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CentralAdmlnlstratJve Tribunal, Principal Bench. New Delhi

OA.No.2462/2004

New Delhi, this the 13th day of April, 2005

Hon'ble MrJustlce VS. Aggarwal, Chalnnan
Hon'ble Mr.M.K. MIsra, Member(A)

Shri Joginder Singh Ghangas,
S/oShriSukhblr Singh,
R/o House No. 1775/31, GaH No.5,
Shastry Colony,
Gohana Road By-pass,
Sonepat,Haryana

(By Advocate; Shri J.K. Singh)

Versus

1. The Commissioner of Police,
Ponce Head Quarters. I.P. Estate.
M.S.O. Building, New Delhi.

2. Dy. Commissioner of Police,
Recnittment CeH, Head Quarter,
II BataWon, DAP, Delh^

...Applicant

.Respondents

(By Advocate: Mrs.Rashml Chopra)

Qr<kr(Qra!)

Jiiattce V.8. Aooarwal. Chainiian

The applicant Joginder Singh Ghangas byvirtue ofthe presentappkation

seei<s quashing ofthe order of 19.8.2004 and to direct the respondents to re-

examine his record and appoint him as Constable ifhe qualifies alter addition of

5 marics which are given as grace marics to those who are above the height of

178 cms.
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2.Some ofthe facts would precipitate the question In controversy.

3.The applicant appeared In the selection test for recruitment ofConstable

(Executive) In Delhi Police. The physical test was held on 10.5.2002. The

applicant contends that he qualified the same and also the written examination.

He undervi/ent an htervlewbut accordhig to him, he had notbeen given 5 grace

marks which are accordedto persons above the height of178cms. Hencethe

present application.

4.ln the reply filed, the application Is being contested. The basic facts

about applicant having quaMled and taken the written test vwis not In dispute.

Respondents plead thatthe appHcantwas awarded 5 bonusmarks keeping In

view his height but still, he could not be selected.

S.DurIng the course ofsubmisstons, learned counselforthe appttcanthad

urgedthatthe applicant had notbeen given 5 grace marksandlUrthercontended

that in the counter reply, the respondents do not state as to how many marks

have been secured by ttte applicant In all.

e.TakIng stock of these lacts, on 12.4.2005, we had directed the

respondents to produce the relevant record.

7.Today, the respondents' teamed counsel had produced the relevant

record and the mark-sheet. It revealed that the applicant had been given 5

grace marks because ofhis height being above 178 cms. It transpires thatthe

applicant had secured 57 marks Including5 grace marks, refened to above. The

last candidate who has been offered the appointment also secured 57 marks

only. To our query, we were infomied thatthe said candidate was eider In age to



the applicant and, therefore, he was given the appointment and ttie applicant

missed the same keeping in view the above-said fact.

8.We find nothing illegal In this regard.

S.For these reasons, the OA. being without merit must faiii and is

dismissed.

(-fOTK. MIsra)
Member(A)

/dicm/

(V.S.Aggarwal)
Chairman


