
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

Regn. No, OA 1072/90 Date of decision: 05 ,10.1990

G, Ravindranadha Reddy,& Drs Mb U.O.I. & Ors

Applicant -through counsGl Shri Tladhau Panikkar

On behalf of rLispondents Shri PH, Ramchandanij
Sr Counsel, is prcsE^nt.

The points raised in this O.A. are covered in our decision

in OA No. 2006/90 Dr. Harmeet Singh & Ors Vs. Union of India

^ OA Na 1853/90 Shri Jayanta Kumar Basu & Ors

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.

(B.C. Mathur)

Vice-Chair man
(Amitav Banerji)

Chairman
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CENTRAL ^bpilNisTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH /

NEU DELHI.

REGW. NDtfP 84/90 in
OA 2008/90

DATE OF DECISION: 4,1p,199D.

Dr. Harmeet Singh i prs Vs, Union #f Iridia 4 Ors,

Applicant through counaelShri A,K, BBbera.

fP No. 2384/90. :

This l»l,P, ijndsr Rule 4(5)(a) of the Central Administrative

Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987 is alleued,

DA Wo. 2008/90.

In the present O.A., the applicants are aggrieved

that they have net been allsued to appear in the Civil

Services (Main) Examinat ion, 1990, uithcut resigning from

the Indian Revenue Service tc uhich they uereappeirited en

the basis of theC.S.E, 1988,

Shri A.K. Behera, learned counsel for the applicants,

raised a contention that similar candidates uho had succeeded

in the C.S.E. 1986 'or earlier years uere, hcuever, being granted ,

leave upto Decembsr, 1990 to appear in the Civil Services (Plain) ;
Examination, 1990 uithdut being asked to resign from the

respective services uhefeas the applicants, uho had succeeded
in the 1988 C.S.E. are net being treated aiiks. This amounts

to discrimination^ ; Learned counsel contended that a different

or separate class cannot be created betueen tuJo srts ef candi
dates appearing in the C.S.E. on the basis of the year in uhich

, they appeared in the C.S.E.

Ue find nc merits in the contention raised by th^

learned counsel for the applicant/(s). The amendments in

Rule 4. of the C.S.E. Rules uere introduced in OBcember, 1986

uhich had application to candidate appe^ing i^n J1987 C.S.E. ,

-i
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it u«V not retrosp in operatdVBu^in'£il.cof^

it^ tiad no effeqtv fp:r candidates who had sat in the
19B4, 1965 or 1986 C.S.Es. The prouisions of Rule 4 of

the C.S.E. Rules, 1986 had full application to candidates

appearing in Civil Services (Tiain); :Exaroifiation,^4 1988

and 1989, The Division Bench decision in the case ef
-'.A. •. ?

SHRl ALDK KUfTAR (Supra) and batch cf cases decided en

20,8,1990 has held the second proviso to Rule 4 and Rule 17

of the C.S.E. Rules tc be valid. 'CtfWbdquentty;n pesition

of Vii candidates who'appeared in the C.S.Es 1987, 1988 anc^
15189 is on V different jalane altogether than those uho

appearBd in C.S .ks T984, "19%^ and 1986 ." The Division Bench

has taken* the vieu that the candiDates' uho have succeeded in

Vhe C'.§.E'. 1987 and afiecated to a service uould be eligible

to one more opportunity subject" tc the pro vis ions of the

C.3,£. Rules, 1987 uhich allous them to appear in the 'next

examination*. The said' Rule had no application tc those

'candidates uho haid appeared in b.S.ts 1984, 1985 and 1985 and
u/ere allocated to a service, the candidateiB uho have been|0

• allocatei a service as a result of' 1987' or '19^8 or 1989 C.S.E

UBuld not'be eiigi for the 1990 C.S.E, unless' they came

c ^•f^ ^,

uithin'the purvieu of the" second proviso to Rule 4 of the

i t,3.r. Rules, 1986,"f?ulesV"i'586', "
Ue, therefore, find no merits in the 'abiDve'̂ contention.

