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CENTRaL AMMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL NRINCIPAL B7MeH

0.A.N0.302/92 -
,: Ofnbﬂ"d
New Dalhi: this the 7 Sopxioxices, 19 97,
HON'BL £ MR, S. R, ADIGE VICE cHaImaM (a)

HUN'BLE NR.4.VEDYVALLI, M3 7R(D)

Mrs. Sushila Rani,

Yo shri Sursnder Singh,

o House No, 33,

Vill age Zindpur, .
poO.MUka'bur, Dthi - 36 oootmpllcmt.

(% adweate: shri arun Bharduaj)

Versus

1. Delhi adrinistration,
through Secretary,
Osp artment of Fducation,
0 1d Secretariate,
Delhi,

2. Ddirector,

Directorate of Education,
Dalhi Adninistration,

0ld secratariat s Dslhie

3. Contmller of Exanination,
65=5€601d Secretariat,

Delhi, eeee. RESpON qJen tg,
(3y Adwcata: Mrs. JeKaushik )

JUDGMEN T_
Y ON'SLE MR, e Ry ADIGE, VICE CHAIRM AN ()

Applicant seaks 4 dira-tion to responndents

to issue her the apointment letter as 14T
(Languaoe) on the basis of the March, 1291 Exams,
2. adnittedly gpplicant sat in those Exams
in which both malsg ehd femalae candidates
#pearadse (Bndidates waere required to fill @1,
10 of the Exam. Fom containing the sex co de,

Males were to yrite 11t and female 1214, Applicant
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who is a female, does not deny that she Fill sd
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up '1' in 1.10. The eror was subsequantly
correctad, but respondents state that pplicat
isnot entitled to be =ppointsd becasuse the
last female candidate to be appointed on the
basis odﬂ that exam. sacursd Sf% while zpplicant
securaed only 45% marks and thtme are 706 female
candidates betussn ths two who wsre simil arly

not selectad.

3. Applicant cntends that as the
1991 examination was common to bo th msles

ahd femgsles, :nd dsnies that separate marit
liste for males and females yere preparcd
and/ or maintained, or indeed could leqgally
be prepared/ maintained snd that yhile she
securaed 45% marks but was not celected, a male
Candidate with 40% marks was salectsd, she h.s

beer discriminated against ,

4. The validity of the main tenance of
separate lists for gpointment of male and
Female teachars in 5chool s under Nelhi
Adninistration was tested in Qg No.2142/94

Jal Prakash & another Vse Dalhi adninistr-tion

& another, =s well as in Q4 No.1454/93 amt,Kirn
Soenka Vs, Nelhi Adninistration & Ors. which

was decided by this very 8ench on 31.8.,%5 and
reported in AISL) 1896(1) maT 545, IMt.e oenka yas
identically pl aced a8 the precent pplicant,

This Rench hag Uphel d the legal validity of

the ser arate J_istsh for malg

Nd Famale tsachers
and hgg disnissed the t.o Case

the

It is not that
araments aduanpey by @plicantte coun sel

Contained in the pigr Synop

<

sis  yhich is t ak en



on record were not before the Rench uvhen

dcli vered the aforesaid judoment. e were infcmed
by respondents' counssl that =n sLp filed anainst
that judoment wyas diemissed in limine by the

Hon'ble Supreme Dourt.

S. The ratioc cf that judament ic
Fully epplicsble to the Facts and circurstarcaes

of the present case. This Qg4 is tharefors

dismisseds No msets,

.t A/Uc4{ﬁﬁii%~ /7£%m£ .

( 9R.a,vEDAVALLT ) ( s.”antse
MEMBER(D) VICE CHAIAMAN (a)
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