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JUDGEMENT (ORAL)

(By Hon'ble Mr, Justice Vi8S, Malimath,
Chaipman)

None appeaﬁﬂ either for the petitioner or for the:
reépondents. The petitioner is aggrisved by hig,nan-
promotion to the post of Joint Secretary, It ig_his case
that a banel:fcf 1285 in respect of Joint Secretaries
" was drawn in April, 1986 and the same consisted of 32
eandidate§ recommended by the Departmgntal Promotion
Committes, out of a list of 37 candidates, He says that
his name was at serial No, 2 or 3 in the said panei. It
Ais his further case that when finalisation of the panel
~came up For'implémentation, only 25 names appeared in the
final list and thg name of thé peéitioner had been e xcluded,

ghefeas three names which were not recommended‘by the D.P.C.,
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were added illegally, His principal caée is that once
the D.P.C, recommends, no Fre#h names can be added nor -
the names ﬂmm£he said list can be é#cluded without any
‘grcund‘, The petitioﬁer has obviausly assumed that his
name was inciuded in £he seleét panel prepasred by £he‘
D.?,C. but had beén removed on the basis of cerfain adverse
entries in the C.C.,R, He says that it is For;the DPC to
assess the suitsbility and take into consideratien the
C.C.R. and.pnbe suéh a selaction is made;.none of tﬁe,

in judgemant
authorlties can sit/ovbr that assessment and remove the

&awe from the panel on the ground that some of the C,C.Rs
'.are not favourable,
2. The respondents have in their réply submitted thét
the assumption made by the petitionér in regard to the
procedure followed is not corfect. They have annaxed the
scheme for staffiné senior’adminis;rative posts of and’
abové the rank of Depufy Secre£ary as Annexure R-1, 1It.
'includés the pogt-of_ﬂoint §ecretary as well, It is
pdinted.dut tha£ the posts of jaint Secretaries are
covared under the seniér étaffing scheme, The prOCédgp;
to be followed is te consider the cases of»al; eligibis
and suitable foiders.by the.Screening'Cpmﬁittge 6onsi$£ing
of four Secretaries to the Governmenﬁ‘oé India, The
to be

assessment of Screening Commlttea Has/placed before the ’

\//Eivil Services Board constituted under the order dated



8,4.1987 (Annexure R-2)}, The Civil Services Board after
ddhsidgring the cases of the DFFicéfs makes its recommendatiors
Ths recommendations aF the Civil Seruices Board are then
submitted to the compétent autﬁbrity for its approval, The
nameés of such of the officers uvhich arae Finally appraved by
-tha competent authority, are included in the Joint Secretarisc
sujitability list iﬁ the first instence, Their cases are
reviewed after adaing one ACR and ihe whole process is
repeated once again in their cases, It is peinted out

that this procedure was Folioued—and the case of the
petitioner was caﬁsidered. It is stated in the reply that
ths petitioner belongs tc the 1977 Selection‘Grade Select
List of LSS and as per the existing criterion he became
eligible éor consideration for inclusion of his name in the.
Joint Secretaries suitability 1list in the year 1985, It is
stated that altogether 33 O%Ficers including ths petitioner
were 'eligible for assassement for their suitab&lity for

inclusion in the year 1985 and that his name was at serial

'
?

No, 3 in the eligibility list, The case of the:peéitioner
was duly.cunsidered and his merit was duly asgessed in
accordance with the prescribed procedure gnd thg Civil
Services Board selectéd and.racommended only ?3 names, The
petitiener's name uas not ope of those 23 names, The
recommendat ions Df-the Boérd yere placed before the

V/competent authority which after gning through the entire
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records of all the officers approved the 23 names
recommended as also 2 more names, But the name of the
petitioner was not included in the list as it was neither
recommendedvby the Board nor it was approved by the
cmmbeteﬁt.authority. There is no resgen to dishelieve
tha statement in the reply in regard to ths procedure
actually followed and consideration of the petitioner's
. not

" case, The petitioner is, therefore,/right in making
the presumption that the selection was requirsd to be
made by the DPC znd the OPC had included his name after.
assessing the relative merit of all eliaible cendidates,
The facts 2re otherwise, namely, that his case was cénsidere
in accordance with the schemelaﬁd he was not included in
the select list., The petilioner has only a gight to
consideration, That right'haé been respected and his name
was considered, ~Hence, the peﬁitioner cannot make any
grievance sbout hisinon-selecticn. There are no other
gond grounds to justify the inference that proper procedure
was not follcuad or‘that the selection is earbitrary or

malafide. We, therefore, see no good greund tc interfere,

This petition fails and is dismissed, No costs,
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