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Thls N P. under Rule 4(5)(a) oF the Central

Admlnistrative Trlbunal (Precedure) Rules, 1987 is alloued

-MUA No. 1853/90

' Thls D A, is flled by the 8 appllcants.‘ Theyﬂhave

'fprayed that the second prov1so td Rule 4- of the c.s. E. Rulee
- ois not appllceble te the appllcants No. 4 tc 8 and also to
hdeclare the sald prdv1so as uncenstltutlonal and Vcld and

. direct the respcndents to nrant all consequentlal beneflts"

to the appllcants.;_

~In this O A the Flrst three appllcants were allocated

to Indian Urdlnance Factery Serv1ce (IUFS) on the basis af

f the results ef the c S. E. 1087 and appllcants No 4 te 6 uere
S allocated to the same serv;ce on: the baSlS ef the results of

_‘the C.S. E. 1,EE. They were all appolnted as Asstt Ucrks o

:;Nanager (Nen-Technlcal) They uere asked to. Jaln the |

R }E:Fnundatlonal Ceurse ef@lUFS 1n August 1989 and at present

f}dNagpur. They 1ntended tn appear fn thelC S E.'
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R &'§*the C‘S 8 Rulase_ ?E?'ﬁjﬂi ‘ ST
Cerapen L u, e have heard learned counsel for the appllcant/(s)

and cnn51deled the arguments ra;sed by hlm. Ue are nut

1mpressed that this is a fit casé'-'@«édnass;anm Three

-

TERe R e of the aﬁplluanb: uereJtaken anthe IGFS,on the basxs mf

-_They ‘did . natt sif.in the +BeXE lnatlon :

<19877C¥5:E
N " which uas'held in the 'year 1988. The: ZHQWQf"VlSO to
YséiQ?Rule 4" Speéks of hexts examihatlcn and nct one- extra;' L

S hance Epért From the- Rules.‘ AXl thoee uhe uere ellglble

g
el

I T Ebpear EHULd have dHe! ore: chancexbu;ﬁ;fbthﬁy wvere

T HEiaLEy hof“éilglble Under the Rules theyhuouldwﬂop -be; entltled
tc sit in the examxnatlonf:»Rppllhdhts<4 to Besucceeded
RS 'Gfs’gﬁ;_fg§§?i585' ‘and WerE salectad.bc“the 10FS but they .
) -was the ; naxt
g! . e examlnation.Z'They are, therefsre,ﬁnet entltiad to 51t

ISR 50T he " Subé e QB HE ‘exdmifat loh Uf.ﬂggﬁ,unless they First .

phd oy ey
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Peigge . tes & L

;1:fm";f'ff'v“°“ "f“Cbhsequenﬁiy, thlS'@ A merit5$tnfbs¥dg§missed‘at‘ “

r651gn ffhm the éé%ﬁice*‘“ue\hold accogdlngly, ; ; ’ O
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Dr, Harmest Singh & DrS".Vgggdgnignyéfﬁlﬂﬁia & Ors,

oy » | Applicant threugh counsel Shri A Ke Behera.

H

- This oM, Pifundefwﬂule»a(S)(a) of -the Central Administrative
“fribanal “(Precedure) .Rules, 1987 is alloued

COATNB S 2808/90 RS e vis

o 2ti s "0 Inithespresent: Defs,the qpp;;cgpps;a;e‘gggrieved
T Y that they: have inet besn allewed.to.appear in the Civil
Services(Main), Exanination, 1990, without. resigning from
DL LI te Iﬁﬁiﬁh;ﬁeuenﬁﬁfSaryice.pgfqh%gh phqyﬁggrg?appointed on
# Uk hig basis:of the .5 o Ee 1988
i w3 e Shed oK. ‘Behera, learned counsel for the applicants,
I piised a.ccntention.that ssimilar qqnd;da;éﬁ %h? had succeeded
e ‘5'iﬁfﬁhéhG;SfE.qﬁBBGro@feagL;grfxgarstgg;g,ibqggyer, being granted
SRR Wﬁiéaﬁedetoboécember;iigsthggagggggﬁ;phyhgﬁ?iyilASBPViCBS(NEiﬂ)
s . Examination,s1990-without..bgipg asked to resicn from the
is ’ﬁ*?;W%éépétti@e?servicgs]yhg;egs ;hgmépp;ip§nts; who had succesded
in th@~3988~C ;S E.;are npt belng treated allke. This amounts
| tc dlscrlmlnatlan.- Learned ccunsel contendsd that a different

qr separate class cannct be created betueen two sets of- candl-

SRl o
JJ - ‘ﬂ_.c'a

they appeared in the C.S.E.

We find nc merits in ihé qontenpion raised by the
‘learnad ceunsel for the abplicant/(s) The amendments in
Rule 4 of the C.S.E. Rules were 1ntroduced in December, 1986
- Uhlch had appllcatlon to candidate appequng in 1987 C.S. E



-2 -

.

- \ ~
_ It ‘uas not retrOSpective in nperaﬁ}en qnd consequently,.>-

'f;t had ne affect For those candidafge uhe had eat ih‘thé
.51984 1985 or 1986 C S Ee. The provisions -F Rule 4 aF
1:the C S E Rules, 1986 had Full application ta candidates-
appearlng 1n Civil Serulces (Nain) Examinat;on, 198? 1988 '
‘eand 1989. The DlVlSlﬂn Bench decisiun in the case ef h

- SHRI ALDK KUMAR (Supra) and batch of cases decaded en

et

.'20 B 1990 has held the secend prev;se to Rule 4 and Rule 17

of the C S E Rules tc be Valld Ceneequently, the p951tlen -

eF all candldates uhe appeared 1n the C S Es 1987, 1988 and

' -1989 is on a dlfferent plane altcgether than those uhc i

‘ appeared in. C S Es 1984, 1985 and 1986. The Divisien Bench "

' hus taken the uieu that the CanleatBS uho haue succeeded in

~'the C S E. 1987 and allecqted to a serv1ce would be ellgible

“

te one more opportunlty SUbJBCt te the prcvxslone of the

n'\»k

C.5.E, Rules, 1987 uhlch allcws them to appear in the 'nexu

- examlnatlcn' The Sald Rule had . no eppllcation te these

candldates uho had appeared in C.S.Ee 1984, 1965 and 1986 and

uere allccated to a eervice. The candldates uhe ‘have been

allecated a serv1ce as a result oF 1987 or 1988 or 1989 CaﬁoE

. b
IR

h weuld nct be ellclble for the 1990 C S E. unless they came

”u1th1n the Purvxeu ef the secend prmvxse te Rule 4 eF the

(

o

‘}'c s E. Rules, 1986.

Ue, therefcre, Flnd no mer;te 1n the abuue cententinne

l ."uv‘

'fThe applac nte in the present 0 A. are not entltled te any
im-.\s. N

relief.' Ne ether palnt was urged Ccnsequently, the 0 A

'~".- ! AT Wheos e

'::;s dxsmissed at the admlasian stagea‘ .
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