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Neu Celhi this thB 28th day of Duly^ 1998.

Hon'ble omt .Lakshmi Suaminathanj riBmbsi (3 )
Hcn'ble 3hri K.riuthukumar, nembsr (a;

ns.Nidhi Goel
A-8/l5-"A,Rana pratap ^ghj
Delhi-? , .Applicant

(By Advocats 3h .U .K.Rao)

Vs.

1.Gov/t.of NCT of Delhi
through Its Lt .Governors
5s3ham Nath Rarg,
Delhi-110054.

2.Direct or of Education §
Old SecrBtariat Complex,
Delhi-54. ■ , ,Respondsnts

(By Advocate Shri Haj Eingh )
G n ^ E R (CRAL)

(Hon«bl9 3mt.Lakshmi Suaminathan, [Member (3))

Heard both the learned counsel in the application

(01 No.2579/9?) togsther with f'B 1152/ 98.

2, Applicant is aggrieved that she has not been selected

to the post of TGT (Hindi) in pursuanco of the rscrui tmsnt

held by the Respondants in pursuance of thair advertisement

dated 21.1'»1 937. In the application, t.hs applicant has sought

a number of reliefs as set cut in paragraph 8. Houeverj during

the course of hearing Shri Rao,learned counsel submits that

he is net pressing any cf .these reliefs in vieu cf the fact

■ that ths applicant understands that hsr candidature has not

been considered for the post in qusstion on the ground rhst

she uas net registered in ths Employment Exchange as en

31 .12.1996 uhich uas the date specified in the aforesaid

ad vartisBrnQnt. He further submits that he uould be satisfiad

i-f ths respondents ignore this fact of non renisteration

with the Employment Exchange ■ and they consider her case



V

Y in accordance uith the judgment of the Hon'ble- Supreme Court
i^ Lxciss Superintendent lyTalkapatnam< Krishna Drstr_t_ct «

Vs. K.R.d .Visv,ieshj.iara_R.^...an^JjyTex^ (l99b)(6) 3CC 'zlS uhrch

is - a dacisi on, earlier to the advertisement and la^.^ down policy
A-

and guidelines for the examinations on merit. In this connection

he has draun cur attention to^the representation mads by the

applica-it dated 11.3.98 uhich has been annexed uith fl'i 11 52/98.

Shri Raj Singh,learned counsel for the respondents submits rha-o

in the light of the judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

Uisueshuara Rao's case (supra) the respondents cannot arbicrarily

reject the candidatura cf the applicant en the ground that she

has not been csgistered in the Employtrent Exchange. In this

vieu of the matter he submits that hs has no objscticn if ̂

direction is issued to the respcndants to ccnsider the case of

the applicant in the light of the judgment cf the Supieme Court

in ViHwe shuara Rap's cass (3upra ) and in accordance uith the

guidelines and rules far marking published by the respondents. ■

In the ■ circums tance8 the other points raised by the applicant

are net dealt uith«

3. In vieu cf the above facts and circumstances of the

casGj the 01 and 11 52/98 are disposed cf uith a direction

to the respondents to consider the representation of the

applicant dat-ed 11 .3.98^ keieping in vieu of the observations

blemade abc\/e andj in particular ̂ the judgement cf the Hon*!:

Supreme Court® This action shall be taken within one month

from the date of receipt of a copy of this order, Mc order h

o cost

(K.riu\;-Ku kumar )
riBfTiber (A)

( Sm t e La ksh m i S ua m in a 11 i an)
r'lembar(3)

y.K-


