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C«ntral AdrainistrativB tribunal
Principal Barnch.

94^90, 1067/90, 1066/90, 1065/90, 1064/90
Jncp^oS* 32n?^n2' 1060/90, 1060/90, 1059/90, 1081/90,
3S5?^«S* "*057/90, 1061/90, 1074/90, 1073/90, 1072/901071/90, 1123/90, 1122/90, 1121/90, 1113/90, 1111/90, 11)15/90*

1119/90, 1118/90; 1124>90; 1125/90,'4fJ/go?'
«30^IS: 1153/90. 1161/90,

Present; Sarvashri S.S. Tiuari, fl.K. Behera, PI. Panikar,
A.K* Sikri, and Mrs* C»n» Chopra, counsel'for
the applicants.

On behalf of the respondents Shri P.H. Ramchandani.
Senior Counsel, is present.

There are 45 O.fls listed today for direction (at Serial
Nos. 5 to 55 excopt six cases at serial Nos. 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
and 53), which pertain to Civil Services Examination 1990. Since
the Civil Services Examination (Main), 1990 is likely te be held
on or about the let of November, 1990, it is desirable that these
O.A'8 are heard and disposed of early in the month of October,
1990. Replies to the O.A's have not been filed so far. Shri
P.H. Ramchandani, Senior Counsel*'uho appears for the

Union of India, prays for three weeks' time. Ue grant him
time until 21.9.1990 to file counter affidavit in each O.A.
Rejoinder may be filed by 28.9.1990 by learned counsel for the
applicants. >11 these O.A's will be listed for hearing on
3.10.1990 before a Division Bench. These cases will be shown
as the first case on the list that day.

The Registry is directed to find out if there are more
cases of this nature pertaining to the Civil Services Examination

1990 and bring such casc^ to the notice of the Chairman, eo that
they may also be listed for orders.

/" I,

••••••

(B.C. MATHUR) .
VICE-CHAIRnAN(A)

4.9.1990.
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(APIITAU BANIRDI)

CHAIRMAN
4.9.1990.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

Regn. No. fip 2354/90
&

OA 420/90

Date of decision: 04-10.1990

/g)

Applicant through counsel Shri A.K. Behera,

On behalf of the rQspondanta Shr.i P.H, Ramchandani,
Sr. Counsel, is proseht.

The points raised ,in this O.A. are covered in our decision

in OA No. 200e/90 Dr. Harmeet Singh & Ors Vs. Union of India

and OA Na 1853/90 Shri Jayanta Kumar Basu & Ors

of India & Ors. We have already indicated our views

on the points raised in the above cases.

For the reasons indicated therein, this O.A. is rejected«

(B.C. Mathur)

Vice-Chairman
(Amitav Banerji)

Chairman



CENTRAL ADfUNISTRATlVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEU DELHI .

DATE OF DECISIONS 4.1P.199D.

REGN. NO:WP 2384/90 iri - : •
OA 2006/90

Dri Hkrfneet Singh i Ors V/s, Union of India & Ors^

Applicant through counsel Shri A.K. Behera,

PP No. 2384/90.

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

Tribunal (Precedure) Rules, 1987 is alloued,

DA No. 2008/90.

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

that they have not been alleued to appear in the Civil

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

ths Indian Revenue Service tc which they uere appointed on

the basis of the C.S.E, 1988, •

Shri A;K, Behera, learned counsel for the applicants,

raised a contention that similar candidates who had succesded

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

leave upto December, 1990 to appear in the Civil Services(Pkin)
Examination, 1990 without being asked to resign from the

respBCtive services whereas the applicants. Who had succeeded
in the 1988 C,5,E, are net being treated alika. This amounts

tc discrimination. Learned counsel contended that a different

or separate class cannot be created between two sets of candi
dates appearing in the C.S.E.i on the basis; of 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.3,E,^ Rules were introduced in De^mber,- 1986
which had application to candidate appear ing .int1987 C,S..E.



. . ' •• • •-

Uv; i\,4 ! . ->It-iiis ^ridt r^reip'Bctive in pperatxe^;;^bd;jg^a

it had nc3 e/fect . for those candidates uhp. had sat in the

1984, 1is85 or 1986 C.S.Es, The provisions of Rule 4 of

'the C.S.E, Rulesi 1986 had full application to candidates

appearing in Civil Services (riain) £x:aipi.natio,n^,^^^^^^^^^ 1988

and 1989. The Division Bench decision in the case of

Sfffif''"ALdiK kuti^R" "(Supra) and Isatch of cases decided on
uyi-rry:-I i-i]-: <-.T l r

