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CENTRAL, ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CUTTACK BENCH:CUTTACK

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1255 OF 2003
Cuttack this the e 18y of Acev, 2004

CORAM :
THE HON'BLE SHRI B.N, SOM, VICE-CHAIRMAN
" AND
7\ THE HON'BLE SHRI M.R.MOHANTy, MEMBER(JUDICIAL)
.".’v\i‘*':; * o0 3
~¥Sri Aswini Kumar Das, agedl abeut 54 years,
.¢qS/b. late Bipin Bihari Das, resident ef
~/'Village-Anantapur, PS-Ssre, Dist-Balasere -
,// at present Member of Orissa Aduinistrative

Service (SG) ani pested as Ajlitienal Chief

Electeral Officer-cum-Aljitienal Secretary,

Heme Electien Deptt., Gevt. of Orissa,

Nirbachan Sadan, Dist-Khurila

ae Applicant
By the Advecates M/s.K.C.Kanunge
S. Behera
Msg.C.Paihi
- VERSUS -

1. Unien of India represented threugh Secretary,
Ministry of Persennel, Public Grievance anj
Pensien, Deptt, of Persennel & Training, Gevt,
of Inlia, Nerth Bleck, New Delhi-1

2. State of Orissa represented threugh Chief Secretary
te Govt. of Orissa,Bhubaneswar, Dist-Khurilas

3 Unien Public Service Cemmissien representel thresugh
its Secretary, Dhelpur Heuse, New Delhi

4. Shri Raj Kishere Jena, OAS, Secretary teo Lekpal,
Office of Lekpal, Bhubaneswar, Dist-Khuria

8, Shri Maneranjan Mishra, CDI & Ex-Officie, A3li-
tienal Secretary te Gevernment, G.A.Deptt,,
Bhubaneswar, Dist-Kharidla

6. Shri Krishna Chanira Mehapatra, District Magistrate
& Cellecter, At/PO/Digt-Khuria

Fi Shri Jagjadish Prasal Agarwala, M.D., Orissa Small
Scale Inlustries Cerpeoratien(Aljl.Charge of M.D.,
Orissa Film Develepment Corperatien), Gsvt. of
Orissa,Bhubaneswar, Dist-Khurila

8. Shri Prame3 Kumar Pattnaik, District Magistrate
and Collector, Nuapala, Dist-Nuapaila

9. Shri Jyeti Prakash Das, D.M. & Cellecter, JTharsuguia

10. Shri Balakrishna Sahee, Special Secretary te Orissa
Public Service Commissien, Cantenment Rea3,
Cuttack, Dist-Cuttack

isie Responients
By the Advecates M/s.A.K.Bese(R,1 & 3)
Yy Mr.T.Dash,GA(R,2

Mr.U.B.Mohapatra(R.1 & 3
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MR.B,N.S5QM, VICE-CHAIRMANs Applicant (Shri A.K.Das),

an officer of Orissa Admimistrative Service (Selection Grade)
(in shert'OAS(SG) ') has filed this Origimal Applicatien

under Sectien 19 of the A.T.Act,1985, assalling the
recommendations of the Selectien Committee, which met onm
13.5.2003 in terms of the I.A.S.(Appointment By Premotiom)
Regulatiens, 1955 (in short Regulations 1955) and recommended
a list of efficers of Orissa State Civil Services for
promotien te the Indian Administrative Service (im shert
I.A.8.) cadre of Orissa for the year 2002 by ignerimg the
case of the applicant. He has, therefore, prayed for the

follewing reliefs 3

".oo t9 gquash the preceedings and recommendation
of the Selectien Committee dated 13.5.2003;

sees t® quash Annexure-10 for the ends of justice:

and te direct the Resgpondents (1 to 3) to have
fresh/review meetings of the Selection Cemmittee
taking the full service particulars of the
applicant and Respomfent Nes, 4 te 10 in
accordance to Ruleg ané procedure and recemmend
his name for cemsideration for appointment teo
I.A‘SQ”

2. The facts <f the case in brief are that the
applicant, who is 1975 direct récruit te the Orissa

Administrative Service (im shert 0.A.S.) has ¢laimed that

Ij/



e

he has rendered outstanding performance all through his
service career and obtained promotiom te respective higher
grade(s) as and when due. The mames of Res.,Nos, 8 and 9,
who were belsw him im the seniority list of 0.A.S.(SG) were

included in the Select List whereas his case was ignoered

altheugh accerding te his seniority pesitienm, he was eligible

for consideratiorn for appeintment by premotiomn te I.A.S. He

further submits that whereas the Selectien Committee is

. required te follew the wéll established procedure as set aut
"~ dm the Regulations,1955, the Selection Committee appears te

