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ORIGINAL tPPLL ATION NO.476/95. 

Hon'ble Mr. Justice B.C.Saksena,V, 
Hon'ble Mr. S.Das  Gupta,  A. d.  

1. Jewed Ahmad Khan, Wo Sri Mohammad Sulerv7n 

Khan, r/o c/o Hudp Bros. 4B South Malake, Allahabad. 

2. Subodh Mani Sharma, sic Shri Udit Narain Sharma, 

r/o M.0.1Quacter no.3,2C Bill Road, Allahabad. 

. . . APPLE ANTS. 

By Advocate Shri S.K.Tryeai. 

Versus 

1. Union of India, through Ministry of rriev:-,nce and 
Pension Department of Personnel And Training, New Delhi. 

2. Union Public Service Commission, through its Secretary:  
'Sh 7bj-in n Road, Dolhpur, New Delhi. 

.... RESPONDENTS. 

12.yALocate Shri Satish Ch turvedi. 

OR DE R. 

Hon'ble Mr. S.Das Gu to 

Two applicants have filed this original application 

under 19 of the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 seeking the 

relief of a direction to the respondent no. 2 to accept: their 

application forms for the preliminary examin7tion of the 

Civil services Lxamintion, 1995 and also to permit them 

to appear in the said examination commencing in June, 1995. 

2. 	Both the applicants intend to appear in the Civil 

services Examination, 1995. Both of them filled forms for 

the ex mination and sent it to the respondent no. 2 for 

acceptance but both the application forms have been rejec d 

by the respondent no. 2 oh the ground that they are over—aed. 

3. It has been stated by the applicants that the age 

limit for the Civil Services Examinaticn held in 1990 was 

26 years and the number of attempts was only 3. However, by 
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subsequent notification age limit end_the number of attempts 

were chanced to 26 years and 4 respectively. Subsequently, 

the Government of India enhnted the 	limit to 32 years 

so that more students could avail of the opportunity of the 

4th attempt. For the 1991 examinations the ace limit was 

28 years and the number of attempts was 4. In 1992 the age 

limit was enhr-ticed to 33 years ,lnd the number of attemps 

to 5. It is further stated that in the year 1993 the 

respondent no. 2 issued a notification for Civil Services 

Examinations for 1993 as well as 1994 ald in this notification 

the age limit was fixed as 28 years and the number of attempts 

at 4. It is alleged that this reduction of the age limit from 

33 years to 28 years and also number of attemps from 5 to 4 

are arbitrary and discriminatory. Both the applicants would 

cross the upper age limit of 28 years on the cutt—off date 

of 1st August, 1995 and as such they are not in a position 

to take the 4th attempt for the 1995 examinations. Their 

casel is that since the c.T3ndidates in the reserve quota 

are being riven relaxation of 3 years, the conUivates of 

the general category, to whith the applicants belong, should 

be given a proportionate relaxation of one year in age and 

one extra attempt. The applicants state] that otherwise 

there will be a violation o Articles 14 and 15 or the 

C onstitu Lion. 

4. 	In the case of Rajesh P,ndey and others v. Union 

of India and others decided on 14.2.1994 by the principal 

Bench of the Tribunal, it was hold that the examination 

conducted eE- 11 year falls unuer separate category. The 

candidates appearing in the examination of a particular year 

constitute a well detinedGiass and hence the applicants 

cannot complain the denial of equal probed Alon on the grouno 

that different set of rules of eligibility were applied 

to the examination of 1992. The applicants cannot succeed 

unless they demonstrate that the C entral Government has 

failed to exercise their power of rel axation 

anu arbitrarily. A similar view ilas taken by All ahabad 

Bench of the Tribunal in the case of V.P. Shukla and 

another v. Government of India in OA No.165[9 94. 

a, 
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5. We respecttully follow the above decision in so 

tar as the discrimin tion alleged with regard to the relaxation 

given both in age and number at at temps and hold that since 

the examinations conducted each year tall4in separate category, 

the plea of violation of Article 14 and 16 or the Constitution 

cannot be r aised, merely because certain relaxations were 

allowed in the earlier years, but not for the examinations 

held in subsequent years. 

_ 
6. Se iTylkipt, the question of granting relaxation in 

respect of the candid, tes or reserved category, the 

applicants have annexed the copy of6otitication published 

in the newsplper by which the candidates belonging to the 

other backward communities have been granted relaxation 

of 3 years in the upper age limit \x-mck J61504 muclibezx 6t< AtKPAIVM 

and the number of attempts for them has also been increased 

from 4 to 7. The applicants' case is that the candidates 

belonging to general, category should also be given a 

proportionate relaxation. 

9. 	We have carefully considered the plea raised by the 

applicants.4hether or not a particular community should be 

given certain relaxation for the Civil Services Examination 

is a matter coming within the policy or the GoVernment. We 

are aware that the relaxation in respect of the other backward 

communities has been given in compliance with certain decisions 

of the PI pex Court. This decision of the government of/India 

or its vires is not under challenge in this application. 

what is prayed for is that a proportionate relaxation be 

given to general candidates. The applicants have not cited 

any rule or any principle °flat) unoer which the respondents 

are obliged to grant any such proportion-te relaxation. 

Since the the ener c ,ndidates form distinct class separate 

trom the candidates belonging to the other backward communities, 

the question of discrimination between two oiflerent groups 

with regard to the upper Age limit and the number of attempts 
not 

c,,n/be successfully raised unless it is shown that the 

differential in this respect for the two categories has no 

rational nexus with the Objective sought to be rchieved 
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by granting special rel,,)<ation to the c cndidates belonging 
to the other backward communities. No such plea has been 
raised. 

1 0. 	In view of the toregoing we 	nd nc merit in this 
application and the same is accordingly dismissed. 

Plember('A) 	 V.C. 
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