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Thls N P under Rule 4(5)(a) oF the Central Rdm;nietretive

'.RTrlbunal (Prccedure) Rules, 1987 is’ alleued

v

DA mol,zeealeo

In the present D A., the appllcants are aggr1eved

'*thet they have net been alloued tc appear in the Cluil

Serv1ces(Nain) EXaminatlen,_1990 without re51gn1ng frem

the' Indlan Revenue Serv;ce te Uthh they uere appcinted on

Tthe basis of the C.5.E. 1988,

Shrl ALK, Behera, learned ccuneel for the appllcants,‘

‘ﬁralsed a- ccntentldn that simllar candldatee who had succeeded
.,1n the C S E. 1986 cr earller years uere, heuever, bezng granted
’ 1eaue uptc Decembor, ‘1850 tc appear in the ClVil Serv;ces(maln)
IIEExam nation, 1990 ulthcut belng asked to re51cn Frcm the o
'ri'i?reepectlve services uhereas the appllcents, uhe hed succeeded
.f:ln the 1988 C S E. are et belng treated allke. Thls_emounte

4f.tc dlscrlminatlen.L Learned ccunsel centended that a dlfferent

.....

f;cr separate class cannet be created betueen tuo sets af cand;-

'*}fdates appearlng in. the C S [ en the basie eF the year in uhich

'*-they appeared 1n'hhe_C S E

Ue flnd nc merlts in the ccntentlcn ralsed by the

“}flearned cnunsel fer the applicant/(s) The amendments 1n

ﬁ,;{Rule 4 ef the €. S E Rulee uere 1ntroduced in December, 1986 A

; 1_5uh1ch had appllcatlon to candidate appeerlng in 1987 C S E._ﬂ
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appearlng in Clvil Services (Nain) EXamlnatien, 1987 1988

SN o and 1939,' The DlVlSlon Bench decisi@h ﬁthe@eese ef

SHRI ALDK: KUMAR (Supra) and;. batch af caees decaded en

..... 29 8 1990 <has held 4he. seqend previse to»Rule 4 ‘and Rule 17

of the C.S.E. Rules tc ‘be valld Censequently, the pesitien

o iheiagamrenr

appeared 1n_the_C StEs 1987 1988-qhd

1989 lS on.a dlfferent plane altegether than“thoee wheo-

appeared 1n o S Es 1984 1985.and 1986.;.The DlVlSlen Bench
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has taken the v1ew that the candleatee uhe haurz ucceeded 1n
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the C.S.E 1987 and allecwted te a serv1ce uould be ellgible
to one more opportunlty subJect te the prcvls;ens eF the

 Fon;: By;ee, 1987 uhich allpus them tc appear in the"next

R AR,

examlnatlen The sald Rule had o, appllcation te thege

L,.candldates uho had appeared 1n C S Ee 1984 1085 and 1986 and

uere allecated to 2 service.“”The candldates uhm have been
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;allecated

X St s

lueuld net be elloible fcr the 1990 C S.E. unless they ‘came -

AR <

jﬂserulce as a result of 1987 or. 1988 er 1989 C¥s.E

_u;thln the puruleu ef the secmnd prov1s ‘@g;ﬂq;eqdcef*ghe
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s pﬁﬁ;:sﬁ This: MeP uﬂder RUIB 4(5)Qa) O the«Cent{ﬁl
Adminlstrativa Trlbuﬁal (Pracedure) Rules, ?987 is alloued,

DA ho. 1553/90 o anoed omniet L iads il Yo

s ﬂiﬁ?'xtfe” “This 0 A. 1s Flled by the 8 appllcants. i?hey havs

: prayed that the second prOVlSé‘tD Rule 4 sf the c «S.E. Rules

;15 ot appllcable ts the appllcants No 4 tc 8 @nd also to

RS E IR Hetle the ‘said provlso‘as ansnstltutlonsl-and void and
: “ direct the respcndents tc Drmnt all conseouentlal beneflts
to' the appllcants.'”; |
s “??'"ihi “1n this T.A. the first’ three - aopllsants were allocated
: fto Ihd i Brdlnance Factory Serv1ce (IUFS) an the basis of
'i{ “¢he’ results of the C.s. E. 7687 and appllcants No.4 to & usre
’*_ﬁ‘ " aYlécated to the 'samg setvice on the b351s of the results of
I TEPTRE

Eﬂii the C S.h. 1°EE : They uere all app01nted as’ Asstt Ucrks_
st & - ‘
Nanager (Ncanechnlcal) They uere asked to Jﬂln ‘the ‘
Fsundaﬁlonal Course of IDFS 1n ﬁugust 1989 and at present

uere undergelng tralnlng at Drdvnance Factcrles Staff Cellege,

rsv e “‘! :

~ ‘* .‘e::‘"‘n’-‘-:"“ r.-,:.»;wws_;g : I3
vy I --.):m-jﬁ.-.« 3 :Ji"N .‘ 3 H ) They 1n{‘;end8d tn appea

‘had ippaared in the prellmlnafy examlnataﬁ

’:v

'_AExamlnatlmn, 1990.“ They approachad the U 7




is that 1n view. of the Fact that in 1990 the age 11m1t

'v'uas raised. and they uere entztled to at least ene moTe .

 Etn 31t in the F@rthceming examxnatien._ They have alee -
txchallenged the valldlty ef the 2nd preu1so te Rule 4 of
'Z\the C. S E Rulas. » ‘
| Ue have heard learned cmunsel for the appllcant/(s)
and con31dered the arguments raised by’ hlm. “We are nct
lmpressed that thls is a - Flt case . fcr admlSSlcn. Three
of the anplicants were taken in:the IGFS on the b351s 0?
1087 C. S E They did not 51t in the next examlnatlon
Uthh was he1d in the year 1989. The 2nd prvu1so to -
' Rule 4 SpEﬂks of next examlnatlon and not one extra
chunce apart fram the Rules.' All theose who were ellgible;
to appear could have one more cha ce but if they wers
not Sllglule under the Rules, they uould not .be entitled
toc sit in the examination., App%lcants 4 tc & succeedsd
in the 19€8 C.5.E, and were selected»fu the ICFS but. they .
| did not sit in the 1889 C S E..uhlch was the next
examlnatlon. They are, therefore, not entltled to sit
in the subsequent examinatian mf 1990 unless. they Flrst -
\ r951gn frem the serv1ce Ue hold acccrdlngly. _ ‘
- ",f'.jv:: 3 Consequently, thls D A. merits to be dlsmlssed at

the admlsslen stage. Ue order accordlngly.‘u' o

V{fcpportunlty ta better their prmapeute. They uere entltled T,'
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