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In this 0 A., the grisvance is about the Central
Service to which the applicant should be allocated . The
applicant contends that she has passed the 1990 Civil
Services Examination and has been allocated the Group A
Indian Railway Accounts Service and, therefore, she
should be treated to belong to that Service. The
respondents contend that she had passed the 1969 Civil
Services Examination and was allocated the Group A
Central Industrial Security Force and she had joined

the foundation course for thet Service. Therefore,
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she cannot be allocated to another Group A Service
on the basis of the 1990 examination in view of the
provisere of Rule 17 regulating the examination,

2. A similar OA 3114/1991 Pratap Singh Vs Union of
India & others- filed almost at the same time and
involving a similar issus, was heard along with this

OA and dismissed by the order dated 8.7.1954 (1994(3)

s L J. (CAT) 314) , The main reason for not disposing

of this OA also simultanecusly was the dispute whether the
applicant had already attended the foundation course

for the officers of t he CISF, as contended by the
respondents . The proceedings in the OA lingered for

various reasons till it was finally heard on 11 .1 1996 .

3. The brief facts which require to be noted ara

as follows .,

34) The applicant appearsd in the Civil Services
£xamination (CSE) 1989, The final results of the
examination vare declared by t he Union Public Service
Commission (UPSC) on 31 5.1990, Admittedly, the
appll;ant'a nams did not figura in the list of selacted

candidates .

3.2) The applicant, therefors, appeared as an open
market candidate in the C.5 £ 1990 held on 9 6.,1990.
She successfully cleared the Preliminary Examination
and appearad in the Main Examination which ended on

23.,12.1990.

33) While so, the applicant was informed by the
UPSC on 9. .1991 (Annexure A 1) that her name was being
recommended through a supplementary list to Government

es 3 candidate for a Central Services Group A/Group B
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Service on the basis of the Civil Services(Min)
Examination, 1989 becauss some candidates who had
passed the 1989 Examination did not join for one or
the other reason. She was also informed that as far as
general category candidates are concermed, vacancies

were available only in the CJ S F. Group A Saervice,

She vas, therefore, requested to intimate specifically

whether or not she was interested to join the C 1 S F,
Group A Service. The applicamt did not respond to this
letter,

3.4) She cleared the 1990 CS(Main) Examination, the
results of which were announced on 17 & .1991 . She also
appeared in the intervisw on 21 6.,1991,

L’of
35) By the letter dated 21 6 .1991/ the Directorate

Gineral, CISF, received by her on 1.7.1991, the applicant
was given an offer of appointment as Assistant Commandant
inthe CISF (Group A) basad on the 1989 CSE being made
to her. Para 2 of this letter is important and reads

as follous:

"2, If you are a candidate for the Civil Service
Examination 1990, you will be required to obtain
psrmission from the DP & Trg, to abstain from
probationary training, as snviseged under 2nd
proviso to rule 4 of the Civil Sorvice Examination
Rules , Hence please lot us know telegraphically
whether gou are appsaring at the 1990 examination.
If you are not a candidate for the 1990 examination,
you Wwill be required to join by 13th July, 1991 at
NISA, CISF Hyderabad, If you are a candidate for
th; 1990 sxamination, you will be roquir;d to join
training in August 1991 details of which will be
intimated to you in due course, It may also be
clearly pointed out that once a candidate joine
the service he shall not be sligible for consideration
for appointment on the basis of subseguent
examinations , *
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The applicant did not respond to this of fer also in any
way . In other words, she did not inform the authorities
whether she accepted the offer or declined the offer or

whet her she had alrsady appeared in the 1990 Csk ,

3 .6) On 31.7.1991, the final results of the CSL 1990

were declared . Admittedly, the applicant passed te

Examination.

3.7) Thereafter the applicant received on

16 9 .1991 a telsgraphic message from UDYOGRAKSHA
"gdatailing her to attend the Foundational Course
beginning from 16 .9 1991 at the National Acadsmy

of Direct Téxos, Chindvara Road, Nagpur®. The applicant
joined this Academy at Nagpur on the basis of this

telegraphic message,

3.8) While she was attending the foundation

course, the applicant received a lstter dated 29 10,1991
(annexurs A3) from the Ministry of Pareonnel, Public
Grisvances & Pensions(Respondent No.1) intimating her
that on the basis of the CSE 1950, she was being
considered for appointment to the Indian Railway Accourts
Service (IRAS) which was a tentative allocation, which
could undergo changes subssquently . It also inforwmed her
that a formal offer of appointment would be made
subsequently by the cadre controlling authorities of

the service to which she would bs finally sllocated and
that she would be required to join the service in
Decembser 1991 if ahe uas not a candidate for the ensuing
CS(Min) Examination, She vas asked to send & feply in
the meanwhile whether she would gccept the offer of
appointment on the basis of the results of the CSE 1990
befors 30th October, 1991, The applicant accepted the
offer and communicated: her acceptance on 7,11 .1991

