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CENTRAL AOraNISTRATIUE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEU DELHI .

DATE OF DECISIONS 4.10.199L'.

REGN. NOSFP 2384/90 in
" ^ " OA 2008/90

Dr. Harmeet Singh & Ors Vs, Unien isf India & Ors.

Applicant through counsel Shri AeK. Behera,

nP No. 2384/90.

This PI.P. under Rule 4 (5) (a) of the Central Administrative

Tribunal (Prccedure) Rules, 1987 is alloued.

OA No. 2008/90.

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

that they have not been alloued to appear in the Civil

Services (Main) Examination,-1990, without resigning from

the Indian Revenue Service tc which they were appointed on

the basis of the C.S.E, 1988,

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

raised a contention that similar candidates who had succeeded

in the C.S,E„ 1986 or earlier years were, however, being granted

leave upto December, 1990 to appear in the Civil Services(Tkin)
Examination. 1990 uithout being asked to resign from the

I '

respective services whereas the applicants, who had succeeded

in the 1988 C.S.E, are net being treated alike. This amounts

tc discrimination. Learned counsel contended that a different

or separate class cannet be created between two sets of candi

dates appearing in the C.S.E. cn the basis ef the year in which

they appeared in the C.S.E,

Ue find no merits in the. contention raised by the

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

Rule 4. of the C.S.E. Rules were introduced in December, 1986

which had application to candidate appearing in 1987 C.S.E.
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ni>of .If -tPtm^pBctive in operatfprv^ cp^n^quently,

it had no effect for those candidates uho had sat in the

,c.o - cli^^.986' c.S.Es'.' The provisions ©f Rule 4 ef

RUCb% ,J^^W85?'had^fM'i^ to candidates

appearing in Civil Services (PTain) -Examination, 1987, 1986
^-di? ^^.-^^;i],.M

and 1989, The Division Bench deci'sTin"iW ©f

• r Sti^is'ALQiK^"' KH'fiAj(-Sybra'^-'-'-' ang-\tiat ch •ef 5aies decided en

„bayjl i'^x ZOi'B^I 99-&'- hasA1i#l#^;t he'-.sebo'hti- ' ftale '4"' and Rule 17

of the C,S,£, Rules tc be valid» j,Epng0:^e|itly^;Jthe pssitien

?v csi vsfiT®f. al^5ge§.i.yh©.;.appig^xe^i: in- the jC-oS .Es 1987 , 198,8' an(P
4§ §naa^;?Ji|'fexeR^v.p^an^:;3jLtogethgr:ithan-.tbose uho

,,A .;,Sgpeared^iri^^C^S..„Esf 1,9.84,3^985 iand ;.1.986i(;-iThe--Di)i/isiQn Bench

K'ta hrw Jtheve^rjdiEafeesiriWho'Thavebsucceedad in

^-IJ.c, ^ -^ rS^rviiqe .uiQuld be eligible

to one more opportunity subjec^; tc .the .-previsions of the

bG.J;so:-.,iX s viIprWlaish 9'.llovs,t'heim t'o appear in the 'next

Te sias,;' oRwl^ ^ad.i.;nQ;baLpplimtion:!tG those

siBUj 0 o:; ::1,a84i:;1S8ff and 1986 and

•to ^s\/e been^
©f :1:98T jaj?: .t9 8;e;i3r 1989 C.S.E

srfd ^%Sit!,4#iTfpi' .tihe-, 49SQ^ came

-ris'^#'P• ^tier 4 ef t he

onx^ .t ip'trf ?hiv.'5^sbni.:. rsifiu; '

vari'" ^dS'^r ire^tlie ;jaiDi0

babssoous to any

(n.£ cir •the'^0 ;A . ./•

3:'.' .toe biuow xar^v, .5 ,bl :•! ,,^i;d '"Sii-t? '•

//^ ^
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Br'Ms;"' i)irti^:dNV 4.i0,ia90, :

, • ...;;:;si/uV. • Crt . ' ,. •^:» .; .^^^:;k T_j::a ^3 y ; ' ^P3v f >• t •

, ^ 1 thy©ug|i..oo^ ^

3d'' rrc&l'j • 'XJivx ; •"••• •;•
^ Wo. 2196/90. _ - ; • : " "

