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CINTRAL ADMINI STRATI UE TRIBUN AL P RIN CIP AL B@}CH

1) 0+n.No,.2067/95
« AoNo, 2800/ 97
2) O.n.No, 2800/ "

\

New Delhi: this the 2>  day of MA)/ 1999,
HON*BLE MR.Se Re-ADIGE, VICE CHAIRIAN (n).

WON'BLE MRS, LAKSHIT SUAMIN ATHAN, MMBER(D)
shri Rajesh Kum ar'Shama., .

/o shri Roshan Lal. Shama,

Rlo w623/2, arvind Nagar,
Ghon da, -

Delhi "0530 ) ..uoo...,l‘pplicanto“
(By adwocate: shri K.N.Bahuguna )
Versus

1. o vte of NCT of Delhi,
through its :

Chief Secretary, 5, Shamnath Marg, Alipur Rad,
Delhi , '

2. Directorate of Ei:luca--tion,
through its pirector,
0ld Secreterizat, _
Del hi =54 esveoe RESpON den tse
(By Adw cates Shri ,djesh Luthra & sh, Rajinder pandita)
ORDER
HON 'BLE 1M ReSeRe-ABIGE, VICE CHAIRIAN (A).

. As these two Bas are related to each octher, they

are being disposed of by this common O rders

26 I 04 No,2067/95 applicant seeks appointment
as PET pursuant to the.' advertisement dated 31,5, 94
(Annexure-a’i) issued by respondentse. Adnittedly,'
pursusnt to that advertiseﬂent; applicant submitted

his application on 9,6, 9. The aforementioned

advertisenent prescribed that can didete would have to he
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registered in the local Eiployment Exchange on 31,5, 94
and the last date for receipt of applications was

19460 94, Subsequently a corrigendum wass also issued

on 11,6694 (annexure=A2).

3e Instead of hol d_ing any test/interview, respondsnt
appoin ted candidates on the basis of marks =zyarded

for their academic qualificationse fpplicant

submits that the cut off marks for recruitment to

PET was 67 marks and he claime to have been entitlad

to 69 marks, In thesg 69 marks, applicent includes
5m~rks for having obtained l"l_i;‘ EDy, but respondents

in their reply have statad that applicant obtainad
MPED qualification in June, 1995, that is much after

the last date fo r receipt of application for vacancies
advertised on 31,5.%94. Nothing has been shoun to us

to establish that applicant obtained MP ED qualification
befo re the last date for ‘receipt of applications pursuant
to the advertisement dataed 31,5, 94 is8¢ On Or before
19,64 %4, and this asserticn of respondents has also not
been satisfactorily rebutted by applicant in rejoinder,
Hence, applicant is not entitled to the 5 mapks for
securing MPED and he théerefore totals only 64 marks

against the cut off marks of 67 in that recruitment,

4 “Im 04 NoyS2800/97 spplicant simil arly sseks

appointment as PET against fresh advertisement for the
post of PET issued by fespon dents in 1996.He con tends
that having secured 69 marks he is entitled to be
selected. Respondents con tend that those can didates
with 69 marks, but with date of bipth pwto 20,2,72

have been appointed, and applicent's case was also
considered, but as his date of birpth is 145,72 he

could not be appointed, going by the principle thzt
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amongst those with squal cut off marks, the older

candidates would be sppoin teds

Se In the rejoinder, applicant has con ten ded

that different yardsticks have been applied in

regard to different people and has given the example

of one shri pharam Bir uwhc was appointed as PET
although he had acqui red M.P o Ed qualification in the
year 1996, There is no avemment of applicant that

Shri Dharam Bir obtained M.P, £d qualification

after the last date for submission of the application
against fresh advartisement for the post of PET

in 1996 snd from the relevant record fumished

by respondents which were perused by us, it is

clear that shri Dﬁaram Bir obtained overall 73 marks
and his date of birth is adnittedly 1.6,69 and he

is thsrefore older than applicant and uider the
circunstances it cannot be said that respondaits haye
violated their own norms in appointing Shri pharam

Bir, ODuring hearing applicant?s counsel shri Bahuguna
also alleged that the persons yomger than the applicent,
namely shri Yogesh Kumar and shri Pradeep who ware
younger than applicant had been appointed wheraas
‘applicant has been discriminated but a perusal of
respondents’ letter dated 5.5, 97 (Annexure-n--'z) mak as
it clear that Shri Yogesh Kumar (Sl.No.'H) and ShripPradeg
(Sl.No.13) obtained overall 71 and 70 marks respectively
while epplicant obtained only 69 marks, Honce
applicant canmt equate himself sither with Shri Yogesh

Kumar or shri Pradeep.,.

6. Urder the circimstance neither of the 2 04as

Warrants any interfersnce ang both the Ops are
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- dismissed.': No costse

7e Let copies of this order be kept on the case

racord of both Dp{s.

/&ké§¥§;-249i;;/(_ -,4%;/L&.;
( MRS, LAKSHYI SuaMINATHAN ) ( SeRe-ADIGE
memBeER (3) VICE cHaImian(a),
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