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IN THE CenNIRAL ADWMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL IE

PRINCIPAL BENCH: DELHI

Regn.Ne.1427/87 Date: 7,.12.1987
Shri K.K,Khullar . ' «es Applicant,
Vs, ‘
Union of India & Ors. +»s Respondents..
For Appliéant | : _ oo+ 1IN persen.
For Respondents., . oo Shri MK.Gupta with

Shri K.C.Mittal,
Advecates,

CORA:e Hon'ble NE§ S.P. Mukerji, Administrative Membep
. fdon'ble iry¢ Sreedharan Nair,Judicial slember, .

- J UDGE. f%iﬁf-_}_\i__g_ ’
(Delivered by Shri S.P. Mukerji )

This is for the second time that Shri Khullar has come
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up before us with his grievance regarding inclusien in the
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panel of Joint Secretary as an officer of the Secretariate
. .

Serviceg. It may be recalled that in his first application

&

‘registered as OA-868/86, this Tribunal delivered a judgement ™

on 30,1.1987 directing the respondents to reconsider the

case of the applicant through a Review Committee., The relevenj;*1
directions can be queted belew:

"the case of the petitioner for inclusion in the panel
of Joint Secretarias should be considerad again by a '
Review Committee taking inte account his performance
in the total period ef service preceding 1985 but ~~
‘excluding the repert of 1982 which ceontains an uncommun-
icated adverse report. The entire report of 1982 should ~
be taken out of the C.R. dessier before the dossier
is placed befere the Selectien Committee/Board, as
we feel that the 1982 sheet with the unexpurgated.
adverse remarks is likely te prejudice the Selection
Committee/Beard adversely and unduly. Je are directing
action on these lines advisedly because the petitioner
is reaching the age of superannuation in April,1983
and the precess of communicCation of the adverse remarks
of 1982, his representation thereon and consideration
of his representation and memerial, etc., may take Ea
about a year and four months as has been Taken between
the date of communication of adverse remarks of 1983 on
17+4.1985 and the disposal of the memorial on 20.6.1986.
We feel that the applicant with his inteyrity,” hard
work and ether qualities so profusely acknowlodged and ]
acclaimed by his superiors, deserves nothing less than
this. " : :
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Accordingly, the case of the applicant was reconsidered
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and again he was not found fit for inclusion in the panel
of Joint Secretary prepared in 1985. It is against this
decisien of the're5pondents that the applicant has come up
with the present applicatien praying that the impugned
Raview be set aéide being malafice, arbitrary, discriminatiﬁg
and illogical and thaﬁ the relevant erigienal recerds be
examined by us.
2. We have heard the applicant in person and the learﬁed
Counsel for the respendents and gonevthrough the origional
assessmant records preduced befqre us by the learned Counsel.
From the perusal of the recerds it is revealed that in
accordance with the. directions given by thé Tribunal, the
riporeliy end
performance of Shri K,K.Khullar was assessedﬁé?dependently
by four 5ecretarie§ to the Government @f'lndiaa It is alse
revealed that wh;le this assessment was madé?b.ﬁ;dossier
of Shri K.K.Khullar was circulated among ghekégcretariES §
and his A.C.Rs for the year 1982 was noet taken intoe "
consideratién; Out ef feur Secretaries, ene Sebretaryhh
Clhuy
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assessed the applicant's perfermance as Very Geed andﬂthree\j

_ . , ,
Secretaries assessed it as Goed. The assessment was placed

before the Civil Services Beard under the Chairmanship of th ‘
gﬁCabinet Secretary on 3rd August,1987 and g@%fm it was
falt that a comparative assessmen%'between the applicant

and some other officers included in the panel should be fnade.»~
This was done and the Civil Services Board in its meeting “
held on lOth August ,1987 did not find the applicant(worthy

of being recommended for inclusion in the suitability list

for appointment te Joint Secretary or equivalent post at the \
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Centre, A further psrusal of the assessment réports/twenty
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three CSS Officers who were inclucded in the 1985 panel

" clearly showed that the performance of thése officers - <
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. had beén assessed as(Very G@ed’atl&ast by three $ecr§faries,4
instead of only one as in case of the applicant:VAccordingly,
we do not find any case fer questioning the decision of the
respondents impugned in this application. Tae bald
allegation of discrimination,malafides etc. cannot be
accepted because four Secretaries to the Gevernment of India
ihdepéndehtly participated in the assessment of»the
applicant's performance as directed by tnis Tribunal.
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- It is net for the Tribunal to questien the d?gﬁge of the
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~ assessment made by the Committee of Secretaries or the
Services Board. In the circumstances, We see no merity
: f-
in the applicatien and reject the same., There will be

no erder as to costs. 3w.}&dgnu~ﬂ~ wWen  Adiveved va b crivinm
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(Sreedharan aid Y ( S.P. Mukerji )

Judicial Member . Administrative Member’




