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4  1.-

The applicant is agcirievec! that she has riot been

selected ar.d appointed as Post Graduate Teache-r fPGT') as a

result oF the selections held in 1 996^where she has alleged that

the respoiidents have illegally ignored the marks she has

obtained in Class--X.

.  Acco i" d 1 n g to t he a p p 1 i ca n t, s h e h t h e

educational qualifications for the post of FGT^ haviiig passed

d-A.. , B.Ed, . M.td., Ph,.D and is presently working in the

r.e s p o n c! e ii t s d e p a r-1 m e n t a s Tj- a 1 n e cl Q r a d u a t e T e a c in e r (T G1"). I n

pursuance of the respondents' advertisement -dated 10.10.1996,

.»ne i iad ci.pplied Tor tlie post of -PGT. According to Mi'S,. Meera

tiiiuu-ei , Iwarned counsel, while the respondents have taken intc>

If:
account the marks obtained by other candidates at 10-* 2 Si



• L£^v€il Exciminatiorii no, marks had been allotted to the applicant

jijainst the Matriculation certificate which is equivalent to

10+2 School Level Examination as she had done her - Matriculate
St<afe

examination in Haryana. The mai.n contention of the learned

Gounsel is that the applicant had been disqualified' wrongly

because according to the marking Scheme ■ adopted by the

respondents her marks In Matriculation have been ignored which

they cannot do because as per their own marking Scheme decided

on 25.7„ 1994,. the marks- obtained by candidates at dlffererit

examinations from" "school" level upwards" have to be considered^

.instead of only one ex.anrination as was previously the system.'

f

In this connection', she has drawn our attention to various

forms placed in the' paper book, in vdiich for applications for-

selection to PGT , posts, the column against educatiorral

qualifications indicates both Matriculate and- higher secondary

examianti'ons. . Her contention, therefore, is that because the

applicant qualified in the school examination at Matriculate

level which was the relevant examination in Haryana, her

Matriculate marks cannot be ignored. She has also submitted

that to this extent the proposed new So.heme as given in page 2

of the Cabinet decision No.93 dated 25.7.1994 is inconsistent

with the table given for PGTs an page 3 where the _marks for

/datricUlate examination have been ignored. The learned

counsel, . has, therefore, submitted that in the cirournstances, in

keeping with their own decision dated 25.7.1994,' the

respondents may be directed to take into consideration ■ the

Hia.! r.s obtaiiied oy the applicant in l^iatricu,late 'examination and

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

PGT (History)'.



3, We have seen thte reply filed by fhe

responde.nts eind heard Shr'i Ajesh Lathi.ii~a. proxy coiinsei. ! he

learned counsel submits that as per the Scheme adopted by the
r

Delhi Government the marks that were to be taken into

oonsidration were from Higher secondary to M.A, in the

concerned su.bject for which the applicant had applied. There

was also provision in the Scheme for awarding marks to those

who did dons. in the subject concerned as VA,'ell as M, Phil./P. hd.

The respondents have denied that Matriculate and Higher

Secondary examinations are equivalent only because both are the

last e^iamination in the School, The leai'-ned proxy counsel irai

submitted that what is relevant is that a student who bar

passed Matriculate is not eligibls for admission iri graduate

classes, whe;'eas one who has passed "12th class Board Examinstlor,

i., e, ! 0+-2 examination which is done at School level is so

eligible. He, therefore, contends that the Matric examination

ill a r k s o b t a i n e d b y t h e a p p 1 i c a i-i [: 1 s ri o t i- e 1 e 'v a n t as p e i" t ti e

Scheme, He, however, admits that tine various application fo;-fns

placed in the paper book for the post of PST do indicate

Matric/Higher secondary as one of the examinations in columns

under Educational qualification. He submits tiiat these were

old forms wh'ich were continued to be used and, should r.o't,

therefore, be taken into consideration. in the circumstances,

the leai'Tied proxy counsel submits that the applicarrt's

corvten tier: that her Matr Ic marks should be taken in to accoun t

as this was the exmination she had done at "School level" le

not relevant arid the application should, tnei-efore. be

dismsised.

1 t d ® ^ ® T i n d e r t h e a p p i i o a n t h a s

reiterated the contentions raised in the O.A. and, in

particular, that as per the Scheme, marks have to be given from



\

... ̂  ...

s0ihool level upwards which includes marks for the Matric also

as this was the last class in-the schools in- Haryana, from

where the applicant had done her matriculation„

1

5„ We ha've considered the pleadinos and the

submissions made by the learned counsel for the parties.

6. From the Cabinet Decision No. 95 dated

25.7,1994« it is seen that the Council of Ministers had

approved the marking scheme..as proposed for various categories

of teachers mentioned therein. .It is noted that for the Post-

Graduate Teachers. the marks obta,ined from Senior Secondary

level upto Ph.D are tabulated. In the case of other teachers,

namely,. Trained Graduate Teachers/Language Teachers. Primary

Teachers/Nursery Teachers, Physical Education Teachers and

Drawing Teachers, the marks obtained from Class X upwards have

been-taken into account but these do not include Ph.D level.

In other words, the Cabinet has taken a decision that in the

case of PQTs, the marks obtained in Class XII level, excluding

Class X, shall be taken into account upto Ph.D. Admittedly,

this IS a higher post. Therefore, thi.s decision cannot: be

faulted as there appears to bs; a reasonable nexus to the ob.iect

sought to be achieved in the case of the Post Graduate Teachers

where higher qualifications have been prescribed, as compared '

to the qualifications required in the case of the other

tea'...hc:i s, Pvji exam^.^'le, iGTs, L.a.nguage Teacliers, Physica..!.

Education Teachers, Primary School, Teachers and Drawing

Teachers. In this' view of the matter, the marking Scheme as

approved by the Cabinet Decision No. 93 dated 25.7.1994 is

legal and valid and the contentions to the contrary are

rejected. In the facts of the case, the contention of the

learned'counsel for the applicant that Matric and Senior

1^.



a^condary Examination should be taken at par 'only because

Matriculation is the last-examination at the school levels in

Maryana cannot also be accepted- In the facts and

circusmtances of the case- therefore- there appears tobe no

justification to direct the respondents to include the

applicants Matriculation examination marks as she has applied

for appointment as PGT (Mistory)-

r

7. In the result- the application fails and is

■

dismissed- flo- order as to

No order as to costs-

■1 ' r

(.K- Muthukumar)
Membe r (A.)

" SRD'

(Srnt- Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member(J)