OL'o bj.id bns nqi 1 ?•, nj ^
The applicants in the present O.A. are hot entitled to any

'/e;: i Jnrv
relief. No other point uas urged. Consequently, the OiA.

ijnj; 'S;-!;'- ,.'.;"55r' .n :3.c i&n • ;
is dismissed at the admission stage.

s-—n •' ij Ai j rr-trf—i? • - rins—

TI^.^Tnigrp,

.% a::/K=C! j;:ten?s

Am jam JBAi^ERDI )•fiHAtRKflN, (A) ^Copv' CHAIRMN
rv;!.:

'""K f-
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' ' ^ ' Shri'Oayanta Kumar Ba'su 1 Ors, Vi

Applicant thi-Qugh ccurwel Shri A^K; BeWra ^ ^

>P'-1\loV-';2r96/9€ '̂' v^ •- '"'''1
this Pi.P. under Rule 4(5) (a) oT thp Central

Administrative Tribunal (PrQcedurey Ru^ allowed.

• : OA No^^1653/9p. . ; '
^ This 0»A. is filed by the B apjDlicants, They have

prayed that the second proviso to Rule 4 of the C.S.E, Rules
0'!« 'r:;-'-.]-:, en^lq jw S'TO'Vyx;;; :? i,; c'3-?r

^ . is, not. .applicable t o the applicants No.4 to 8 and also te

declare the said proviso, as upcenstitutional and void and

direct the respondents, tc grant all consequential benefits

to the applicants.

In this O.A. the first three applicants were allocated
•» \ • -1 . ^ . .i . • . _ r. , . , ,l" ^ -• ' • ^ ,

to Indian Ordinance, Fa,ctory. Service (lOFS) ,o,n the basis of

the results of the C.S.E, 1967 and applicants No.,4 to 8 were

allocated to the s,ame service on the basis, of the results of

the C,S,E,.1BE£, They were a 11 appointed .as As,stt, Uorks

nanager (NG.n-Technical) , They uere asked to, ppin, the

, FQundational Course of lOFS in Auigust^ 1939 and, at p̂^
uere undergoing training at ,Ord^ancd>Facii;Gries ^taff College,
Nj^gpur, They intended to appe^ar in the^C.S.Ed 1990, jThey p •

had appeared in the preliminary "examination and had succeeded

J and, they wanted to appear in :the Ci.\jril Ser\acB

v'-i

• -..•«»« '*4

Examination, 1990. They appircached the U^SPiS.C, for getting

thiB; forms but were tc Id that they jpouldn is^ued-^ny'

Form ir> viBu of the 2hd, previso to Rule j^f t^^ C,S,^. ^^ulesXv V
'v:-^-;|Lrri[^s^":tH^ yesi;gn;fro^-ihe .Indi^n^Oir^jili^c^r

^;3:;tBiC!ijl^ beieih 1alldcated.i •;T)iBo:p^p.^f>^h^ :
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is that In vlBU cf the fart that in 1990 the age limit
uas r=.i»BCi end they uere entitled te at least one mre
opportunity to better their prospects. They were entitled
to sit in the fo.rthcDn.in8 examinetionV They have also .
challenged the validity of the 2nd proviso to Rule 4 of
the C.S.E.Rules,

Ue have heard learned counsel for the applicant/(s),
and considered the arguments raised by: him. •V» are^not
in,pr'essBd that this is a fit case for admission. Three
of the applicants uere taken in the lOFS on the basis of
1987 C.S.E. They did not sit in the next examination ^
uhich was held in the year 196B.. The 2nd proviso to
Rule 4 speaks of next examination and not one extra
chance apart from the Rules. All these uho uere eligible
to appear could have one more chance but if they uere
not eligible under the Rules, they uould not be entitled
tc sit in the examination. Applicants 4 to 8 succeeded
in the 19BB C.S.E. and uere selected-to the ICFS but they ..
did not sit in the 1S89 C.S.E. uhioh uas the next
examination. They are, therefore, not entitled to sit
in the subsequent examination of 1990 unless they first ft
resign frcm the service, Ue hold accordingly.

Consequently^ this O.A. merits to be dismissed at ^

the admission stageo Ue order ^accordingly >

(B.CoPlATHUfl) ^
VICE-CHAlBfTAN (A)

. 4»10«1990.

T.(AmTAV %ANER3i;) ,
' CHAIRMAN

^';^'4»io.T99&vtr
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