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By ﬁgwoc te Bhril Ade

Hon ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (I).

A D T S T S U D L, . . .
e  appllcant is aggrisved that she has ;

Graduate Teacher [(PCTH

Lgnoired  the marks she &
- Accoraing  te  the applicant, she hag tha

educational qualifications for the post of PGT

i . v ) ™ b 2 o e 2 .. ; 2
MoaL . BLEd., MUEM,, Fholvooand 4s prasently  working in  the

respondents department as Trained Graduate Teacher (TET) In
nursUance of the  respondents’ advertisemsnt dated 10.70.1095,
had applied for the post of PGT. According to Mirs. E

Le the respondents have taken i-to
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Level Examination, no marks had been allotted to the applicant

gyaimst the Matriculation certificate which is equivalent to

10+2 School Level Examinstion as she had done her . Matriculate
msm!acg'l”f ‘

‘examination in  Harvana. The main contention of the learned

>

counsel iz that the applicant had been disqualified wrongly

b@ca&se according to tHe ma%king éch@me'Aadowted by the
respondents her marks 1n Matrioulatimn have been lgnored which
they cannot do because as per their own markiﬁg Scheme deci chad
wn'?SL?J1§94§ the mark% obtained by candidafes at different
examinations from- ”$0h0g1 1@ve1 upwards" have to be cang&d@r@d/

e b
BYELTEmS

(O

instead of onlv"one examination s was previously th
In this connection, she ‘has drawn our aﬁt@ntion to wvarious
Forms nlaced in  the pém@r hoolk . in which %OF applications  for
selecltlon to PGT 0 posts, the column again;t adu&ati@ﬁal

qualifications indicates both Matriculate and higher secondary

it

examiantions. . Her contention, therefore, i1s that because the

Py

applicant gualified in he school examination at Matriculate

Level which was the relevant examination in  Haryana, her

Matriculate marks cannot be ignored. She hasz also submitted

that to thls extent the proposed new Scheme as given in page 7

o~

of the Cablnet décision No.93 dated 25.7.1994 is inconsistent

P

with the table given for PGTs &n page 3 whers the mairks  Tor

Matriculate examination have beeﬁ‘ Cignored. - The learned

N

counsel,. has, therefore, submltted that in the circumstances, in

Ckeeping with their  own decision dated 25.7.1994, the

respondents may be directed to take into consideration . the
maiks obtalned by the applicant in Matriculate examination and

on. that basis declare ‘her results for selection te the post of

PET (Historyd,
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5, We  have ssen the reply  Filed by Ehe

#~ : 1

“gspondente and heard Shri Ajesh Luthura, proxy counsel

srned counsel  submits that as per the Scheme adopted by  the

Delhi Gowvernment Gthe wmarks that were to be taken intc

considration were from Higher gecunﬁarv bo M., in the
! J 97 ! ,
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concarned subdect  Tor whioh the applicant nao applled. Thare

also provision in  the Scheme for awsrding mar Lo those

Secondary caminations are eqguivalent only becauss both sre T

examinatlion  In t

submithed that what is relevant is that & situdent

aligitls. He, Lherefore, contends that the Matric sramination
marks obtained by the applicant is nob as  oer b
Schems, He, howewvs admits that the wvarious applicetion fo
placed in the paper Ibook for  the Eoof PET de

Matric/Higher sscondary a3 one of the exam’

under Sducational aualification. Mes =ibmlbts bthat theoss

P wl o~ 2 i 2 N L
old forms which were ocontinued to be used and, should rot,

inbo consideration. Tn the circums

DERR

the o oRy counsel sibind s that fhe <
sontention that hear Matrico ba baken lnto acoount
as thls was the exmination she had done at "Schocl | " iw

r
9, In the refolinder anplicant he
) 1€ STOLNO&r CIE SODOLICARNT, Neas
S Yo b b -~ 1 3y oy B ] 3 ! -
reliteratea the coententions  ralsed 1in the 0.A. &nd, in
e S e - o b om, & v L -~ - N P ; 5 =
narcictilar, that as per the Schame., marks have to be glven from



s#fhool level upwards which includes marks for the Matric also
\ .
as this was the las class iIn-the schools in Harvana., from

whare the applicant had done her matriculation.

]

&d the pleadings and the

1

B

&, We  have consias

submissions made by the learnsd counsel for the parties.

& . Frrom © the Cabinet Decision No. 95 dated
REH.7.1994., if is  seen that the Council of Ministers
appirovad the marking scheme, .as proposead fof vairious categoriass
of teachers mentioned therein. It is noted that for the Post-
Graduate Tsachers, ths marks cbtained Trom Senior 3scondary
léval upto Ph.D  ars tabulated. In the case 5? other teachefs,

namaly, Tralned Graduate Teachers/language Teachers, Primary
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Teachers,/Nursery Teachers, Physical Educat: Teacners and

Drawing Teachers, the marks obtained from Class X upwards have

been taken into account out theses do not includse Ph.D  lewvel.

In other words,. the Cabinet has taken a oeci sion that in the

cass of PGTs, the marks obtained in Class XII level. excluding

Class X, shall be taken into account upto PHh.D. asdmititedly,

this is a highsr post. Tharefore, this decision cannot be
faulted as there appears to be a reasonable nexus to the object
sought to be achieved in the case of the Post Graduate Teachers

whers higher gualifications have been pre

03
Q
=t
Pt
o
il
b
: 4
)
)
<)
C
3
T
e}
]
#

to the gualifications required in  the case of the other

teachers, for example, TGTs, lLanguags Teachsrs, Fhysic

Eoucation Teachers,  Primary School. Teachers and Drawing
Teacheirs. In this wiew of the matter, the marking Schems as

approved by the QCabinet Deacision No. 93 dated 25.7.1994 is
legal and valid and the contentions to the contrary A
rejected. In the facts of the case, the contention of  the

lsarned counsel for fhe applicant that -Matric and Senior

P



G

ﬁgcondary Examination should be taken at par “only bescauss

Matriculation is the last.examination at the school lsvels in

rairvana cannot also e accepted. In tha facts and
circusmtances of the case, therefore., there appesrs to bs no
Justivication to direct the respondents o includs the

spplicant’s Matriculation examination marks as she has applisd

5,

for appointmant as PGT (Mistory).

0

7. In the result, the application fails and 1

. Muthukumar} (Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Mamber (&) Membeir(J)



