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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

0.A.NO.879/99

Hon'ble shri Justice v.Rajagopala Reddy, ve(J)
Hon’ble shri R.K.Ahooja, Member (A)

New Delhi, this the 24th day of January, 2000

smt. Kusum Lata
w/0 Shri Naresh Kumar
r/o 166, village & P.O. Jounti
Delhi - 81.
(candidate for post of Nursery
Teacher under code 9/98 advertised DYy
the Respondent No.2. .. Applicant

(By Shri R.N.Singh, Advocate)
Vs.

Govt. of National capital Territory of Delhi
5, shamnath Marg

pelhi - 54.
(Through: The Cchief secretary)

Delhi sub-Ordinate ServiceS'SeWection Board

govt. of National capital Territory of Delhi

3rd Floor, UTCS Building

Institutional Area

Behind Kardarduma Courts Complex

shahdara, pelhi - 32. ‘

(Through: The secretary). . Respondents

¢
(By Shri Vijay pandita, Advocate)

ORDER (oral)

By R.K.Ahooja, Member (A)

The applicant had applied for the post of
Nursery Teacher in response to the advertisement,
Annexure-B issued by the Delhi Subordinate Services
selection Board (DsssB) for the Muhicipa1 Corporation
of Delhi. The educational qualifications and work

experience requiked for the post were stated to be as

follows:

“(1) Higher Secéndar Sch i i
squivalent. | y School Certificate or

(2) Nursery Teacher Traini e
: . ! ing Certi
a recognised Institution or equiva1gnt_n ficate from
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P2, The case of the applicant was -CR dered
by the respondénts and her name was included in the
;one of consideration. she was also called for by the
respondents for verification of her documents. On the

basis of the scheme formulated by the respondents the

applicant was entitled to‘ 47.72 points. The

respondents thereafter issued a notice, Annexure-A6

*

declaring the minimum score for categories for final

“selection. According to the said notice Scheduled

Caste candidates were required to obtain minimum 40.34

tperhcént marks. The app]icant submits that as she was
: entitled "to a score of 47.72, she should have been
i selected. But her grievance is that in the final list

: of selected candidates her name did not figure. It is

aggrieved by this non selection that the applicant has

now come before this Tribunal.

3. The respondents in the reply have stated
that applicant had obtained a - Teacher Training
certificate for Nursery Teachers from D.A.V.College of
Management,b Communication and Educational
Administration, Sector—@, pPanchkula. The said
ingtitution is not recognised>by the National Council
for ‘- Teacher Education. In view of this the épp]icant
was hot ve]igib]e to be considered for selection for

the post of Nursery Teacher.

4. On the 1ast.occasion when the case came up
the learned counsel for the applicant had pointed out
that the National Council for Teacher Education had
come into existence only in the year 1995. on the
other hand, the Diploma from the DAV College of

Management, Communication and Educational
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Administration, panchkula (Haryéna) had be
by the applicant in June, 1989. 1t was also pointed
out by the learned counsel for the applicant that the
said institute was recognised by the Government of
Haryana. A confirmation to that affect has also been
issued by the controller of Examinations, D.A.V.
Coi]ege‘ of Management, communication and gducational
Administration vide letter dated 10.3.1998,
Annéxure—A7. He also drew our attention to the copy
of a letter written by the Director of Education,
Government of Haryana that Nursery Teachers course
done by the D.A.V.r College of Management,
communication and " gducational Administration,
sector-4, panchkula 1is recognised by the Haryana

Education Department.

5. The 1earnéd counsel for the respondents on
the other hand \had submitted that as per the
notification issued Dby the National council for
Teacher Education, list of recognised institutions had
been pubiished and a copy of the same had been
submitted at Annexure/R-A and the D.A.V.College of
Management, communication and Educational
Administratidn, panchkula does not figured in the

aforesaid 1ist. He also submitted that no one who

were having qualifications from the institutions outside

the list had been appointed by the respondents.

6. In view .of the aforesaid conflicting
submissions made by the jearned counsel, we had asked
the learned counsel for the respondents to show us the
record which could confirm that no person was selected

having - the quaiifications obtained outside Delhi and
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from institutions outside the 1ist of Annexure R~A had
beeh given appointment. Today when the matter came up
for hearing, the.1earned canse1 for the respondents
has produced for our perusal a copy of the letter
dated 21.1.2000 written by the Directorate of
éducation, Govt. of N.C.T. of Delhi addressed to the
Secretary, Delhi subordinate Services selection Board
stating that the matter is under consideration of the
Department and final view will be communicated after
;scertaining the vmatter from the Director, Schools

‘

gEducation), Haryana, Chandigarh. He also made an

i
loral submission that no one has given appointment who
i
:

‘has obtained qua]ifications from an institution

outside the Delhi.

7. ~Learned counsel for the applicant has
produced , a copy of the Office Order No.159 issued by

i
‘the Deputy Director of Education 1in respective of the

post of Assistant Teacher. In that, one Ms. Vimal

Kumari Kain, whose name appeared at S1. No.17 shows

that the said vimal Kumari Kain had obtained her

qualifications from tHe Government Girls Training

' school, Bulandsher. However the name of this School

even though it is running by the Education Department
of Uttar Pradesh does not appear in the 1list of
recognhised Institutions at Annexure/R-A to the counter

filed by the respondents.

- 8. We also notice that all the institutions
described 1in the 1ist at Annexure/R-A are located at
Delhi. The implications of thaﬁé would be that all

the institutions outside Delhi are unrecognised for

purpose of appointment to the posts under the Delhi




J8as/

Government. Since Delhi continuous tb be —Union
Territbry, prima-facie, this would appear to be
factually incorrect. We also notice that‘ in the
notjfication issued by the Delhi Subordinate Services
Sefecpion Board there Was no requirement that the
stipulated qualifications must be obtained from an
1nst1tution located within the Union Territory. If
ohe person can be appointed as Assistant Teacher
haQing passed from Bu]aquher, Uttar Pradesh, then a
cahdidaté who has obtained the requisite
qualifications by an institutiqn recognised by the

Government of Haryana would in our view would be

equa11y entitled to consideration.

9. In' view of the aforesaid discussion, we
aré of the view that as D.A.V.Co11ége of Management,
Sector-4, Panchkula 1is recognised by tﬁe Haryana
Goyernment the diploma obtained by the applicant would
be valid for consideration of hef case for appointment
as Nursery Teacher under the Govt. of N.C.T. of

Delhi.

10. We accordihg]y allow the OA. The
respondents are directed to consider the case of the
apb11cant . for appointment as Nursery Teacher on the
ba?is thaﬁ‘the qualification obtained by her from an
institution recognised by the Haryana Government is
valid in terms of the notification issued by the
re%pondents for the post of Nursery Teachers. This
wiﬁ] be done within a period of three months from the

date of receipt of é copy of this order. No costs.

Ry, - O Q.
(R.K.ARO V (V.Rajagopala Reddy) 1

Member (A Vice Chairman (J)
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