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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI,

DATE OF -DECISION: 4,10,199C,

REGN, NO:MP 2384/90 in
- 0A 2008/20

Dr, Harmeet Singh & Ors = Vs,  Unign of India & Ors.

Applicant through counsel Shri A.K;'Behera.

|

MP_No. 2384/90,

This M.F. under Rule 4(5){a) of the Central Administrative
Tribunel (Prccedure) Rules, 1987 is allowed,

0A No. 2008/90,

In the present 0.A., the applicants are aggrieved

that they have net been allowed to appear in the Civil

Services(Main) Examinaticn, 1990, without resigping from

the Indian Revenue Service te which they were zppointed on
the basis of the C.5.E. 1988,

" Shri A.K. Behera, learned counsel for the appliéaﬁts,
raised a centention that similar candidates_uho had succeeded
in ihe'C.S.E. 1586 or earlier yeérs usre, heouwever, being‘granted
leave upto Oecember, 1990 to. appear in the Civil-Se;uices(Nein)
Examination, 1990 without being asked to resicn from the |
respective services uwhereas the applicants, who had succeeded
in the 1988 C.5.E, are nct being treated alike., This amounts
tc discrimination. Learned ccunsel contended that a di?ﬁerant
or separate class cannot be creatsd betueen two sets of Ic:ndif
dates appearing in the C.S.E.von the basis‘o?'the.yaar in which
they appeared in the C.5.E. |

" We Pind no merite in t he q@ntenpion raised by the

learﬁed counsel far the_applioant/{s). The zmendments in
Rule 4. of the C.3.E. Rules were introduced in December, 1986
S.E
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vhich had ébplication to candidete appe=ring in 1987 C.
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1t was not retrospective in cperation and caonsequently,

it had no effect Fo; theose candidates who had sat in the
1984, 1865 or 1986 L.S.Es, The provisions of Rule 4 of
the C.S.E. Rules, 1986 had fFull appiication to candidates
apﬁearing in Civil Serviees (Main) Examination, 1587, 1988

and 1988, The DiVision Bench decision in the case of

SHRI ALOK KUMAR (Supra) and batch of cases decided on

20,8.1990 has held the second proviss tc Rule 4 and Ruls 17
of the C.3.E. Rules tc be valid. C@nsequeﬁtly, the pasition
of all candidates who appesred in the C.5.Es 1987, 1988 and
1989 is on a different plame altegether than those whe
appeared in £.5.Es 1984, 1985 and 1986. The Division Bench
has taken the view that the candicates who have succeeded in

the C.5.E. 1987 and allecated to a service would be eligible

te one more oppoftunity'subject te the previsions of the

'C.3.E. Rules, 1987 which allpus them to appesar in the 'next

examination'. The said Rule had ng application to those
candidates who had appeared in C.5.Ls 1984, 1985 and 1986 and
were allccated to a service. The candidates whe have bsan

~

éllocateduéjséruice as a result of 1987 or 1988 or 1989_L.5.

™

would not be eligible for the 1590 C.S5.E. unless they came
within the- purview of the second prouié@ fo Ruie 4 of the
C.5.E. Rules, 1986. |

- We, therefore, find no merits in the above conﬁention.
The applicants in the present 0.A. are not entitled tc an?
relief. Ne othesr point was urged. Ccnszquently, the G.A..

is .dismissed at the admission stage.
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( B.C. MATHUR ) ( AMITAV BANERII ¥
VICE CHAIRPMAN (&) CHATIRMAN
401D'q9900 ’ 5{,16.1998.




