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New Delhis this the <5  day of MAY 51999,

HON *BLE MR, S, %.4015E, VICE CHAIAMAN (),
WON 'BLE MRSe LAKSHAI SUAMIN ATHAN, M EMBER(D)
shri Rajesh Kumar Shama,

8/o shri Rshan L2l Shama,

Ro w623/2, arvind Nagar,
Ghon da, .

Delhi -053. . o..-....mplicanto'
r&) , (By adwecates shri K.N,Bahuguna )
sus

1. ®vt, of NCT of elhi,
through i ts

Chief SBcretary, 5, Shamnath Marg, Alipur mRad,
Del hi .

2, Directorate of Blucation,

through its Director,
01d Secret-riat,

Del hi =54 ceess RESpONdents,
(By Adwcates Shri ajesh Luthra & Sh, Rajinder Pangf ta)

0 RDER
HON 'BLE MR.Se Re-ADIGE, VICE CHaIAMaN (a),

-
" y LT PPV PP § Ve oA - W .

As these two 0As are rel~ted to each other, they

are being disposed of by this common order.

2, In 00 No.2067/95 applicant secks appointment

As PET pursuant to the advsrtisement dated 31,5, 94
(snexure-a1) issued by respondents. Adnittedly,

pursuant to that advertisements applicant sumitted
his appl'i cation on 9.6,94, The aforemen tioned

advertisement preséribed that candidate wuld hawe to be
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reqgistrred in thel local mMployment Exchange on 31,5, 94

R

and the last date for receipt of applications uas
19,6, 94, Subsequently a corrigendum was also issued

on 11,6494 (Annexure-a2). o
. \\
3. Instead of holding any test/interview, respondents

appointed candidates on the basis of marks ayarded
for their academic qualifications. pplicant
submits that the cut off marké for recruitment to -
,pﬁT was 67 marks and he claims to h2ve begen entitlad
to 69 mnrks, In these 69 marks, applicant includes |
5 m-rks f6r having obtained Mp EO0y but respondenits 4 i
in t_heiff’reply hava stated that applicant obtained |
MPED qualification in June,1995, that is much af‘t;ar ¢
the last date for receipt of aspplication for vacancies
advertised on 31,5,9. Nothing has been shoun to us

to establish that applicant obtained MPED qualification
be}f‘o re the last dote for receipt of applications pursuant’;
to the advertiseneqt deted 31.5.94 i, e, on or before |
19,'6, 94, and ﬂWis:‘.:abssertion of respondents has also not

been satisfactorily rebutted by applicent in rejoinder. |

LT e ety s ot o+ porm

Hence, 2pplicant is not entitled to the 5 marks ‘f‘or

securing MPED and he théref‘b re totals only 64 marks

against the cut off marks of 67 in that re crui tmen &3

4'  Io.04 No,2800/97 applicant simil arly sesks

appointment as PET against frash, advertisement for the
post of PET issued by respon dents :ln 1996 He con tends
"that having secured 69 marks he is entitled to be “
selected. Respondents contend that those candidates o
with 69 marks, But with date of birth upto 20, 2.72
have been appointed, and applicant's case uyas also

conSifiered, but as his date of birth is 1,5,72 he

could not be appointed, Qoing by the principle that
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amongst those with equal cut off marks, the older

candidites would be Anppoin tede

5. - In the rejoinder,,applicant has coonten ded

that different yardsti&s have been applied in

regsrd to different people and has given the example
of one Shri Dharam Bir who was éppointed as PET

al though he had acquired R.P.Ed qualification in the
year 1996, There is no avemment of applicant that
Shri Dharam Bir obtained H.P.;d qunlification

after the last dote for submission of the appli cation
against fresh adwortisement for the post of petT

in 1996 and from the relevent record fumished

by respondents which :i;re s®rused by us, it vi's‘

qlea'i- that shri Dharam Bir obtained overall 73 marks
'and his datg of birth.is adgnittedly 1,6,69 and hg

is therefore older Jthan applicant and wger thg
g.lrcunetances it cannot be said that respondents havyg
violated their own norms in appointing Shri pharam
Bir. . During hearingl applicant®s counsel Shri Bahuguna

also alleged that the per.,ons youmner than the applicant,

_hamely shri Yogesh :(Lmar and4 shri Pradaq: vho werg

younger than gpplicant had bgen appointed whergas
pplicant has bgen discriminated but a perusal of

respondents' letter dated 5.5, 97 (mnexure-A--z) mak gs

it ciear that shri Yogesh Kumar (a1, Noo11) ang Shri Predegp

(SleNo.13) obtatned overall 71 and 70 marks respectively

vhilg 3pplicant obtained cnly 69 maxks, Hence

~acplicant can rnt equate himself either with Shri Yogesh

Kunar or shri Pradeep.
6. Undar the ci rcunstance neither of the 2 Oas

Warrants any 1nterf‘srence 8nd both the OAs arg
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disnissede NoO costse
7. Let coples of this

record of both 0OAas.
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ordsr be kept on the case
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