;V 'r-:;iO -rC.y rr:'. 0c,;.:v .U---•': ri:)-:r^t ••'c : ed - i in',;. . - •

• —-r : -." j • :?.'xDa •.Kd^. :.?taS379d. . ^li&u -id a:?.,:

: ;.-'a?: f --'̂ Thas^^^O^A^i Vigafia^dsbyHhe^B applicant^ ,''"They have

ark: 3pi^ayad ith^t-'^he^^eicona-pfoto0-ti&-''RuiB-4 of ilie'c^S.E. Rules

:io :s'; n-.;a:isGne1;-'appiicable^tS':€fie?af)pifeirrf:s-NBi4^^fd -e'&j1d also te

:vi ^-'•:f^s-v....i>det:lalrei%hefe^Md^prGvi^a, as-^un'diingtitijtxtfnaf arid void and

ciirect•^tlie::rgs^cnden€'s'5te^raRt' aii^cons^eqcienfi:^! benefits

:::•::? ' toi-the applaGants O'lo';- ^:tc u7

cx' s:r:). n.- '. jc•''I'n -.t-'h i'S .'̂ D. ft 'Jill# first €K^6e tlppl'̂ ca rifts' 'oere allocated

toOiEdiTOrfe^ Fy-Gtoi?j^-SBr\Jice *(iWSO^^^^on^tl^ basis ©f

•: ; ; :.jjr ''a -ebe rresijO^ ttVen(i,Si3^2i;9187 •'arid -a'ppJrr^^ 6 usre

a;l^l©ca[tBd;:ib; :t'h&'y?ame='g)^r'<Jfee-Qh^thW ^aSsiy-^f'^lie results of

, 25:); i ^ Hcrks

r^so Vv;^rf9aTi^B.r'.(N^dn-^&efmicatt) the

;i Fi^.raataor)^l>"Cl^=i^s^'^l^iF^present

yere undergDing traihing at Ordl^ra^nc^i'ryfetG'rSre '̂ ^taff College,

',• ,;rr'-;i,j;^fs i''!^isNai3gp^ri •^;1^heyrir>t^a%d;;'ibo-n&)pp8#^ 199'0,' They -

• \rr\>/ ;:;;;^ J'jjs'ih&ty.iappe'a'rediv^iTv •^ijfcel-i^S.nlity'^'xalnilia't^ succeeded.

-, A. i':'^irit :^naj%^h^:vija#ed, J '

kxaffdnatiofng Tti^yj^^dfijclied^t^e^JJii^l-^C^^fQr gett^^^
. - ; ; told that .they ueuld not bS' issued iajayi,;. '

. . :. ^ Fbi-w in the 2nd. pre vis o t o /RuX^^ Rules

'-vii^wliS^'^/fhey'-^ras'i'gri-^'ffom the -I Ser^^

. ""Si: to .uhich they 'have been allocated, the'case" sf 'the applicants :
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is that in vieu of the fact that in 1990 the age limit
u,as raised and they uete entitled to least one more v-
cppcrtunlty to bettei: their prospects. They uere^n^
to sit in the forthcoming examination.

challenged the validity of the 2nd pro.

the C.S.E.Rules.

Ue have heard learned counsel for the applicant/(s).
and considered the arguments raised by him. .Ue are not

r'-

impressed that this is a fit case for admission. Three
of the applicants uere taken in the lOFS on the basis of
1967 C.S.E. They did not sit in the next examination ^
uhloh was. held in the year 1968. The 2nd proviso to
Rule 4 speaks of next examination and not one extra

chance apart from the Rules. All those who 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 s elected-to the IpFS but they ..

did not sit in the 1569 C.S.E. which uas the next

examination. They are, therefore, not entitled to sit

in the subsequent examination of 1990 unless they first #
resign frcm the service, Ue hold accordingly.

Consequently, this C.A. merits to be dismissed at

the admission stage.. Ue order accordingly, •

(B.C.PIATHUR)
VICE-CHAIRMAN (A)

4.10.1990,

. . -.k-i •

(ai^iitaTTanewI)
' CHAIRmN ;
4.10.1990^:


