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Co ~m;r. Harﬁeeg Sin;; ;”0}237%55:-Qﬁ;}lﬁie?iihéia & Ors,
m;nLsz% ApPllCant threugh caufwel~ghrl Aqgh"aggera.

?xeﬁe ﬁp No, 2384/90 Son e I T ﬁ:"ﬁwigﬁxj
ugawf a:_:'Tm‘s' m.P. under Rule 4(5)(a) of the Ce"trﬂl Administrative
. Trlbunal (Prccedure) Rules, 1987 lS allmued
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In the present D A., the appllcants ‘are aggrleued

”¥:~_£M_fﬁthat they have not been alleued to appear in the ‘Civil
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:Serv1ces(ma1n) Examlnatlon, 1990 u1thout r851gn1ng frcm
,ﬂwthe Indlan Reuenue Serv1ce tc uhlch they uere appolnted on
. the b331s of the C. S E. 1988 o '

. Shr1 A K Behera, learned counsel Fer the applicants,

_ra;sed a ccntentlon that simllar candldates uho had succeeded
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4 whln the C S E 1986 or earller years uere, heuever, being granted

g enie leave upto December, 1990 to appear in the C1v11 Serv1ces(N¢1n)
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Examlnation, 1990 u1thout belnq asked te reslcn from the
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N,mﬁ.reSpectlve serv1ces uhereas the appllcants, uho "had succeeded

,‘.-; I Yy i o B r:' v f ), E
in the 1988 C S E..are net belng treated allke. Thls amounts
te dlscrlmlnatlan.: Learned ccunsel contended that a dlfferent
or separate class cannot be created betueen tuo sets of- cendl-

;Hates appearing in the C.S5.E, en'the ba51s eF the year in which

";théy appeared in thse C.S.E, o ggﬁg.

We find nc merits in the contention raised by the
Jesrned counsel for the applicant/(s). The amendments in
Rule 4. of the C.S.E. Rules were introduced in December, 1966
4uhicﬁ had abplicatien to ceneidate eppearingiiq{1987 Q}S.E. e,
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e -It uas'not retrospectlve im mperatlan and cansequently, o :
sfﬂy o at had ne lffect fbr thﬁsa candldates uho had sat 1n tha

1984, 1985 er 1986 €,s. Es. The prcv191-ns af Rule 4 af

theAC,S.E.-Rulas, 1986 had " full;appl;catian te candidateso
appea}iﬁg“in‘ﬁivil“Sérvibég'(Nﬁiﬁ):Exﬁmiﬁé%ibh;71987 1988
and'1989. ‘The Dlu131on Bench decision in the case &f

.. SHRI ‘ALDK KUFRR (Supra) and batech ef cases-dacmded en

20.8.1990rha$ held-the sébdnd pfeuiée'gerﬁﬁié%ﬁyéaafRule 17'
of tﬁq C.SHE, Ruiés.tc‘bé-Valid.’“cbnSéduéhﬁiy,.thé pesi%%?n
of all;candidates'uhb‘abpéared,in'the C.5.Es 1987, 1986 and
1989 is eon a different blanefaltcgethér.fhan‘fhbSe;uho |
'appéafediin C”S Es'198&"1985 and 1966, ”Thé Divisien Bench
‘has taken the view that the candidates. who have succeadad in
the C.5.E. 1987 and: allecated to a serv1ce would be eligible !
te one more opportunlty,subasct te the.pruv1$lons of the o
C.5.E. Rules, 1987 which allous them folappeéf in the 'next
Texamihaticn' The said Rulé had no application te these
candidates uho had appeared in C, 5 Es ‘1984 ~1865 and 1986 and
uare_a11QCated to a service, - The candldates whe have bpén o
allocated a service as a result of 1987 of . 1988 6r 1589 C.5.E
uauld net be SllglblB for the 1990 C.S. E; unlass they came

u1th1n the purvxeu aF the second prmu;sa ta Rule 4" aF the
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' Ue therefcré, flnd no mer;ts in the above Cantentlon.
‘,The appllc ants’ iR’ the ptesent D A..are not antltled te any :';ﬂ

relief.” Ne“athet’ p01nt uas urged Cansequently, the 04 A,__.;f

is dlsmi§sed at tha adm;ssion stage.
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