(Annexure A=$), (-
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3.9) The applicant completed the foundational course
\win December, 91,

of training at Nagpur/ On such completion, the Course

Director of the Academy informed her that, according

to the imstructions of the Ministry of Psrsonnel, the

applicant vas to join the professional training course

of CISF on the basis of the results of CSE 1989 and not

that of IRAS on the basis of CSE 1990.

3.,10) Surprised at this development , she rushed to
Delhi and met the concerned authoritiss who informed
her that as she had joined the CISF on the basis of
CSE 1989, she could not be taken in the IRAS on the
basis of CSE 1990, Har remonstrations against this
decision and her request that she be allocated te the
1RAS uere not acceded to ., Hence, she has filed this
OA for a direction to the respondents to appoint her
in the IRAS on the basis of the results of CSE 1990

with all consesquential benefits,

4, The respondenta have filed a reply in which
the facts mentioned above have besn substantially
confirmed except for certain additions to which reference
will be made shortly ., Their contention is that in the
circumstance: of the cass, the applicant wvas disentitled
to get the behefit of her selection on the basis of the
CSE 1990 because of the operation of Rule 17 of the CSE
Rules. That Rule has besn annexed as RII to the reply
and reads as follows:
* 17, Due consideration will be given at the
tims of making appointwmente on the results of
the sxamination to thes preferencesexpressed by
s candidate for variocus services at the time
of his application, The appointment to various
services will also be governsd by the Rules/

Regulations in force as applicable to the
respective Services at the time of appointment ,

Lg_/.



T et

-5-

Provided that a candidate who has been
approved for sppointment to Indian Police
Service, Central Service, Group A mentioned
in Col .2 below on the results of an sarlier
examination will be considsred only for
appointment in services mentioned againet that
service in Col. 3 below on the results of this
sxamination,

S1. Service to which Service for which

L 2 >N
1. Indian Police Service I1AS,1FS and

N Central Services,
- Gl‘oup 'A? .

t 2, Central Services 1AS, 155 and
Group 'A! 1,8,

Provided further that a candidate who is appéinted
to a Central Service, Group '8' on the results of an
sarlier examination will be considered only for
appointwent to 1 AS.,, 1 F S5, 1,5, and Central
Services, Group 'A* "

- It is contended that a person who has besn approved for
appointment to a Central Service, Group A on the basis |

of an earlisr examination can compets in ths subsequent

CSE only for appointment to 1 A5, 15 .S.andI £ S. and
not to other Central Services, Group A, This applicant had
already been approved for nppoint-mont to the C1SF, a Group A
Service, on the basis of CSE 1989, Hence, she could have
competed in the CSE 19890 only for appcintment to the I A S,
1FS andI 3. She was not selected for any of these
Services . In fact, in her application for the CSE 199p, |
she did not indicate that she would like to be considerasd
for any of the three Services, Instead, she gave her

preferances for 7 Central Group A Services. The respondents

(L
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contend that in the circumstancs, she cannot get the
benefit of CSE 1990 and cannot be allotted to the 1RAS,
The respondents also state that as the applicant has
alrsady joined the foundational course for the CISF,
sha cannot changs her servics unless she resigned from
the service as provided in Rule 4 of the CSE and wrote

this Examination all over again.

5. OA 3114/91 to which reference has been made above
raised an identical issue, Theamly difference is that in that
OA, the applicant had not joined the foundaticnal course
of the CISF tg which he was also sslected on the basis of
1589 CSE but had joined the foundation. course of Indian
Revenue Service(IRS) on the basis of CSE 1590Jhat matter
was heard by a Baench to which ons of us{Shri N.V Krishnan)
was a party and @ judgement vas rendered upholding the
contention of the respondente ,

6., As far the lsgal issue in regard to application

of Rule 4 and Rule 17 of the CSE Rules to the facts of the
present case js concerned, the position is the same,
Therefore, the learned counsel for t he applicamt was fairz
enough to admit that the judgement in Pratap Singh's case
(supra) would apply to the facte of the present application.
In the cir#unatanc., we are of the visu tﬁnt on that legal

ground, this application deserves to bs dismissed.

