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CENTRAL ADP.INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
• PRINCIPAL BENCH • .

• NEW DELHI.

; ; PATE tlF DECISION! 4.10,1990.OA No.-1653/90. •-v ^

' Aii^i3;dari€HiHr©ugh ^cbunsei'^Shri A;K«^ :

•:->PlP.No ^2196^90^-: :- ^ .or,, t •Vc-- " '

^^••- ^ •^ '?This ''P1^P¥ ui^Bf ''Rcil§ 4(5) (a) fif ths

"•: ^ ' >Ad^intst>3?sit iwe vf riburttf1 (PiSbedure^ Ralesf 4a^-is allsued,

• '"'OA No. 'l 653/90.^' '' ' "
r -j/ •' r;" j' ••,•••"'• J -,, ^ ^ • ' .t ;'̂ . d. i .'t . • •• •••"••
"' ' This 0«A. is filed by the B applicants. They have

•;:•:« S-K.;-
prayed that the second proviso to Rule 4 of the C,S,E, Rules

is not applicable to the applicants No.4 to 8 and also to

declare the said proviso as uncenstitutional arid void and

direct the respondents tc grant all consequential benefits

to the applicants.

j ."f,:; aT;V ;:• i; V i; 1 c; .r?-i ' J wir ; o^f j/"i i.." 1 o,; Qo v'r- •
In this 0,A, the first three applicants uere allocated

to Indian Ordinance Factory Service ' (l SFs)-.on the basis ef

the results of the CeS.E, 1567 and applicants No.4 to 6 uere
s •.-•.••y ; -c/ irst^ ^on-f -sa crw tsi lz:-: n:} ,

allocated to the same service en the basis of the results of

..•• i'"... v.". Vn:;: ^ ;-r,V . ^ c C'-j;• i" --j ,f •• j;;;".!! • • • -
the C.S.E, 19EE, They uere all appointed as Asstt. Ucrks

v.; ??-,;• -••• c.'--• U b r r-L.;'•.
Manager (Nen-Technical) . They uere asketi to join the

j;-a^-Ln-i ./• •'..C yj.'; --.•;•!• =o i-ry,
; FsundatiGnal Course eif lOFS in August, 1989 and at present

'^d.c'n 1:o'. ' riJ:::: -[u '-f
uere undergoing training at Ord.^nance factcriBa Staff College,

Njigpur. They intended to appear in"thi"C.§IlL. °^ They ;

had appeared in the preliminary examination and had succeeded

a appear in the Civil Services (Plain) j

^Examihatissn, 19^ .gBtting

the for^ thai: theyV

•.. •• • •; \.,|'Qrm.' inVvley-';ofi';t.hB- ••2nd,^;previserii^P%le:::4 'o;f ^he .,C.'S,.E>""Ry;ies^,

- v '^^ynlegg •thayj rasign; ffom^ the! lMi:a!^ ;Ordi|^ ' ;

.i;jh^hV''t-hey ^ allocated, r.The case of the^applicants

/-



.

.is that tin v/i6i^ .of'tht^ 'fact^^that in ^1990'the age limit '"
. uas; raised .and they;uere 'errt-itlBd tc one more
repportunity tb better their'proarpects, "They^ u^ entitled

tp sit in the forChcoming examinatibn. .They have also .

, challenged the; validity of the 2nd prsvisp to Rule 4 of .

:... the CbS.EsRuIbs.- - • - r . -

Ue'have heard learned' counsel for the applicant/(s) . •

and considered the arguments" raised by hitn, Ue are not
iir.prWs.ed'that this is a fit case fcr admission. Three
of ,the applicants uere taken in the i.CFS on the basis of

-1967: CoSeE. They did not sit in the next examination ^
which uas held, in the year 1968. The 2nd proviso to

Rule 4 speaks of next Bxamination and not one extra

chance apart from the. Rules. All those who were eligible-

to appear-could have-one more chance but if they were
. not eligible»under the Rules, they uould not be entitled

. to sit-in the- examination. .Applicants 4 to 8 succeeded

in the 1966 C.S.E. and were s elected-to the ICFS but they . .
- did not sit- in the 1EB9 C.SiE. uhich was the next

..^examination. They are, therefore, not ehtUled to .sit
in the subsequent^ examination of 1990unless they first ^

M̂ resign-frcm the service. Ue hold accordingly.

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

the admissiep st age. Ue ord.er accordingly .; '.• -
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