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CEJJTRAL ACniNlSTRAn VE tribunal P RIN CIP AL BENCH

1) OrA.No.2 0 67/95

t  2) O.a.No.28 00/97^
V̂

New Delhi: this the day of >1999,

HDN »BLC PI R.S. R..AOIGE, \/lCC CH aI PTI AN ( a) o

WN'BLEWRS. lAKSmi SUATIIN aTHaN, nEf1BER(3)

Shri "Rajesh Kumar Sharma>
S/o Shri Ftoshan Lai. Shaima>
f^o V-62 3/2, Ar \/in d N ag ar>
Ghonda,
Delhi -053. Riplicant.
(By AduDcate: Shri K.N.Bahuguna )

Jtersys

1. Govt. of WCTof Delhi,
through i ts
Chief Bacretaiy, 5, Shannath Marg, Alipur ftjad.
Del hi ,

2. Directorate of EJiucation,
through its DLrector,
Old Secretariat,
Delhi -54 Respbndsntso

(By Advocatel Shri Ajesh Luthra 4 Sh. Rajin de r Pan di ta)
0 RQCR

HDN 'BLf n R. S. R..AOIGC. \/lcr CHaI FTI aN (flK

As these two 0 as are related to each other, they
are being disposed of by this common order.

In Pa Nq.2P67/95 applicant seeks appointment
PCT pursuant to the ad\/G rti sen en t dated 31,5. 94

(Annexure-Al) issued by respondeats. Adnittedly,
pursuant to that advertisements applicant submitted
M3 appllc:,tlon on 9.6.94, Tho ,formontlonod
adoortlsOTont prescribed that cendldete uould heue to b
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registrared in the local Bnployment Exchange on 31 e 5e ̂ 4

and tha last date for receipt of applications uas

19,6,94. Subsequently a corrigendum uas also issued

on 11,6,94 (Annexure- A2) .

3, Instead of holding any test/in terv/ieup respondents

appointed candidates on the basis of marks awarded

for their academic qualifications. Applicant

submits that the cut off marks for recrruttut to

PET uas 67 marks and he claims to ha \ye been entitled

to 69 marks. In these 69 marks, applicant includes |

Bm-rks 5;6r having obtained fip E0» but rej^ondents

in their'"reply have stated that applicant obtained

np ED qualification in 3unep1995, that is much after

the last date for receipt of s^plication for vacancies

advertised on 31,5,94, Nothing has been shoun to us

to establish that applicant obtained PIPED qualification

bJfo re the last date for receipt of applications pursuant
to the advertisement dat^ed 31,5,94 i, e, on or before

19,6,94, and this assertion of respondents has also not

been satisfactorily rebutted by applicant in rejoinder.

Hence, applicant is not entitled to tha 5 marks for

securing PIPED and he therefore totals only 64 marks

against the cut off marks of 67 in that recruibnertitil

^  lo Da No,2800/97 applicant similarly seeks

appointment as PET against f resh^ adve rti san en t for the

post of pet issued by respondents in 1996.He contends:,, .;

that having secured 69 marks he is entitled to be

selected. Respondents contend that those candidates i :

uith 69 marks, but uith date of birth up to 20,2,72

have been appointed, ̂ nd appl icant's case uas also

considered, but as his date of birth is 1,5,72 hp
could not be appointed, QQing by the principle that
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amongst those uith equal cut off maikSp the older

candidTtes uould be appointed#

X  5, In the rejoinder, ̂ plleant has contended

that differtfit yardsticks have been applied in

regard to differ^t people and has given the example
o f on e Shr i Oh a ram Bi r uho uas appointed as p CT

although-he ha d a cq red «.P » Ed qualification in the
year 1996. There is no averment of applicant that

Shri Ohaiam Bi r obtained H.P, Ed qual ification

after the last date for submission of the application
against fresh a d ve rti sem rfi t for the post of p eT
in 1 996 and from the relevant record f^umished
by respondents which were oBrosed by us, it is

clear that shrl Oharam Bi r obtained overall 73 marks
and his date of birth, is adnittedly 1.6.69 and he
is therefore older^than applicant and under the

circunstances it cannot be said that respond^ts have
violated their own norms in appointing Shri Qharam
3ir. JXjring hearing applicant's counsel Shri Bahuguna
also alleged that the persons younger than the appHcantp
namely Shri Yogosh Kumar and Shri Pradeep who uere

.  yomger than applicant had been appoin ted whereas

applicant has been discriminated but a perusal of
respondents' letter dated 5.5.97 (^nexure-a-.2) makes
it clear that Shri Yogesh Kwnar (sl.No.11) and ShriPr^deaf,
(51.No.13) Obuinod 0„0t»ll 71 d 70 ™ad<3 raspoctivaly
-"lie applloont obtainadcnly S9 matk,,
appUcant cannot equate bin self either ulth Shrl Vogesh
Kimar or shri Pradeep..

6- Ihder the circueUence neither of the 2 OAs
—nto any interference an d bo th the 0 .e e re
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^  dismissed* No costs*

7, Let copies of this order be k^t on the csse

record of both 0 as*

(MRS. LaKSH*II SUAniN^ATH^T) ( S* R-AlilGE ̂
ngriBER (3) WCE CHAlfrtAN{A)
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