7. Howsver, the lsarned counsel for the spplicant
prissod for consideration of two other pointe, He pointed
out that the judcement of the Tribunal in Pratap Singh's
case is under appeal before the Supreme Court . However,
assuming for the sake of argument that the interpretaticn
given in Pratap Singh's cass would be upheld by the Supreme
Court also, he pointed ocut that the rsspondents

hawe allocated a Central Service, Group A based

W_
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to candidates
on the 1990 CSE.Juho have bsen approved for appointwent
to another Central Group A Service based on the resulte
of an earlier sexamiration. In other words, there ars
instancee where Ruls 17 has not been rigidly applied,
He refers to the appointmentsof Amand Shah and Rajesh
Jindal in this connection as seen from this Tribunal's
decision in Shailenders Kumar Sinha Vs, Union of India
( 1994 (2) SLI 369) . Amand Shah was 2llocated to the
Indian Ordnance Factory i:r:::o on the basis of CSE 1988.
He accepted that Service but/permitted to appear in the
1989 CSE, He did not appear thersin, Instesd, he appeared
in CSE 1990 anduas allocated to the Indian Customs and
Cent ral Excise Service which is another Group R Service,
Rajesh Jindal was allocated to the Indian Postal Service
on the basis of CSE 1989, He accepted the Service and
sought permission to abstain from the prcbationary training
to appear in the CSE 1990. The permission was given. On
the results of the CSE 1990, he was allocated to the Indian
Customs & Central Excise Service. In recard to both thess
psrsons, the respondents had contended that they had
declined the offer given to them for appointment to a Group
A Central Service based on ths results of the sarlier CSE
and that, thersfore, they vers allocated to Group A Central
Services on the basis of th e 1990 CSE, This contention
vas examined and negatived by the Tribunal and a finding
vas given that their appointments are ccntrary to Rule 17.
Therefors, Shri A K Bshera pleaded that, in the present
case 3180, the applicant should be allotted to the IRAS

on the basis of the same CSE 1990,

8. In reply to a query whether we can compsl the
respondents to take one more decision in the matter of
allocation, knowing that it is contrary to Rule 17, the

lsarned counssl has relied on the Supreme Court's decisionin
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Re.T.uShoudbesy ( (1987) 3 SCC 258) to contend that
respondents have to apply Rule 17 uniformly and they
cannot pick and choose candidates for sslective
application of the ruls. In the above case, the Supreme

" Court found that thrse persons wvere liable for
suspsnsion of whos only one had bsen suspended ., The
Court felt this vas discriminatory and that the other
two persons too should be suspended ., Accordingly,
it directed the respondents to’consldnr the question of
suspsnding the others also failing which they were
informed that the Court would consider revoking the

person
suspeneion of the one/uhc alone had been suspendsd .

9% The lsarned counssl for the respondents

submitted that the responcents had not used Rule 17
selectively and he denied the charge of discrimination.
Even in the case of Amand Shsh and Rajesh Jindal referred
to stove, the respondents did not allocate them to |
Group A Central Service on the basis of the 1990 CSE
knowing that this would be contrary te Rule 17, On

the contrary, they bona fide concluded that on the

facts concerning those two persons, neither Rule 4

nor Rule 17 applisd ., It was the Tribunel which rejected
this view point and held that thair appointments violated
Rule 17. The Tribunal alsc did not direct Government to
set right the matter, but left it to the discrstion of
Government . He admitted that no further order wvas taken
to raverse the decision taken in respect of those tuo
persons in ths mstter of allocation of service, He
further submitted that it will not be proper for any
such direction to bs given by this Tribumal . In State