"'have deviated from the said precedure, i.e., for the purpese

ef premotien, the Amnual Confidential Repert (in shert ACR)
of preceeding five years are required te be assessed
ebjectively onrn the basis of the fimal gradings, they seem
te have made their own grading. In additien, eight years'
ACRs are alse required te be leoked inte for a fair
assessment of the cansistency im the performance level of
the eofficers in thezeme of consideration. The applicant
believes that during last eight years he had been continmu-
eusly graded as 'sutstanding’ im his ACR and therefore,
nen-inclusien ef his name in the select list has puzzled
him. Further, that the Selection Committee has net enly
evaluated Res.Nes. 8 and 9, whe are adimittedly junier te

superier in merit,
him,/but have alse mmkx overleoked certain blemishes in
their service records. He has also alleged that eone
-5hri Satyvananda Sethi, whese mame fimds place in the

once earlier

select list, was superseded/in the State Service and he

was relegated te 1972 batch of D.A.5. On the other hand,

Respomdent No.7 (Shri Jagadish Prasad Agarwal) whose

( ,p\



"'recent case of prometien teo 0,A.S.(Supertime Scale Grade)
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invelvement in a departmental preceedings ended in pumishment
of 'Censure’ during the year 1996 and was alse superseded in
State Civil Service, but his name figures in the Select List.
He has further submitted that Res, No.4 (Shri Raj Kishere Jena)
could net have been adjudged better than him (applicant) as
his integrity was net above board. The applicant has alse
claimed that his ACRs frsm the year 1991 onwards is believed

te be better thaa that of Res. No.4. His further submissien

‘/He has, therefere, submitted that with the same get of ACRs

the applicant ceuld net have been superseded by these efficers,
With the abeve facts of the case, the applicant has prayed
for the reliefs as referred te above.

3. The Respondents have opposed the applicatien by
filing separate counters. In its countér filed by Res.Ne.2,
the facts of the case have been repudiated., It has been
submitted that since the application is met tenable en the
facts, it should be dismissed. The main thrust of the
ebjection of Res.Ne.2 is that the applicant had filed this
DsA. on the basis of a newspaper report published im Ehe
Oriya dally “The Matruvasa", vide Annexure-8 dated 17.8.2003
of the 0.A. and had net challenged any erder issued by the
Respondents. Secendly, that the Selectien Committee Meeting
teok place strictly im eccerdance with the preocedures laid
down in the Regulatiens,1955 and that the allegations made
in the 0.A. have been denied. It has been submitted by Res.

No.2 that the selection Committee, while mgking an overall

2}
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relative assessment of 24 officers, whe were in the zone of
consideration for filling up of 8 vacancies £or the year 2002,
had examined the seryice recerds of each eof the 234 efficers
and after detailed deliberatiom on the merits of the efficers
as imdicated in the various celumms recorded by the reperting/
reviewing efficers or the accepting authority im the ACRs
airived at the classification as assigned te each of the
officers. They have alse submitted that the Selectien

:f@. Cemmittee had alse kept in view the orders awarding pemalties

‘or adverse remarks, if any, cemmunicated te the officers.
;x?They have reiterated that the Selecthen Committee categorized
f /‘only those efficers as 'outstanding' in respect of whem the
service records reflected that they were of outstanding meritg
possessing exceptienal attributes and abilitles and that the
Selection Committee had adepted umiferm standard in
categerizing the eligible efficers for inclugion ef their
Rames in the select list. They have disclesed that the
Committee had categorized four officers as ‘outstanding®
and the rest as ‘very good', and haéd prepared the select
list congisting of 8 SCS efficers. The name of the applicant
couléd not be placed in the gselect list because of his
relative merit/seniority positien vis-a-vis the efficers,
whese names have been incCluded in the select list. It has
been clarified that the name of Shri Satyananda Sethi was
incorperated in the select list at Sl. Ne.3 provisisnally
due t® pendency of disciplinary preceedings agaimst him,

