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CENTRAL ADHMIMNISTRATIVE TRIBUMNAL
PRINCIPSL BEMCH, MNEW DELHI.

B-2187/98
M&~R2B03 /%5
New Delhi this thes 13th day of april. 1992.
Hon’ble Shri T.M. Bhat, Member{(J)
Hon®ble Shri 3.P. Bis'as, Membar (a)

Shiri Madan Kumar (Roll HNo.l1802%38),
455 Sh. Jai Marain, ..

Rio ¥PO Nangal Pathani.,
Distirict Rawari\HaryanaJ, . Applicant

]

{(through Sh. Shyvam Baby, advocatal

Yersus
1. WUnion of India through
its 3Ssorastary.
Ministry of Home &Tfairs,
Hortn Block, Mew Delhi.
2. Govt. of HCT of Delhi N
thirougn its Chief 3Sscretary.
5 Sham Rath Marg, ‘

7#
Hew Daelhi.
of Police Delhi,

P
Police He aguairters, IF Estate,
i

4. Deputy Commissionsr of Police,
Znd Bn. 0AP, Kingsway Camp,.. .
Oelhi. - " aoa Raspenaents

{thirough Sh. K.K. Singh for Sh. Ra
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e . DROER (ORAL )
Hon ble Sh. T.N. Bhat, Hember{J)

coverasa matter and identical 0O.4s. file By other
persons similarly situated were allowsd DY uUs a3




Z The question in controversy in this 0O.A.
FEVolves Fuﬂﬂq the ocontention of the applicant that
W

awen though the sub caste to which he belongs had not

garlieir bean specifically mentioned 1in the  list
csontaining the castes which were declared to bs other

backward classes, the applicant belongs to OBC category

all the same. particularly so in wiew of the fact that

some other castes wers also included among the castes
Cpelonging to OBC  which was followed by a similar

Motification issued by the Central Government including

the caste ahir/Yadav among the OBC categoiry.

ong of us (Hon"ble Sh.
3.P. . Biswas M(AJ)} was a HMember hed also by  the

Judgement dated 24.10.%7 delivered in Parmnder Kumar
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Ors. ana & bunch of
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other OAs held the view that once the list issuad by th
Central Government contains names of a particular
caste/sub caste as  belonging toe the OBC category, i

Cwould not be open to  the dgepartment oconcarned T

interprat the list in a maﬁﬁer S50 as Lo Jdeny  the

as the applicant in the instant 0.4. should be dJdesmed

to have been iIncluded among the OBC categories from the
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vairy inception even though the name.af
might have besen mentioned in the notifications /circulars
Cissued lateir Thiis even if. &s  contended by the
Craesponagsnts, at  the relevant time when the applicant
applisd for the poast, the casts to which he belongs
might not have basn specitically included undgr the OBC
| hat by the subseguant h?tificatioq(
khe sald éub caste was included would make 1t operative

firom the very inception.

4. We may state that the judgsment of ths
Tribunal in Parpender Kumar & Ors.(supral) was upheld by

Cthe Delhi High Court and has also besn upheld by  ths

Apex Court by the order dated 15.3.93 passed in  Sppeal
L RCIwil) Mol 3130/97.
5 Yiewsed as such, the impugned  order

.cancelling the candidature of the aspplicant on  the

ground that he dicd not belong to the OBC catedory is

passing of the impugned ordeir cancelling his
candidature. This judgemsnt shall be implemented within

T With the abov
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disposed of , but without any order as to costs.

- W : N
(5.P._Biswasr (T.1. Bhat)

Hember () Hamber(.J})
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