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This PP, under Rulé’ 4(5)(a) of the’ Central ”

Admlnistrative Tribunal (Frmcedure) Rules, 1987 is allouwed,

DA Ng 1853 50,

This D.A. is Flled by the 8 appllcants.‘ They haue
prayed that the second provise te Rule 4 of the C.S.E. Rules
is not applicable to the applicants No.4 tc 8 énd'also‘tb"

declare,the.said p:oviso,asfuncenstitutional and void and

direct the respendents tc grant all consequential benefits

to the applicants,

.In this C.A, the first»three-applicénté were allocated

fd Indian Ordinance F§Ctary Service (IDFS);on the basis of

the results of the C.S.E. 1867 and applicants No.4 tc 6 uere
allocated to thé sahe service on the baéis ef théArgéUlté of
the C.S.E. 1966, They were all appqinteﬁ_as Asstt. Werks
manager (Nen—Techhical)' They were asked to JOln the ---
Feundatlenal Course of IUFS in August 1989 and at present

uere undergeing tralnlng at Drdvnance Factcrles Staff College,.

x'Nagpur. They 1ntended tm appear in the C S E. 1990 They

‘uv»“az

L e

had appeared in the prellmlnary examlnatien and had succaeded

nd they uanted ta appear in the C;v;l Serv1ces (Nain) L

Examlnatlmn, 1990 They apprmached the?UpP S C Fer getti’g o




a " .. was raised and they’uere entltled to at least one moTe

y
)/ .
‘J{&JEWE” 4 ﬁm*ﬂ

ZAEA AR ﬁﬂ‘"bpb;ftuﬁlﬁy tn better thair prQSpects. They mare entltled' ff

to 31t in the forthccmlng aXaﬁi '“"':They have‘alsa

D il

_iﬁﬁﬁ '”’the ﬁ“S'E’Rﬁla§ﬁ _?;i-i ﬁg%&? éw%m;;ﬁ ;qﬁ LT
\eratst s, e have heard loorned counsel for the sopicent/().
| and considered the arguments ralséd by’ hlm. .We are not A
lmpressed that this is a Fit case;féw admxsslahe Three . o
widavioidiand DFN{_}HE a;fprl '5da'.€"s\f ﬂiére —t~93€eﬁ ;5_-“ “tha TCFS A6 tha bas:Ls gf‘
1987”Ef §ELE ThH g'aid not~31t inthe : FOXE ¢ ,axa_ination ’
“ , uh:.c:h was held in the year 1988° The' 2hg Prn)’}fo to o L

uie®s® sﬁeaﬁs of hevts examlnation.and not one extra

SRS 3T doe apart” Ficm the-Rolesis ALl those: who were eligible-

TS e { oy P
to appear Ceuld-Have ohel moté! cha cel bot:if: they wers
RSN Fe B JH;
' 7 t ellglhle undBr the® RuleS, they uouldunot be: entitled
to sit in the examinaticn, - Appl iants: 4 Lo B succeeded
Rl T o and

in fﬁe 1989 TsSs ¥ aﬁ&luemél§électedwtﬁﬁihe ICFS but'they..

LTS S Gy et $TE IR e 159 €SB uhich uas: the:next
i?fﬁaig (f’"’ CExaringt TeH. They ard,: Eherefsre,.not antltled to. s:t
2:A“3’J:fjgﬁ‘: jihjghéﬁéugéedUéhﬁ5e£éminat1gﬁédfﬁ$9905unheaaﬁtmey flrst\v
s gééfaﬁ From the servlce. Fggn hald a@COEdlngly&

lf‘ﬁf”’} Consequently, ‘this” ‘e, A,"merlts tolbe dlamlssed at

“Séiaﬁ§5%2gé{ *mé’ rder"accgrdlng i ﬁi7f
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Applicant'threﬁgn counsel Shri A K Behera,
- P N T B i LT O T 5o ‘A:.') Sy,