However, befere the fimal netificatiem ceuld bhe issued
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by the Gevermment of India, Shri Sethi had expired. with
regard te the allegation that with the same set of confidential
reports and service recerds, the applicant could met have been
assesgsed inferior to Res. 8 and 9, for the reason that he was
graded superior te them (Res. 8 & 9) while his case was
considered for 0.A.S.(Supertime scale), it has been submitted
by the Respondents that consideration of premotien te 0.A.S.
(Supertime Scale) and consideration of Q.A.S5. officers for
promotion to I.A.S. are two different aspects of the matter
and that the selection to I.A.S. has been made strictly in
accordance with Regulations 5(4) and as such these two aspects
cannet be equated. It has been emphasized by Res.No.2 that
selection af>junior officers in preference to genior officers
has been made strictly in accerdance with the previsiens ef thJ
Regulatiens. Referring te the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme
Court in the case of R.S.Dass vs.Union of India & Ors(reported
in AIR 1987 SC 593) Res. Ne.2 has tried te convince the
Tribuna&?ia: the matter of premotion te I.A.S5. the procedure
adopted by the Selectien Cemmittee cannot be faulted, For the
sake of clarity, we would like to guote hereunder the relevant
poertion of the aforesaid judgnent of the Hon'ble Supreme Court.

"The amended provisions of Regulatiens 5
have cuttailed and restricted the role of

———————

17 e seniority in the precess of selectien as
o it has given priority to merit. New the
Committee is required teo categorise the
eligible officers in four different cate-
P =79 gories, viz., ‘'Outstanding’, ‘very goed®,
R ; 'Good', 'Unfit' on an overall relative
‘ ' assessment of their service records.After
categorisation is made the caumittee has
A/ t® arrange the names of the officers in
(4 the select list in accordance with the

ok O procedure laid down in Regqulation 5(5).
T In arranging the names in the Select List

the Committee has to follow the inter-ge-
seniority in the State Civil Service,
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The same principle is follewed in arramging
the list from amomgst the efficers fallimg
in the category of 'Very Geod' and 'Geod',
Similarly, if a junior efficer's name finds
place in the categery ef ‘Cutstanding', he
wouled be placed higher in the select list
in preference t® a senier officer findimng
place in the 'Very Geod' er 'Geod' category.
In this precess, grading would supersede
his seniors. This cannet be helped"”,

In the said case the Hon'ble Supreme Court have

further held that ;

“The Selectien Committee is comstituted by
high ranking responsible officers presided
over by Chairman or a Member of the Union
Public Service Commissisen. There is ne
reason te held that they would not act in
fair and impartial manner in making selectien".
Relying on the above judgment, it has been
submitted by Res.No.2 that the plea of the applicant that
he sheuld have been graded better than the other efficers
in the zone of consideration is based on presumption and
as such the gpplicant is substitutiang his ewn gubjective
opinien over the judgment of a gtatuterily appeinted
Selection Committee having competence and expertise te
make objective assessment of eligible officers. Referring
to the Ccase 9f U.P.5.C. vs. H.L,Dev & Ors., Res. No.2 has
tried teo throw light on the pewer, functien and jurisdiction
of the Selection Committee. In the sald judgment reperted
in AIR 1988 SC 1069, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held as under:
"Hew t® categorise in the light of relevant
records and what nomms te apply in making
the assessment are exclusively the functions
of the Seléction Committee, The jurisdictisn
te make the selection is vested in the
Selection Committee®,
4. Respondent No.3 has also opposed the applicatien
by filing its counter separately. While rebutting the case

of the applicant, Res.Ne.3 has placed reliance on the

v
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judgment in the case of R.S.Das vs. Union of India & Ors.
(supra), Durga Devi & anether vs. State of Himachal Pradesh
and other case laws as referred te im the counter filed by
the State Government of Orissa. Fer the sake of breavity,
we are not referring te this counter in greater detail.

