et

>

DELH

b

1

.,3
i
[t

nxuu.

[S34

derts,

1

spor

V&

Ca

)

idete

RN

cIats

ot

C

Lad &

Cvice

o~

ot

o

o}

D
=

o

)

)

erd

o

[

(]

in

sbstain therefrom

o

~

~

¢ the

tuck

Tonnt

L]

pli

el




a3
<

doated 31st July, 1990. The applicart desired to meke yet
enolther attempt iIn the C.3,E, to improve his position, as
he did not wish to join the Indian Fevenue Service, Thre

respondents orslly refused him permiesion and insisted
either.
that either the applicant joingﬁof the two services or
he must resign in order tou be able te take the third
attempt,
The applicant is aggrieved by the above order and he
chellenges the validity of the second proviso to Rule 4

of the C,S.E, Rules, '

We have hesrd Shri A.K, Sikri, learned.counsel

©
L

i that

[
w
el

for the applicant, UWe are absolutely sat

ase, Ihis

g}

no case is mede cut for interference in this
case is fully covered by a decision in the case of ALQDK

KUMAR & .CORS, YS, U,0.I. dated 20.6,1590,

The Bivision Bench in the above case upheld the
validity of second bfﬁviso to Rule 4 and further heéld
that once a person is selected to & service, he can havse

one more chance to improve his position, The applicant

had gualified, He had to join either Indian Revenus

<Seruice40r the Indism Police Service, He had to choose

one of -them, No further chance wss avallable to him unless

he resicned, .If he resicned, then he was free to sit in

mM

the C.8.&%. again, The Division Bench in ALOK_KUMAR'S case

had considered the arguments, that were raisec before us

and we are. of the view that all those arguments are repelled

in the rasscning in the case of ALOK_KUMAR(SUPRAJ.

In view of the above, we find no merits in this

case and it is rejected at the admission stzage,
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(1 K. RAS GTrn) (AMITAYV BANER3I)
MEMBER(A) ' ' CHAIRMAN
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