CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

Regn. No. 0A 1072/90 Date of decision: 05 .10.1990

G. Ravindranadha Reddy & Ors Vs U,0.I. & Ors
Applicant through counsel Shri Madhav Papikkar
On behalf of respondents Shri F'H° Ramchandan i,

3r Counsel, is precsont.

The points raised in this Q.A. are covered in our dec181on

in OA No. 2006/90 Dr Harmeet Smgh & Ors Vs Umon of Indla

& Ors. and OA No. 1853/90 Shri Jayanta Kumar Basu & Ors

Vs. Union of India & Ors. We have already indicated our views
on the points raised in the above cases,
For the reasons indicated therein, this O.A. ‘is rejected

at the admission stage.

/6%9 on o< | | @l}

(B.C. Mathur) (Amitav Baneriji)
Vice-Chairman - ' Chairman
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e Applicant thrcugh counsel Shri A K. Behera.;“ [c
M _Ne ' 2384/90, R
‘ Thls ", P. under Rule 4(5)(a) cf the Central Adminietratlve
‘ Trlbunel (Prccedure) Rules, 1987 is alleued
] oA Nol,zooeleo. »'”' '

",' In the present 0. A., the appllcants are: aggr;eved
"that they have net ‘been alleued te appear in. the Civil.
.?SerVLCes(Nain) EXamlnatien, 1990 u1thcut re31gn1ng frcm e-
lthe Indlan Revenue Serv1ce to. uhxch they uere appeinted an
"’7the basis of the C.5.E. 1988, ‘ '
’ Shrl A Ks Behera, leerned ceunsel for the appllcants,'
‘:ralsed a cententlon that‘simllar candldates uho hed succeeded fh

' 11n the C S.E:" 1986 or earl;er years uere, houever, being . granted

’? leave upte December, 1990 tc appear in the C1v11 Servzces(maln)_

"-‘ﬁEXaminetion, 1990 u1theut belng asked to res;gn frcm the c

cffrespectlve seru1ces uhereas the applicents, uho had succeeded

.in the 1988 C S E. are net being treated al;ke. This ameunte~

~:_tc d;scrlmlnatlen.; Learned ccunsel centended that a d;fferent
'T‘fcr separate class cannet e created betueen tue sets cf cendx-"

1d=t95 appearlng 1n the C Ss E. en the basis ef the year in uhichlf

e f1nd ne merlts in the ccntentlcn ra1sed by the

.fpleerned counsel fer tha applicant/(s) The amendments 1h

:{;.Rule 4. of. the C s, E Rules uere introduced in December, 1966 |

‘,iuhlch had applxcation tc candidate appeerlng in 1987 C S E.‘f -
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S HEE T A1 It was no{Vretrpepective in operabibﬁﬁﬁhﬁismhﬁehhentlYa

o et 2 it had ne effect for. those candidates who. had sat_in the
1984, 1985 or 1986 C S Es. The provi31ans of Rule 4 of

the c S E Rules, 1986 had Full appllcatinn to candidates

appearing in ClVll Services (Nain) Examlnatlon, ﬂ987 1988

and 198 f The DlVlSlon Bench declsiun in the case of

wi _,f 35
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éHRI ALDK KUFMR (Supra) _and batch cf cases dec;ded en

Sy .- LT o.Ln
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20 8 1990 has held the second pravise to Rule 4 and Rule 17

sEe i
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of the C,5.E, Rules tc be Valld thsequehtly,'the plSltlen a.

SR e 'af all candldates uho appeared “in'the C.5. EB 1987, 1968 a“é'
eolufl s SV o ‘;;1d1f‘uf"eren;3 plane altﬂgether t“a” those uho
:pbe‘er‘ed iﬁ"‘é.é £ 1984, 1568 and 1986. “The' Dnusmn Bench
. T h;m‘hns takehjfne"v1eu thdr‘the candlcates dhe have succeeded in
| adeang the CEE 1987 and allecated to a serv1ce uould be eligible
to one more eppdrtunlty sUbJBCt te the prcv;slons af the
e ﬂﬁb 5. E Rules, 1987 uhlch allcus then ;p:eppear in the 'next
P ”5”ﬁf‘élénlha£1cn' The Sald Rule had ‘no appllc;tipn to those :
’ i candldates uho had appeared 1n C S Es 1984 1085 and 1986 and