Se The appdicant has filed re joinder t® the counter
of Res.Ne.3. In his rejoinder, the applicant while epposing
the stand taken by Res, Nos. 2 and 3 in pursuance ef the

ratio of the judgments of the Apex Court in the cases of

‘n”; Naresh Dutta vs. Unienm of India & “rs., Durga Devi vs. State
‘E?of HesPop, State of M.,P. vs. Srikant.Chapekﬁur and Dalpat
}g,hbasaheb Selanki vs. B.S.Mahajan and Smt.Anil Katia vs.
{:ﬁ;JUnion of India & Ors, With regard te limited scope of judicial
5 irreview’of the functioh of the selection CommitteeH.P.C.
and that the Tridbunal cannet sit as an appellate autherity
over the Selection Committee, Mas strenuously urged .
that the Selection Committee having not been provided with
entire service recerds of the officers eligible for
congideration, it was not possible for it te go thraugh the
ins and outs 9f the matter for the purpese of examination

of the service recerds to assess the quality of the efficers
as reguired under Regulatisns, 1955, for categorising them

as ‘Dutstanding', 'Very Geod', 'Good' etc. Had this
comsideration been implemented in full, the Selection
Committee in this case ceuld net have recommended the names
of Res.Nes., 7 and 8 in the select list, because, Res, 7

had & tainted service record and Res.8 did met have clean
chit in the integrity column in his A.C.R. for the year

2001-2002 and Reg.Noes. 9 and 10 ceuld net have been assessed
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better than the applicant. His plea is that he could met
have been graded 'Very Good' by applying the yardstick
gprescribe& by the U.P.5.C. itself, Brror in judgment,
f;if any, teok place, because the entire service records had
not been looked inte. Referring te the decision of the
Apex Court reported in AIR 1987 SC 593 (R.S.Dass vs. Unien
of Imdia & Ors,) the applicant has stated that the Apex
Court has observed that when power is vested with the higher
autherity, there is presumption that the same will be

:A“Lgt exercised in a reasonable mamner and if at all the selection
i%?ﬁ is made in arbitrary manner, the Ceurts have ample power te
i;ﬁ;‘jé- strike it down and that is an adequate safeguard against the
~Ké§i*“;;1;":§;;: arbitrary exercise of power. He has also submitted that the
Committee is net free to categorise officers at its sweetwill,
There is hardly any scepe for applying different standards/
grades at different times as the service records, viz., the
Confidential Report/entries therein would indicate the
quality of the officers as adjuaged by the autheorities in
their Annual Cemfidential Report, To buttress his allegatien
that the Selection Committee did not assess the efficers in
the zone of comsideration properly, because, all the relevant
records were not placed before them, he filled an affidavit
on 9.9.2004, wherein he _ made the follewing allegatiems.
Firstly, that Reg.Ne.7(Shri Jagadish Prasad
Agarwal) whe was graded 'Outstanding' and whese name appears
at 81.No,4 in the zone of comsideration was inflicted with
the penalty @ficensure’through a departmental preceedings

vide Gevt, of Orissa Order No., Misc.(A)=82/04-23573/Gen,
dated 26.8.1996. Secondly, that Res. Neo. 8( Shri Pramed

&/,
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\'satyabadi Sethi (S1.Ne.5) in the zone of consideration, who
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Kumar Patnaik) whese name appears at Sl, Ne,11 in the zone

of consideration and was assessed 'Outstanding', his integrity

wasnot certified by the Reporting Officer during 200102,

altheugh, the Minister as the accepting autherity had

overruled the observation of the Reporting Officer. Thirdly,

that Res. Ne.10 (Shri Balakrishna Sahoo) placed at $1.,N9.20

in the zone of comsideration whe was graded as 'Outstanding®

was superseded by his junior én promotion to 0.A.8. Class-l

im 1985 and had adverse emtries in his Confidential Reports

"\ for the years 1979-80 and 1989-90, Lastly, that late

was graded 'Very Good' had received penalty of steppage eof
ene increment with cumulative effect during the year /996 -/777
(December, 1996).

Referring te® the averment made in the counter filed
by Res.Ne.3, it has been submitted by the applicant that while
making an everall assessment the Selection Committee has to
take inte acceunt the erders regarding appreciation eof
meriterious work deme by the concermed officer or teo keep in
view the orders awarding pemalties or any adverse remarks
communicated te the officers which are net expuaged. This
precedure having net been follewed, the selection as made
by the Selection Committee is vitiated and hence liable
te be set aside,

6. We have heard the learned counsel appearing for
the parties and have alsoe perused the materials placed
before us. We have alse perused the various case laws
relied em by the parties.

7e The applicant has made a strong plea that the

recemmendation of the Selection Cemmittee was net based on
v~
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the provisions of Requlations 5(4) ner the Cemmittee had

strictly follewed the procedures as advocated by the Union

Public service Commissien (UPSC) im their counter (Res,3).

In their counter at Para-4.2 the Respondent Ne.3 has stated

as under s

> \l
O -
\‘:\, /(}' "-‘l“}/ /
e L
8.

