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O0.AR. No. 1163/92, Date of decision ,.....%
Shri Raj Vaeer Singh toe Applicant

V/s

Union of India & e Respondents
Others.
CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr, Justice Ram Pal Singh, Vice-Chairman (3)

Hon'ble Mr, I,P, Gupta, Member (R)

For the Applicant eos Shri $.S, Vats, counsel
For the Respondants oo Mrs. Avnish Ahlawat,
counsel.

(1) Whether Reporters of local papers may be
allowad to see the Judgement ?

(2) To be referred to the Reporter or not 7
1__q__0__Q__Q__ﬂ__E__Q_T
L Delivered by Hon'ble Shri I.P. Gupta, Member (a)_7
Int his application filed under Section 19
of the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1385 the appli-
cant has requested for issug of directions to the

respondents to issus appointment letter te the

\

applicant for the post of TGT (Mathematics) in

Government schools of Dglhi Administecation on the

aibits

basis of merit list as published on 30.7.1991, The
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respondents had advertisad, among athers,
of Trained Graduate Teacher to be appointad in the
Government schools ef Delhi Administration, The
number of posts uas 1916 as mentioned in the Indian
Express dated 1st July, 1990, Ths contention of

the applicant is that he was eligible to apply as

he had the requi;ito qQualification and was within

the prescribed age limit, UWritten test for appoint-
ment was held on 24,3.1991, The applicant appsared
and his roll number was 210496, 85 marks were fixed
for written test, 10 marks for experience in teaching
in recognized schools and 5 marks were resarved for
Teachers' vard, ~The  list of the selacted
candidates as Published (Annexure VII) showed
that the applicant had qualified, The listvof
selected candidates was publishaed in the Newspapers
and yas displayed on the notice board,

2, The Published result did mention that it

were kept for eX perience,

3. The Learngd Counsgl for the respondentg
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said that entire evaluation of the ansuer shee

was done by diffefant computor agencies. 0On
receipt of result from the @gencies, a provisiona]
list of candidates was displayed and the candidates
were informed to get their teat;monials and athar
particulars verified, During scrutiny of thae resylt
received from the computor agenciaes, the applicant
had secured 27 marks in written examination and

10 marks in experience -for teaching, Accordingly,

the candidate was asked to submit the proof of

benefit of marks for teaching but he failed to do so,

These 10 marks given to him for teaching experience
were deducted from the total marks secured and the
candidate was out of the merjt list, The Learned
Counsal for the respondents also drey attention to
the rejoinder filed by the applicant where it has
bean said that the applicant did his B.&d, in 1987
and, therefore, how could it be expectad that he
had experience of 1g Years. One mark for one year

teaching uwas allotted,

from the respondents
4. As ascertainedfthere was a mistake done by

the computer in giving 10 out of 10 marks to the

applicant in experiencs. Ong mark was for gne year
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of teaching experience. The applicant himse f has
accepted that he did not have 10 years teaching
experience. The correction was accordingly made
by the respondents. The intimation to him was
that he was provisionally qualified in the
written test but he should be advised to contact
the Centroller of Exam. for verificatien of
original certificates/documents along with duly
attested photo copies of each and in the course
of verification, the mistake was detectsd. Of
course, the mistake cannot be attributed to the
applicant as he had correctly stated in regard to
his experience. The mistake was of the computer

which was corrected on scrutiny of documents. In

the circumstances, we find no illegality in the action

of the reapbndonts. The application is, therefore,

dismissed with no order as to costs,

Se The above order has been given on the basis

of the gleadings on rescord and the arguements of the
counsel for the respondents as the counsel for‘tho

applicant was not present even on second call, after

a pass over nor had he sent any intimation about

adjustment of date.
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