20,8,1990 has held the second proviso to Rule 4 and Rule 17

of the C.SiE, Rules to be valid. €ons^ position

tiv^n V-J/t 'caydid^t"Bs'uho' iapjb^^^ b'.S'.Es 1987, 1988 and

ai^*;! ^'-^dlfferi^t'; ^iahe ^aiifegethei''t uho

:j <tfpfpe%rei^ 1-^85-^ ih&'* 198(5',' thfe '̂6 Bench

>Has" t-akeh: the- ^eiir^i;'hat"'the" fcaKdiiS'^t^ succeeded in

i;n-. v t^hB^ '̂E^iS.iE i'; T$87' Snil 'aMe.ciat ed' vie' a' '̂ fetviciB uould ' be eligible

to one more opportunity subject" to thfe p'tbvislohs of the

ow:?r,,:. ' - 198*1?uhich allbus them'to appear in the 'next

v-Thie vsaid "fiuie h^d ' hb" app those

O xa-iididStes L̂jho. hid kpp^ai-ed in E'is.Eis 1984^ ^^985 and

' ; ^ i - •-^ USfe'ali6e^t.ea''tD'"'a si^ririce,'' The "c^ndidate^ uho 'have been

.'"^il^catBd^f'4il:7service'''̂ s-'"a^^res^iJ^ 'ofM^87'dr'1986''dr 198S^.S.E

ci4.; ijdald -fiot'^e-elfgrbl^ Vor/tlTe-igiiti'-Ci^S.^, liritos they came

'tSit^Hxh t^hfe-puf^vrie^ij of the seedhd "|jirdvi'si'0 :!t'd

, 1 f f^B6 r ^

> ' -!th¥ttef^dTff,^"''fC^ "nb;;^s;tl't'*s'"in

to any

•Wtfet;^^pyi^ O.A ..

, st?a^^V
• • .. . '-'•' '- • ' • • •;

a.—

fl,c.:mt:HUR >• -. ' ' •" " " •aa- j- :, , fit,,C AraTAvVBSNERai )

; : : / : • J '
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^ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL^ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
• y- PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEW DELHI.

:• 3a.10,199

''"• ^PiP Nb V. -il-#6790. ^̂

This M.P, under Rul8;4C5>(^

Administrative Tribunal (PrQcedure) Rules, 1987, is alloued.

OA No. 1B53/9D. ' .

V : by tN Jhey have

prayed t haK th^e .seccncj,^ pro vis0,4>p. Hule 4.. cjf; Rules

. . is, no|,. appl^ applicaTJts^Nq.A tc-. 8-,ai^d also to

declare the said proviso ; as ,uncBnsti:tution^^ apcj

d^xept the respondents ,tc., grant-, all^ benefits

tp_ the. appiiqants ,

In t^^is, p,A, the , first,.three applicants yere allocated

•l;o, Indiar;!. OrdiTOPc^ Factory .Seryice (10F3).%on-the basis of

the ..results. ff the C.S.^, .1987 and appliGafnts:-.Wp>4 tc 6 were

., _ ..alloc^t on .the.,;basis;-Qf,;,.the results, of

" ri :®.lio?PSPinte4,^ais-Asstt, Uqrks

. , ('^®n-TeGhnicalV, , Tuhe.y -UBre asked-:to:-jpin the

•^ jtn

were undBrgoing training at Ord?rnance /srctG^4^^

: ; Jagpur. :|;jo i9;Rpeai!;.i^: t^^ They ;

' ^succeeded

• .: ,. and they uanted' tet^^ayppeLar; in ^tlie .ri^i Services (Plain) i :

/Exandnata'o'n^Vrg^iq,^:X|ve^;:;|̂ .pxi3ap^^ . for getting 'Z
- the forms but were told thiatC tKey})jouid"n^^

' ' •; i . /0rm in view of the 2nd prcui^o^^i^
unless they resign from the Indian prdrnapc^'W Seryibe :

, tcuhich they-have been allocated, The c^se'^f 'the applicants

.- . •

•;|hri^3:ayahta;-Kumi^ 4 Orsv - '

Applicant through couhsWl Shri A.K. BaheraV ^ -

•J'"
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j-*^-
is that in uieu nf the fact that in .190O the age litnft ,

^,as raiSGd :and they :uerB entitled tp at fteas*-ops more ,
•oiDt^Tturiit/'̂ dl -bittBs: thsili^^

to .sit in t,hB feTtlixioming e^Kamination. •

challenged the validity of the 2nd proviso to Rule 4 of ;
the CoS.E.RuIibs, ; ,

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

I. • : .' T'. • " . ' ' ' f»' '

impressed that this is a fit case for admission. Three
of the applicants: uere tfsken in the.IGFS on the basis of
1967 C.S.E. They did not ,sit in the next . examination

which was held in the year 1966, The 2nd proviso to

Rule 4 speaks' of next examination and not one extra

chance apart from the RulesAll those uho uera eligible

to appear could have one more chg^ce but, if .they uera

not eligible under the Rules, they uould not be entitled

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

in the 1988 C.S.E. and ware s elected-to the IpFS but they

did not sit inthe 1EB9 C.S.E. uhich uas the next

examination. They are, therefcra^ not entitled to sit

in the subsequent examination of 199C unless they first
resign fxcm the service. Ue hold accordingly.

CDhsequently, this O.A. merits to' be dismissed at

the admie3i0n stag^, i«Je order accordingly,:

v<(B;.G:^mtHUR) \
:VICE-EHAlRBAN (A)

(AMTAV BANERJI)
' CHAIRMAN :

.V4 .10,1990.1 .
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