,.:;:_‘-T{-g :':4- ‘Vp NO. 2384190

e ok Aalowdtr This MeP g iU ;ﬁer :‘:;.-R:U le 4 (5) (a) :..:°€ 'the Cent ral Administrative
“”ii*f?fiﬁpnalx(ﬁreéedure)}Rul&s,;}QB?ﬁ;§ allewed,
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s sﬂﬁ'In?fheap@BSént&!gA,,jpbg gpp;iggpts*agglgggrieved
wi el phat theythave hot be§@~ailpyedapgfapp§§; in;tha Civil
L Sei@icéscmain)ﬁExgmination,.Jﬁgp,vyithqy;ifggigning from
tt s phg 1ndian Revenue Service.tc which they mere appointed on
“'tha basis: of the C.S.E. 1988,
- Shri #.K. Behera, learnedcounsel for the applicants,
.&fgiggﬂ;aAcnntgntiothhat}ﬁimilgp‘qqnq;¢a§g§'uhm?had succeeded
\ 1:'fn%tﬁdgG.SaE.iTQaaqonhganLigrqu@rs{ugr%r_n@uaqer, being granted
o 775 irdave upto December, 1990 to appeat in .’gh%,}(%ivi‘-.l'Serﬁices(miin)
| gxaﬁination,a1990xuithnq§gb§ing‘gggaq.Eq rgsicn from the
Ie *ffTﬁ“féépentivaéseryices,thgags?yngﬁggpgiggnts, whe had succeeded
in the;1988~g;s 5*58£8 nét Pﬁéﬂgrt?ﬁﬁtf9}?}i§§é Th?s amounts

te dlscrlmlnatlmn. Léarned ccunssl cantendad that a different

_fg; separate class cannct be craated betueen tuo sets of- candi-
'.;.'*fiﬂ‘d
' thrldates appearing in the C.S. E.,an the basis ef the year in uhlch

LR I A

they appeared in the C.S.E.
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We find" nc merits in the contentlon raised by the

- 1earnad counsel for the applicant/(s) The amendments in

- Rule 4. ef the C,5.E., Rules were introducsd in Decembery . 1986

which had appllcatlon to candidate appearlng,in 1987 C.S.E.
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- LS., Rulee9 1986.

is . dxsmxeeed at the admxssien stageui
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1t vas, not retrospective in eperatien and consequently,

‘.«.«4,

it had no eFfect foz. theee eandidates uhe hed sat in'the =

.1984;\1985 -er 1986 C S Es. The prouie;ens ef Rule s e?

the G.3.E, Rules,. 1986 had full application o candidites

appear;no in Ciyil Services (Nain) Exam;nat;on, 1987, 1988 o

’;(7

and 198¢ The D1v1310n Bench dec1sian in the Case e?

[ R, """‘""""""w- . 1'{ N Luln"*, X

. SHRL.ALDK KUMAR (Supra) and batch of cases ‘Herided oh < ...
20,6,1990 has held the eecond prev;se to Rule & and Rule 17

of the C.S. E Rules tc be valldo Censequently, ‘the pes;tlen

of all candldates uhe appeared in the C S Es 1987 1988 epd
e

1989 is on K dlfFerent plane altegether than those uhc .

u‘-l*

appeared in C, S Es 1984 1985 end 1986.‘ The Divxsmen Bench
has. taken the v1eu that the candlcates uhe haue succeeded in

the C.S,E. 1987 and allccated te a serv1ce uould be ellglble

T

to one more cpportunlty subgect tc the prov131ans af the '

C.5,E, Rules, 1987 Uthh alleus them to appear in the 'nexc

~examinaticn!, The Sald Rule had no appllcation te those

candldates uho had appeared 1n C S Es 1984, 1085 and 1986 and

Were alleceted to a serviceo The cendldates uhe have been
E '
allecated a servlce ,as a result eF 1987 er 1988 er 1989 C S, E

1

meuld net be BllOlbls Fer the 1990 c S E. unlees they cafie -

el § 0 ;‘j:_‘:j{x“:tl

within: the purv1eu ef the secmnd prov;se te Rule 4 ef the

gy T i : RN e s

Ue,,n_i_:heref‘ore9 f;nd no merits in the abeve cententione‘
i LS - v ‘...:;.4{.‘ AN ' :x;- . L

The applicente in the present 8. A0 are not entltled te any

ML L .v)

_rellefo,_Nc ether pulnt was urged° Ccnsequently, the D A
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