"eeoo The Selection Committee is mot guided
merely by the overall grading that may be
recdrded in the ACRs but in order te ensure
fairness and ebjectivity makes its own
assessment on the basls of in-dept exanina-
tien of service records of eligible efficers,
deliberating en the gquality of the officers
on the basis of performance as reflected
under varieus columns recerded by the Report-
ing/Reviewing Officer/Accepting Authority

in ACRs for different years and ghem finally
arrives at the classificatien te be assigned
te each eligible officer in accerdance with
previsions of Premotiomn Regulatiens, While
making an everall assessment, the Selection
Committee takes inte account eorders regarding
appreciation for meriterious works deme by
the concerned officer., Similarly, the Selec-
tion Committee als9 keeps in view orders
avarding pemalties or any adverse remarks
communicated te the efficer, which, even
after due consideration of his representatisn
have been completely expunged”,

The applicant has tried t® substantiate his

contention by citing examples of Reg.No.7, whe had

received penalty of ‘'Censure' during the year 1996,

Res.No.3, whese C.R. of the year 2001-02 had some grey

areas, Res.,No.10, whe had adverse entires in his C.R.

for the years 1979-30 and 1989-90 and the case of late

Satyabadl Sethi (51.Ne.5) in the zone of comsideratien

who had received punishment @f stoppage of inCrement

with cunulative effect in the year 1992, On the face of

it, undeubtedly, these are serieus allegatiens which

call for raising ef the veil by the Court te meet the

/e
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ends of justice, We agree with the submission made by the
applicant that if the selection is made on an extraneusus
comngideration or in an abbitrary manner, the Courts have
ample power to strike down the same and that is necegsary
te safeguard against the arbitrary exercise of pewers.
The allegations are so serisus, if those are allowed to
stand without verificatiom, it will render a crushing .
blow on the public confidence on the Selectien System in
Public Service and the principles of fairmess will be given
a go bye. We had, therefore, called upen the applicant te
; ?§110 an affidavit serving cepies thereof on the other sides,

/~/got hat we could go inte the matter in depth. He has filed

J e )
¥

{fthe affidavit te which ne reply has been filed by the

(' ’
J‘ e
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‘El;i¢ Respondents, We had als® called upen Reg.Ne.2 te produce
s

£y
\

the records of the Selection Committee with all service
particulars of the applicant and Res, Nes. 4 teo 10,

9. We have perused the records. The Selectien Committee
which met on 13,5.2003 for preparatiosn of select list for
the year 2002 had evaluated the confidential repa-ts of all
the yo 24 officers in the zone of consideration for five
years, i.e., from the year 1996-97 te 2000-2001. The
Regpondents in their counter have gtated that the selection
Committee classified the officers in the zone of
consideration on the basis of the 'service records' placed
before it., The word/tem "service record" as interpreted

by the applicant means - Confidential Reports for the entire
service career and also the other records of service

pertaining te work and conduct of the efficer under

fé/
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consideration. The Regpondents, on the ether hand, have

L

clarified that the term 'service records' mean - Amnual
Confidential Reports. Res.3 has alse confirmed this meaning
of the worde'service record' by filing a writtem statement,
On perusal of the service recerds for five years in respect
of Reg,Nes. 7, 8, 9 and 10 vis~a-vis the applicant, we find
that all the above private Respondents have been assessed
as 'Outstanding' for each of the five years strictly
according te the entries contained in their respective
Confidential Reports. However, we do not fipd in the
confidential report folder of Res.No.7 any copy of the
punisiment order dated 26,.3.1996 ner has there been any
entry made t® that effect im his A.C.R. It is an well
established procedure of persennel management that whenever
an officer is visited with punishment er even non-statutery
warning, a copy of the punishment and/er warning is.
placed in his confidential report felder and a remark
regarding awarding of punishment alse 4g - recorded in the
annual confidential report of the year. In the instant case,
apparently, this action was net . "takem” as a result of
which, the Selection Committee did net have ° any
eccasion to kmnow that Shri Agarwal (Res.7) was in fact
awarded a punishment of 'Censure' in the year 1996-97. The
allegatien breught against Res.Ne.8 however, dees not stand
to reason, firstly, because, the allegéd remarks by his
reporting efficer regarding his integrity pertains to the
year 2001-02, but the comfidential report of that year was
not seen by the Selection Comnittee as it was outside the

five years period comsidered by them., That apart also, as

Jf/
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admitted by the applicant that the Minister-in charge had
overruled the remarks made by the reperting efficer, thig
allegatien has mo legal standing. With regard to late
Satyabadi Sethi, our observation is akin to the one that we
have made in case of Shri Agarwal, i.e., a copy of the
punishment order does not find place in thevc.R. folder,