\9‘/“
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of Orissa Vs, Durga Charan Das (AIR 1966 SC 1547), the
Supreme Court has held that the appellant cannot claim,
as a matter of right7that decision contrary to Rules
should be taken in his case alsoc mersly becauss such

a decision wvas taken in one case earlier,

10, WUe have considered the matter , The reliance

placed by the applicant on the judgement of the Supreme
Court in T ¥ Lhoudhary's case is inappropriate . Suspension
ijs not an illegal sction, yhat the Supreme Court found

vas that thers was justificetion to suspend all the three
persons whils only one uas suspended, This was found

by them to be discriminatory and unfair. Hence, the

Court directed Government to consider suspsnding the

other twe persons also failing which it would revoke the

suspension of the appellant , That decision does not help

the npplicaﬂt. In the present case, ths respondents

have held, as is svident from their action, that the

applicant cannot get the benefit of the 1990 CS5E

éontrary to Ruls 17. We have alsc held that this ie a

correct decision. That uas not the position in respect

of Amand Shah and Rajesh Jindal. In their cases, the mere fact
~ '\ of Tribunal's decision, the

that in spite/ Government did not take any action to

allocate themtot® proper service in accordance with Rule

17 does not mean that therse has been discrimination in

the application of that Ruls, They were left with the

discretion to act in this manner, Therefors, no relief

is dus to the applicant on the ground of discrimination,

Ve cannot, therefors, give a direction to Government based

on the exsmples of Amend Shah and Rajesh Jindal to

allocate the applicant to the 1RAS based on the 1990 CSE

when ue have held that this will be contrary tc Rule 17.

\—
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11, The other argument of the learned counssl for

the applicant is that when this OA was filed, an interim
direction was issued on 30.,12.1991 directing the
respondents to allow the applicant to join the professional
training of I1ndian Railway Accounts service which had
comrenced at Railuay Staff Collegs, Vadodara on 23 12,1992
(51c-23.12.1991), That order cantinues to be in force.
He submits that as this ordsr has been in force for

four years now, it should be mads absolute even if

on merits, the applicant’'s OA is dismissed, He relies

on similar directions given by the Suprams Court in
various cases,

It is pointed out that in SLP No 14596/90 - Benny
john Vs . U 8.1 . arising out of DA 1771/869 decided by
the Principal Bench of the Tribunal , the Suprewe Court
8l]loved the appesllant the benefit of appointment to the
I1ndian Revenue Servics though the Tribunal‘a.deciaion on
merit was not disturbed ., A copy of the order dated 151,199
of the Suprems Court has been produced for our psrusal and is
on record . Apparently, that order was passed in the
special circumstances of that case and the Court felt that an
exception was required to be made as Government had
admitted committing a mistake and coudd not offer any
explanation, Hence, the appellant was allowed to continue in
the 1ndian Revenus Service which was not his entitlement ,

A similar direction was given on 109,993 in Civil
Appeal No S013 of 1993 (A . Subbaih Vs. Union of India), copy
is on rscord, 1n that case the appellant who vas a némbar
of the Scheduled Tribe was abpointed to the Indian Revenue
Sorvica’on the basis of C.5.E., 1989, He joined that
service . He then appeared in the C.S.E, 1991 and uvas
allocated to the Indian Administrative Service, The
respondents held the visw that the sppellant could net

appear in the 1991 C.S.E. unless he first resigned from
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the 1ndian Revenue Service as provided in Rule 4 of the
examination, It wmay be menticned that it was the
Supreme Court which permitted the appellant to appear
{n the C.5.E. 1991 by an interim order, The Court further
noted that though Rule 4 required resignation from the
service before appearing in the next examination andthe rule
existadv during the years 1986-90, sevaral candidates who
had appesared in the later examinations without resigning
their jobs wers given the benefit of selaction on the
basis of the later examination, It is on this ground that
the Supreme Court held that it would be a travesty of
justice if the appellant was denisd the fruit of his
selection to the Indian Administrative Service, This
order is alsp distinguishable on facts, The ordar is
based on previous practice regarding giving sffect to
Rule 4, That does not help the applicant as no such
contrary practice has been established in regard to Rule
17 uith which uo4ara concsrned,

, vz The judgment of this Tribumal in OA. 206/1969~
Alok Kumar Vs, U, 0,1, and a batch of cases is next
referred to., That also is distinguishable, It held
that the restriction dirscting resignation from service
to appsar in the next examination was bad in law, Rule 17
was held to be valid. The orders passed, inter alia, are
as followsg

"5 .(1) ...

