EE. In the
facts and ci rcumstances of this particular case
therefore we hold that she cannot be denied the
benefit of the aforesaid ruling of the Hon'ble

Swreme Oourts

8, ~ This 0A therefore succeeds and is alloweds
Respondents should issue the appointment letter

to spplicant for the post of Lectur:iﬂHome Scisnce)

if her claim is otheruise in order. Thess directions
shoul d be implemanted within one month from the |

date of receipt of a copy of this order. No costs,

Svretla A

’M—’ _— /CQ7: ,

(MRS, LAKSHMI SuwaMINaTHaN ) ( 5¢R.ADIGE )
MEMBER (3) VICE CHAIAIAN(n).
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