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New Delhi this the 25th ‘day of March, 1994

- CORAN :
THE HON'BLE Mi: JUSTKE V. S. MALINATH, CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE M. S. R. ADIGE, MEMBER (&)

1, - _Prabhu Lal S/O Puran Ram, .
__.&R/0 5/17L, Lalita Park, _
4 Laxmi. Nagar Del.hl.

2. MamRaj S/O Hem Chander,
* "R/0O 407, Chirag Delhi, .
MW Delhlov ee o N)plicants

By Advecate Shri S. K. Bisaria
 Versus
1. Union of India through
. Secretary, Ministry of

Finance (Department of
Reverme) , New Delhi,

2. The Chairman, . ‘
- Central Board of Direct Taxes,
- Narth ‘Block, New Delhi.

3. . Chief Comissioner (Admn,),

Ircome Tax Off ice,
I.F.Estate, New Delhi,

4,  Secretary, Department
of Personnel & Training, .
New Delhi. . _ '
(Resp. No.2 in 0A-1085/89) +++ Respondents

By advacate shri R. S. Aggarwal

O R DER (®Ral)

_Hon'ble Nr. Justice V. S. Malimath -

We had occasion to observe. .iﬁ the judgment in
O.A No. 846/86 between K. C. Sharma & Ors. Vs. Chief
'»Comnissioher' {admn,) & (rs. that‘ the procedure
prescribed in column No, 1L of the Ircomé Tax
‘Inspectors Recruitment Rules, 1969 as amended is
’/ very d:.fflcult to understand, cunmbersome and
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conpl_i.ca_ted. we h'ave struck down that column by the

said judgment pl‘OSpectively. e are lnformed that the
g said matter has been taken up ln appeal and is pending

_Hubefore ﬂ'xe Suprene Court. The problem that is
ﬁhighllghted ln th i.s case ls ln regard to the period

Pr ior to 27.11 1992. Hen:e we have to prcceed on
the basls that the clumsy column No..l.l which we have

»truck doan prosPectlveJ.y Jmas to beewnderstood and
= Operated ~upon.‘ ‘rhe Petit loners uho are schedu led
| ‘_caste candidates belonging to the Mini.sterlal cadre,
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lconplam that the relevant orders regarding reservations
have not been faithfully followed thereby depriving |
them the right to promotion to the cadre of Inspectors

| ', in pursuance of the selectlons held in the year 1988,

| Af ter examlm.ng the pleadmgs and the further mater fals
produced by the counsel for the respondents:,. we find
it extremely difficult to ascertain the prec ise’ facts
and. the prec ise manner in vhlch the reservation arders
have been Cperated upon in this case. One option in
the cu‘cumstances available to us is to decline
Juri.sdrction on the ground that the petitioners have’
failed to make out a satlsfactory case. As the
candidates belong to the sC category, we thought that
that may not be the most apprOpr i.ate course toc be
adopted. In the circumstan:es , We. consider it
apprcpriate to drspose of these applicatxons w:.th

the follcwi.ng di.recti.ons e '

If the peti.tioners file an apprOpriate represen-
tation within one month from this date furnishing the
\\/relevant facts and materials in suppart of thelr case
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opportu nity to other persons ’1'1ke1y to be affec ted
P by any déc ion that theY 'lilay téke in regarding to

the assignment of apprqariate seniori.ty to the’

shall diSpose "of- the represe ntati.on as exped itious ly
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( V. S. Malunath )
Chau‘man
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