uere allecated to a serv1ce.' The candldates uho have been'

e alldcated a service as a result of 1987 or 1968 or 1589 C.5.6 |
o ueuld nat be BllOlblB far the 1990 C S E. unleee’they came S
Trveexn dn Jlwrg 90 En : il
“within Ehe purv1eu oT the second prou1sa ta Rule 4 of the ‘
L, oun ol Tiads mot T ey T PNV PR e e G B YL .'
- “t. sr Rules, 1986. o e ' |
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| Ue, therefore, flnd no’ merlts 1n the abave centention.
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The ‘a pllccnts in the present 0 A “are net entltled to any
‘:’."").J‘:mt{\ ;,:1:':-3.5\;‘?”; ;......: :.A l':ﬂ ¥ “-":“ £ W w».: -
relief. . Ne ather polnt uas urged Consequently, the U‘A
prfddeg ret W0 E, 4 '5_? et o z SEED mai deniagsd
7 77 is dismissed at thie admlssion stage. *
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E ThlS N P. under Rule 4(5)(3) aF the Central “:
) :t“ﬁahahisé;:;ive:ngbunal (Pracedure) R”les 18 alloued
: ';%;L‘ : >"”1553_éo;'.: ;MM “;“\'.~; ,-“‘."h ‘i::
ﬂé"éa%r SEET This 0 A. is. Flled bY the B appllcants.f:TheY have =
, ‘ prayed that the second pr0v18° t° R”1° 4 of the £.S.E. R”les'
) ;:4;11 is not appllcable to fhé apﬁllcants N° 4 to 8 and also te.
{1- A;i declare the Sald prov1so as uncenstltutlonal and void and
: ‘.&:hdlrect the respcndents to orant aii conseﬁge"tlal benefits
!_ ;- torthe appllcantS.ﬁﬂﬁfn_ i ;iﬂ\ iwﬂ Lk

. ‘:Jimwj In thls 0 A the Flrst three appllcants vere allocated

s torlpqian Drdlnance Factery Serv1ce (IDFS) on the basis of
o .w”w»llwthéwfééults of the C Se E.‘1087 and aypllcants No 4 tc & were
allﬁcated to the same serv;ce on the b351s ef the results of
“Ai thé C‘S E. 1 EE They were all appolnted as Asstt Uorks.k

Nanager (Nen—Techn;cal) They were asked to 301n the ,H“

Faundatlonal Course af IDFS ln August 1989 and at present

'. . uere undergelng trainlng at Drd*'ance Féctcr'es Staff CmIIEQB ;_

;s E. 1990 Thay
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is ehat in visu of the'Féet‘that in 1990 the age lihie'
was raised end they wers entitled to at least ene mere |
"npportunity tu better their pTOSpBCt3°< They uere entltled 7‘
4o sit in the f‘orthcaming examlnation. , Thay haue also
challenged the-valldlty of the 2nd - prov1sm te Rule 4 of
the C.S¢ E. Rules. |
" WJe have heard learned counsel ‘for the appllcant/(s)
and consxdered the arguments raxsed by. hlm. .We are not
,1mpressed that this is a - fit case for admlsSLQn. Three
of the applicants uwere teken in the ICFS en the ba51e eF
1967 C.S.E. They did not sit in the next examlnatlon
uhlch was held in the year 1988.‘ The 2nd pr"VLSo to
Rule 4 speaks of - next examlnatlen and not one extra
chance -apart. Frcm the Rules. All those whe were ellglble
to appear could have one more cha ce but if they were
not ellglble under the Rules, they would net be entltled
toc sit in the examination, Appll"ants 4 te & succeeded
in the 1088 CeS.E. and were s elected to the IDFS but- they
did not sit in the 1289 C.S. E. uwhich .uas the next
~examination. They are, therefcre, not entltled te sit
in the subsequent examinatlen of 1990 unless they flrst ..‘I

_ resign frem the serv1ce. Ue hold accordlngly,
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Consaquently, this C.A. merlts to be dlSmlSSBd at " .

the admlsslen-etageo. e erder accordlngly. ,;-'
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