(i1) A candidate who has bsen allocated to
the 1 P .5, or to a Central Services, Group ‘A’
may be allowed to sit at the next Civil Services
Examination, provided he is within the permissible
age limit , without having to resign from the service
to which he has been allocated, nor would he lose
his original seniority in the service to which he is
allocated if he is unable to take training with his
oun Batch,
6. Those applicants who have bsen allecated to
the I P .S, or any Central Services, Group 'A', can
have one more attempt in the subsequent Civil
Services Examination, for the Services indicated
in Rule 17 of the C.5.E, Rules, The Cadre lLontrolling

Authoritiss can grant ons opportunity
“

B e SEE L WIS SRR SR
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to such candidates,

7. All thoss candidates who have been allocated te
any of the Central Services, Group 'A', or 1 .P.3,
and who have appeared in Civil Services Main
Examination of a subsequent year under the intarim
orders of the Tribunal for the Civil Services
Examinations 1988 or 1989 and have succeaedad,

are to be given benefit of their success subject to
the provisions of Ruls 17 of the C.5.E. Rules,

But this exemption will not be available for any
subsequent Civil Services Examination "

Thersfors, allocation of service based on the later

examination was to bs done only subject to Rule 17,

12, In our visw the situation obtaining in the present
case is differsnt , As mentioned above, this O.A.

would have been disposed of along with Pratap Singh's
cass (supra) but for the disputed claim as to whether
the applicant had jolned the foundational course for
c.1.5.F. or 1.R.A,S, 1In our view, therefore, this
applicant cannot get at = our hands any better benefit
than what has been given to Pratap singh even though his
OA. u;s dismissed,

13, As the delay in disposal of this C A, wvas dus

to the contest about the issus whether the applicant
joined the foundational courss of C.I1.5.F, on ths basis
of 1989 CSEt or he joined the foundational course for
the I R.A.S5. on the basis of the 1990 C.5.E., it is only
proper to give a finding therson though, in view of

the legal position, this is entirely irrelevant,

14, The learned counsel for the applicant states that
the telegram she received on the basis of which she
joined the foundational course at Nagpur did neot
indicate that she uvas to join the foundational couree
for the C.1.5.F, on the basis of C.5.E, 1989, The
telegram itself &s not available as it was surrendered

at the Academy., Before the applicant got the telegram

(—
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on 16 9 1991, the final result of C.5.6., 1990 had alrsady
been announced on 31,.7.1991 and she had passed that,

As she had not responded to sither the Annexurs A-1 or
Annexurs A-2 lstters regarding offer of appointment to
C,J.5.Fe on the basis of the 1989 C.S.E., she presumed
that she was being recuired to join the foundational
courss of 1.R.A.5. as a result of passing the 1990
C.5.E. This is established by the Annexure A-5, claim
for travelling allowance countersigned by the Courss
Director which shous that she is a 1.R.,A.5. probationer,
She, therefore, claims that she be allowed to continue

in that service,

15, We have considered this submission, We do
not find any merit in it for the following reasons:

(i) The applicant had received an offer of appointment
only from the CJ,5.F, - vide Annexure A-2 based
on the 1989 C.5,E. VWithout getting any such
offer in respect of 1990 C,5.k., she had
prima facie, no ground to assume that the
telegram uas connected with that Examination,

(i) The telegram was issued by UDYOGRAKSHA , This

should ordinarily convey to any person who has
already received an offer of appointment from
the C.I .S.F. that UDYOGRAKSHA would only

refer to the Central Industrial Security force,

(111) ©On 29 10,1991, the applicant ,for the first time
received intimation about the tentative allocation
to the I R .A.5, (Annexure A-3) based on the
1990 CS.E. It spacifically mentioned that
she would receive an offer of appointment in
Decembar, 1991 and would be reguired to join
in December, 1991, That should have sst
her thinking about the foundation course for
which she had joined the Nagpur Institute on
23 9,991, After ths receipt of this letter,
she could no more continue to assume that she
has joined the course on ths basis of the
C.S.E. 1990, She could have made enquiriss
at that point of time, Instead, she admittodlyj

I
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accepte. the offer of appointment on 7,11.1991
(Annexurs AR-4) without even mentioning that
according to her she had already joined the
foundational courss connected with that
Examination and the question of acceptance did
not arise at all,

(iv) The Annexure A-S document is hardly the
kind of proof one should produce to claim
appointment as a probationer to the 1.,R.,A,S,
It i essentially a claim for T.A. The
countersignature of the Director only
* vouches for the claim that a tour has been
performed and no more,

A 16. Howsver, what clinches the issue is the Annexurs R=§
\ applicant

Kp letter of theLnsen the respordsnts have produced with their
reply , which reads as follovws:

