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Pirs. Sushila Raii,
'j/o Shri Surander Singh,
fyo House No. 33,
yi11 aQ a Zin ur,
P.0."1ul<hmar|Dur, Delhi - 36 ....Applicant.

j9y AH\ccate: Shri Arun Bharduaj)

l/ersus

1. Delhi Administration,
through Secretary,
Department of Education,

0 Id Secretariats,
Delhi.

2. Director,
01 recto rate of Education,
Delhi Administration,
Old Secretariat , Delhi^

3. Dantrollsrof Ex.'̂ nin ation,
65-6 601 d Secretariat,
Del hi.

Respon dan ta.

(3y Advocate: Hrs. D.Kaushik )
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Applicant seeks a direction to re^oncents
to issue her the appo in tmen t 1etter as TGT

(Language) on the basis of the Plarch, 1C91 Exdns.
Admittedly applicant sat in those Exafns

in uhich both male and female Candidates

appeared. Candidates were required to fill qjI .
10 of the Exam. Form containing the sex c» de.
Males „are to „1 te -I' female -Z.. ,ppUe^t

n
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uho is a female, does not deny that she fill ad

up '1* in Ool.lO. The eror uas subsequently

corrected, but respondents state that spplic^t

is not entitled to be appointed because the

last female candidate to be sppointedon the
/I

basis ofi that exam, secured 54?g, uhile applicant
r»

secured only 45^marks and thCrtc are 706 female

Candidates between the two who were similarly

not selected#

Applicant contends that as the

1991 examination was common to both males

and females, jn d denies that sep arate merit

lists for males and females were prepared

and/ or maintained, or indeed could legally
be prepared/ maintained d that while she

secured 45^ marks but was not selected, a male

candidate with 40;^ marks was selected, she has
been discriminated against #

Tbe validity of the main ten ^ ce of

separate lists for appoinbrjent of male and

famale teachers in Schools under gel hi

Adnini stration was tested in Oa No.2142/94
Jai Prakashi another Vs. Oal hi fldnlniatrnion
4 another, rs aeil as in OA No. 1454/93 Snt.Kiran
Sosnka 7s. Qalhi fldninistrstion 4 Ors. uhi-h
uas denitfedby this „ery 3enchon 31.6.93 and
reported in ,I5L3 199 6(1)3,^5^5. 9st.rb«,ka „as
Identicaliy placed ae theprasant sppllcart.
This Sanch had upheld the legal validity of
the sep arate Usts rop,,^ ^

h j- ' '^ale teachers•ad dismissed the two Cas. if •
tho is not that0 arguments advannari h.

counsel an.
contained in tho q •

"Wchistak.,



- J -

on record uere not before the Bench uhen\^
dslivered the aforesaid judgment. Ue uere in^crtned

by respondents' counsel that ^ 3LP filed against

that judgment uas digrtissed in limine by the

Hon'ble Supreme Oourt.

The ratio of that judgment is

fully applicable to the facts and circcr?stances

of the present case. "mis Oa is therefore

dismissed# No costs.
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