As regards the objection to the selection of Res.No.10 in
'Outstanding' category, we would like to state that we

agree with the submission made by Res,.No.2 that the
assessment made by the Selection Cemmittee for premotien

to D.A.S. officers cannet be treated as bench mark by the
Selection Committee for considering premotisn to I.A.8.,
firstly, because, these are tw® different Committees having ‘
no mexus with each other and the bench marking of officers

for categorisatien for premotion by the tws Govermments are
not the same,

10, We are alse behelden te the observation of the ‘
Hon'ble Apex Court in this regard that it is net our fumctioen
to hear appeal ever the decision of the selection Committee
and t® scrutinise the relative merits of the candidates.
Because, the fitness of the candidates has to be decided ‘
by the selection Committee and that, hew te categerise in l
the light of the relevant recerds and what morms are te

apply in making the assessment are exclusively the functioens
of the selection Committee., We also hold that the Selectioen
Committee having been constituted with high ranking responsible
officers presided over by the Chairman or Member of the

UsPe84+Cs, there is ne reason te hold that they would not

d-
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act in fair and impartial manner in making the gselection.

i o

11. However, certain startling facts have been breught
t® oeur notice by the applicant in his application as well ags
by filing an affidavit separately that some of the officers
whose names find place in the select list did net enjoy
blemishless service career and therefore, categerizatien of
some of them as 'Outstanding' has caused disappointment and
disgruntlement. Undoubtedly, an officer to be selected frem
.7ﬁf;the State Civil Service to the Indian Administrative Service

has to be an officer of spotless service record, striding

J:g:all over his peers. He should be like Ceasar's wife, beyond
;.:/,”f suspicion. Nedoubt 'te err is human'’. But if because of

’ erring in performance of official duties some one had

to receive statutery punishment order, his classification
as 'Outstanding' would not receive acceptance at any
platform - much less in public estimation. It is, therefore,
necegsary that the selection procedure should be such that

it will be able teo scan through and detect eliminate such
unacceptable ones. We have no doubt that had the State
Government developed the system of keeping punishment orders
in AR folders and had laid down the precedure that all
instances of bad work or conduct including punishment received
should invariably be reflected in the cenfidential repert

of the efficer concerned, such omission, as has been pointed
out in this case could not have baken place and this type

of incongruity in categorisation of eofficers as 'Qutstanding®,
although visited with punishment, ceuld have been aveided,

12. This also brings to fore anether peint for

consideration by Res. Nos, 1 and 3 that for selection ef

b



=N

i 7//5' <ZE;F'
a 13‘.::

' - 16 -
officers from State Civil Service te Indian Administrative
Service, comsideration of confidential reports should net be
limited to five years only. It should be atleast extended to.
eight years of service, i.e., the minimum period of qualifying
service th#t a State Civil service Officer has put in te be
considered for selection. However, in case an officer is te
be graded as 'Outstanding', we recommend that the ACRs in
respect of such an officer sheould be scanned for his entire
service period to see that his categorization as 'Outstanding'

can never be called in gquestion by anyone on the greund that

once upon a time, he did not enjady a very gooé service record,
:R If the officer to be categorized as 'Outstanding' is put teo

| such a rigorous test, it will instlll greater public

f; acceptability and lesser amoumt of friction and litigation.

4 /. 4
wA4  13. For the reasons that we have discussed sbove, we
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direct the Respondents t® convene a réview'meeting of the
Selection Committee to consider the punishment erders passed
against some of the officers in the zene ¢f censideration
and tm;nake fresh list of efficers fer prometien teo I.A.S.
for the year 2002 in the light of the observatiens as made
above, In effect, we hereby quash the erders of premotien
of 0.A.S. 0fficers to I.A.S. as ondered on 6.2,2004 vide
Annexuresl0, Thic exercise (meeting of the Review Committee)
shall be completed withir a peried ef 120 days frem the date
of receipt of this omder,

14, Wwith the above observatiens and directiens, this

(/B.N2 S0OM)
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Q.A. 15 disposed of. No costs. (




