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(of the Bench delivei-ed by Hon.Mr.T.S.Oberoi)

In this OA filed under Section 19 of

the Administrative Tril'junal Act, 1985, the

applicant seeks directions for the Union

Public Service Connmission (in short. UPSC), New

Delhi, for not reject.inp the applicant's

appliCrfiticwi for the ensuing Civil Services

Excimination 1992, on the ground of the

applicant being over-aged by aboi.)t five

rm^iths, or so, his date of birth being

19.03.1959, as against the prescribed age

limit, for the eligible candidates not bom

brfore 02.08.1959. The applicant however, has

so far, availed of four chances, and these

3rv9, within the numbfsr of chances now allou^

to the randidates for the said examination and

thus if the relaxation of age is not granted,

as prayfad for, the cxjncession regarding the

number of chanass, now increased, shall not be

available to the applicant as a nssult of

which, he would not t)e able to avail of the

aonoBssion rejga:fdi.ng numter of chances.



2. Vfe have OTtsidemS the cx:)ntents of

the OA and the oral submissions made by the

l«;j<arTied counsel for the applicant as briefly

mejntionfsd above. The learned counsel for the

aanlicant, by referri.rig to the i.nterinn order

passed by tlK;^ r.ucknow Bench of the

Tribunal(cxw enclosed as Annexure 4) pleaded.

that the said interim order- di^-ected the

respondents i.n that c.ase, not. to reietrt the

applicant's ajplication forms for the said

exatnination on the poi.nt of ur^rer age limit.

3. The learned counsel further s-tated

at the B<)r, that the said i.nterim order given

by that Bench is still in force, and

therefore, it would l.-K3cc:)me anomalous, if the

appl icjation, in res-rretct.. of the applicant

herein, is not ordered to be admitted for the

sai d exami. nation.

4. W© have carefully considered the

subnissions of the learned counsel for the

appli.&'rnt, as briefly disojssed above. It has

cxxi-?e to otsr notice, that in a similar

matter, Hyderated Bench of the Central

Administrative Tritnmal in OA 64/92, decided

on 4.2,92, finally rejected the OA, turning

down the prayer therein, for a similar relief,

after fully discussing the pn:is and cons. In

another case, decided by the Principal Bench,

In which one of us (T.S. Oberoijis a part.y,

had also in judgemait dated 13.'5.92, declined

t.lie reliefs prayed for in OA 1243/92 (Shri



r

kam

.1505.1^92

S.K, Singh Vs, U.O.T. etc.) Thus, the order

of the Lucknow Etench was merely an interim

order though ext,ended further, as against two

other judgements, after fairly considering the

prepositions involv^sd, are available, for

lcx->king into, and deciding the matter, in

hand. Vie are inclined to follow the decisicMi

in the earlier case decided by the Principal

B^snch, referred to above, and also the one

de<j.idfcd by the Hyderated Bench, primarily on

the ground that such like matters are mainly

within the domain of the Governm*=5nt to decide.

Wi5 ate, therofom, not inclined to admit the
•

OA and reject the same at this stage itself.

5. There is no order as to cost.

A copy of the order te given dasti to

the learned counsel for the applirant.
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