*To

The Under Secretary,
Department of Personnel and Training,
Neu Deslhi,

Subject: Civil Service Main Examination 1990,

Sir,

This isto inform you that 1 Nilima Rani Singh
A Roll No 32295/90 had asked for permission to
- abstain from probationary training foomthe OOP
but since 1 did not receive any communication
1 joined F L, Course according to the 1989 list .,
Now my name does not fiqure in the 1990 Civil
4 service list and my name remains in the CISF 1list
as the DOP did not saend the permission to abstain
from training . Kindly take the appropriate
steps as scon as possible,

Thanking you,
S5d/= Nilima Rani Singh
Roll No.32295 "

This undated letter appsars to have been given when she
went to Delhi as stated in para 4 ,27 of the 0 ,A, This
lettar completely knocks the bottom out of the spplicant's
case, Np rejoinder has been filed to this reply and
more particularly te Annexure R=-S . The lsarned counsel
for the applicant submitted that the applicant was so much
shaken that without realising what she was writing,

this Annexurs R-5 letter was given,

b
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17. We have considered the matter ., e are unable to

.15-

accept this explamation. An officer selected for a

Group A Service cannot claim that she forgot all the facts
relating to what happensed in the past three or four months,
particularly in a letter written in her own hand,

1n para 4,27 of the 0.A., the applicant has averrad as

follows:=~

| »That being surprised by this, the applicant
rushed to Neu Delhi to contact the Miniatry of
Personnel personally . Whan she personally
contactad the concerned authorities (i.s. Under
secretary and Ceputy gecretary) on 23,12,1991,
the applicant was told that since ths applicant
had joined the C.I.S.F. on the basis of C,.S.E.
19g9, she cannot be taken in Indian Railway
accounts Service on the basis of the results
of Civil services Examination, 1990. when
the applicant submitted that she had not sent her

acceptance to the offer of appointment dated

21.6.1991 to the Directorate General of C.I.S.F.
even till today nor had shs sent the requisite
forms 4n token of accoptanéb, that simply fsll
on deaf ears ., When the applicant queried if
she had joined C.I.5.F. on the basis of C.S.E.
1989 as the Ministry of Personnel nou states,
then why vas the communication dated 29th
October, 1991, issued to her 2 The cryptic
reply of the suthoritiss was that it was a
routine matter and that she cannot be allowsd
to join the professional Trainine of Indian
Railuay Accounts Service, which has commenced
from 23rd Dscember, 1991, at Railway Staff
College, Vadodara,"

18, I1n other words, it is her contenticn that when she
vent toc Delhi, she insisted before the authorities concerned
that she had not sent her acceptance to the offer of
appointment dated 21.6.1991 to the Dirsctorate Gsneral,
CISF and, that, thersfors, she should be deemed to

have been sslected for professional training Courss

of 1.R.A.5. on the basis of 1990 C 8.E. This is not

e
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borne out by the Annexurs R.§ which says that she had asked
for permission to abstain from probationary training

from the D.0 p. and as she did not receive a reply,

shs joined the foundational coursse acbording tc 1989

1ist . She complained that her name did not find a place
in the 1990 Civil Service list but continued to be

in the C.l1.5.F. 1list because the 0.0.P. had not sent

the permission to abetain from training, That is an
entirely differsnt story from what has bsen made out

in the OA. May be, she concocted this story of having
sought permission to abstain from the probationary
training of the C,1.5.F, in order to gst a favourable
order from the ministry . Ffor, if she really had sought such
permission, the respondents Would have produced that
document , also, because that would also land support to
their contention that having accepted the offer, she
cannot get benefit from the 1990 C S E . unless she had
been selected for the I .A.5., 1 .,F.5, or 1.p.S. Alternatsly,
when she found that this ddd not work, she has nou put
forward a new story in this O.A. viz, that she never
responded to the Annexure A=2 offer of abpointnent te

the C,.1.5.F. based on the 1989 examination, In the
normal courso; the suppression of facte about the Annexure
R-5 letter in the O0.A. would have disentitled the

applicant to any kind of relief at our hands,

19. In the circusstance, we dismiss this 0., also

as ws dismissed sarlier the 0A. of Pratap Singh (supra).
The interim order is vacated . As the appliéant is found
to have joined the foundational course of the C,1.5.F,
based on the 1989 C,5.E., the respondents are directed

to issue suitabls orders for her Purther training in

that service and posting thereafter, The service

I
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rendersd by her till date in pursuance of the interin
erder shall, however, be desmed to be service rendered
in the CJ S F particularly fer purposes of fixation
of pay, seniority stc. OA dismissed with the above

directions, No costs .
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