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E HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT DPATHA
C.%.J,C.No.15326 of 200G

Haard Mr. Vinad Fumar
tSr.Advacnta for the patitionar, M&.
Shanker Tiwary, for Bilhar Puplis
ce Commisslon and  Mr. Chandra

ar, Sr.Advacate™or respondent no, 6.
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19990 Annexure-1)and Was recommanded

for appointmant in Backward clags
catedgory under rezommendation dated
22.1./2002¢ Annexure- 2)has  come  ho  this
court] for quashing the subzsequant
reconmendatich  dated | A¥.40.2004
Anhadure -4  dsauad in contilnudtich &f tis
ear1iaf recammandation datad
22.142003(Annexure-2)as thargurdar
patitiicnar fias bean replasad b
Respondant nc.8 in thgl bachward ¢1n;$
category with instruction Lo
administrative departmant Lo varify the
Creampylavar zartificate of tha aaid
raspdndent no.gh Lad}nga coungel fer bBha

Prasad VYrs. The State of Bihar and Crs.
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- appearing in support of this
on hae contended that T tha
soommeihidation dated 22.1.200D2
L no.6 was rocommendad S
atedory candidats as it appears
subsequent recommendation of thea
n dated 27.10.2004 that he
furnish’ ﬁiﬁ? «, Creamylayar
te unti th'dﬁté of interview
no5.11.2002 to 8.11.2002. He
:éd ‘ﬁhat %n !;arms af
paTNGf  the  advertissmant

ted to furnish the

\ @ of his intarview
od and racommanded

salstaiory candidate in  tha

fondation dated 22.4.2000.

counsal with rafarﬁn;a ton s
\f pihar Publlc Sefrvice CGmm7331on
er.2504(AnnéxurQAS)submtﬁtéé that
jszion refused tHe reguest of ths

adminiatrative

dopartmbnt  to revise the recommandation

as according to tha  commiasion  the
reconmondation  doted  22.1.2003  was
corract| and final and raguired no

change/lla  furthar contended that whah
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respondent! no.@ ﬁnd ane abethor Subodh
Kumar could not be appointed on the bagis
of earltiar racommendation they move thiz
court in ¢ w.Jf.»fo.zzsﬂ of 2008 which was
dispoged of under orders dated 23.2.2004
directing |the respond?nt authorities to
procesd and make apppjhimant in terfs of
raccmmagéapiun_ . dated

the earlier

bl

ordars of this cburt dated
.L, 5 paﬁQiﬁﬁJtHa authorities &f
N i%érvicn - Commission
lssued ravisp ,'Eééémmendation Tl
''27.10.2002 hereunder they replaced the
patitioner in Lhé backward clasa catsgory

by recommand{ng ;raspcndcnt no.8 in hig

place who was earliar recommended as 4 -

general category candidate '  in tha

recommendatic dated '22.1.2003. 1In the
' served racommprndation it was  howsvear

clarified that the authorities ahauld

verify the slatus of respondanit ne.s 1in
regard to hiT creamylaysér statue as the

Cremylayer certificate was not producad

‘1n the commisJ1an.
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Thae petitioner has assailed the

sald revised racommendation agserting

that once Frespondent ho.8 did hot ﬁroduca

the Crgamylayer, cartificate until  tha

gonsidered

| date of interyiaw he was  rightily

and reccmmendad as & ganaral

. category candidate then at thig balated

stage hg cannot be allowed to replace the

catagor
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considered angd racommanded as a genapal
:category candidate in the first
. recommendation  datad  22.1.2002  and

coneidering the said recommendation dated

direction by this court in

122.4,2003| a
| 1 i

his favour has already iesued  under

' orders da ed 28, - 2004, aé-such according
to them the revized raecommendation dated
27.1b.2001 recommending respondent
candidate =R=1g}
by this court ha wWill be
S as a

ganeral

|
if set asﬂde
q catagory

cnndidatelin tha T1ight of his pogition in
|
the earliaer recommandation.

#

Uearnad state counaa’l has
G‘?‘_ TR

Jvtuﬁaxi£?p£$a1onor shdll  be
-y

e #?QWFB.I

category

the counsel for the

parties, 1 am  of the view' that as

raspondent! nho.8 did  not  furnist  the
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commission  dated 27.10.20064 ha  was

light]y considered and racommanded as

eneral category candidate and petiticher

as

qu

ax

ashed to that extent,.

Jaa recommaended a8  a  bachkward class
uan#idata which recommendation should be
given affect' to in tha 11ght. of tha
earlier ordors of this court. ' dated (
23.9.2004 and " the  subsequent

recommendation treating respondent no.g

a backward. class catagory candidate {sz

Application  allowed tc' the

tent indicated above., No cost.,

( V.N.81nha,d. )
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