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R.Ramadas, aged 54 years 
S/oKitty, 
Revenue Divisional Officer, 
Chengannoor,Alapuzha District. 	. .Applicant 

(By Advocate M/s C.P.Sudhakara Prasad (Sr) and PN Santhosh) 

V. 

1 	Union of India, represented by its 
Secretary, Govt. of India, 
Personnel and Administration Department, 
Central Secretariat, 
New Delhi. 

2 	State of Kerala, represented by the 
Chief Secretary to Government, 
Government Secretariat, 
Thiruvananthapruam. 

3 	Union Public Service Commission, represented 
by its Secretary, Sh aja h an Road, I 

New Delhi. 	 • 	H 

4 	The Selection Committee for s&ection to the 
Indian Administrative Service' 
constituted under Regulation 3pf the lAS 
(Appointment by 	 lj'ç66ulations, 1955, 
represented by its ChairmarF'. 
Union Public Service CommissiOn, 
Shahjahan Road, New DeIhL • 

5 	S.Sathi Amma, Deputy Collector (Housing) 
Alappuzha. 

6 	T.T.Antony, Revenue Divisional Officer, 
Chengannoor, Alapuzha District. 
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K.Ajayakumar, Deputy Coector, 
Collect orate, Kollarn. 

I. 8 	Sumana N. Menon, V//oSh1i M N Menon, 
working as Dy Landye1ne Commissioner 
O/o the Commissioner dapd Revenue 3  
Trivandrum 	1 	Respondents 

(By Advocates Mr TPM 	 SCGSC for R I ,3&4) 
Mr A Raçijit çQvt Pleader for R 2 
MrCKKunakaranforR 7 'iliq
Mr OV Rha&ishnan (Sr) for R 8 

OA 164/2003 	 I  

R Ramadas, aged 54 years! 
S/oKltty, 
under orders of transfer as 
Deputy Collector (LA) Kollarn 
residing at Radheyam, Vettuvenimuri, 
Harippad 	 Applicant 

(By Advocate M/s C P Sudhakara Prasad (Sr) and PN Santhosh) 

V.  

I 	Union of India, represented by its 
Secretary , 
Personnel and Administration Department s  
Central Secretariat, 
New Delhi 

2 	State of Kerala, represented by the 
Chief Secretary to Government, 
Government Secretariat, . . . 	 . 
Thiruvananthapruam.;.. 	. 	. 

3 	Union Public Service Commission, represented 
by its Secretary,Shajahan Road, 
New Delhi 

II 4 	The Selection Committeefor.selection to the I 
Indian Administrative Sefric 
constituted under Regiltiàh 3 of the lAS 
(Appointment by Promotion) regulations 1955, 
represented by its Chairman; 
Union Public Service Commission, 
Shahjahan Road, New. Delhi. 	 Respondents 

(By Advocate Mr.PS Biju ACGSC for R.1 ,3&4) 
Mr.A.Ranjit, Govt. Pleader for R.2. 
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ORDER 

HON'BLE MR GEORGE PARACKEN, JUDICIAL MEMBER. ............. 

By this common . Ord M4.  1i 4 propose to dispose of the two 
• 

applications, viz, 0 A 777/20i 0 A 164/2003 as the issue involved 

and the parties concerned are 

OA 777/2002 

In OA 777/2002 the appIi . thit h as  sought the fcilowing reliefs: 
i t  

1) to call for the records Ieadhg to the Select List prepared .by the 4 "  
respondent in its meetin:held on 3.10.2002 for appointment by 
promotion to the Indian Administrative Service from among Deputy 
Collectors and approval, if any, granted by respondents 2 and 3, and set 
aside the same. 

ii) To declare that on the basis of dropping of disciplinary proceedings 
against the applicant by A-4 and on the basis of the orders to be passed 
by the State Government on A-5, A-6 and A-8 the applicant is entitled to 
have the Integrity Certificate issued by the State Government and a fresh 
assessment made by the 4th respondent Selection Committee for 
selection to the lAS Cadre under the Indian Administrative Service 
(Appcintment by Promotion) Regulations 1  1955. 

iii)to issue a direction to respondents I to 4 that the disciplinary 
proceedings initiated against the applicant on the basis of A-I and A-2 
should not form the basis for making any entry in the Confidential 
Reports of the applicant which could be taken into account for assessing 
the merit of the applicant for appointment by promotion to the lAS cadre 
from among Deputy Collectors. 

iv)To issue a direction to respndents Ito 4 to place the applicant above 
respondents 5 to 7 in the ectList on the basis of the merit shown in 
the Confidential Reports ofhèplicant and to give :  him appointment by 
promotion to the lAS cadre reference to respondents 5 to 7. 

I 
v) to issue appropriate direction or order to the 2d respondent to issue 

Integrity Certificate in favoU'f the applicant in view of the dropping of 
the disciolinary proceedino1iititd aoainst him by A-4. 

2 	The relevant facts arethát the Applicant was first appointed as 

Tahsildar on 2.4.1980. 	He. was promoted as Deputy Collector on 

9.12.1987 and was confirmed in that post on 31.12.1989. He was granted 

the Senior Grade on 1 .3.91 and since then he was continuing in that grade. 

t-_ 	•fr••• 	 .•-, -.•- 	 •• 
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While working as Deputy Collector (LA) S.T.P.S, Alapuzha, allegations of 

maipractices in the prop.osa! for acquisitions of land was made against the 
r 	

7 Applicant and the 	 of Charges dated 6.5.2000 was 
L 

issued to him by the Rv6, 1  Department of the State Government After 
J ill 

II 
considering the Inquir 'Rertsubmitted by the Inquiry Officer stating that 

	

I 	 I 
the Applicant was not g uilt f 1  the charges levelled against him, vide 

AnnexureA4 order dated 52002, the Government decided to drop the 

disciphnary action initiated against him 

3 	The Applicant ws elibIe to be considered for tselection to lAS 

cadre. 	The confidential reports of the applicant was called for, for 

consideration for the year 1999 but he was not selected Again, the 

confidential reports up to 31.12.2000'was called for, for consideration for 

the. year 2000. There were, 5 vacancies for the year. 2000 and the 

Selection committee met on3.10.2000 to select the candidates. The 

applicant submitted that he was not selected for lAS for the year 2000 

because the Annexure.A4 Order dated 5.9.2000 was nof brought to the 

notice of the Selecon Committee and necessary integrity certificate was 

not furnished to the Committee by the State Government. However, the 

Selection Committee has Jna'ldbed the Resoondents 5 to7 in the Select 

List who are junior to him inthe category of Deputy Collectors The 

Applicant has submitted tia'f h6th Respondent was under suspension for 
II 

the relevant period during wlic ih the confidential reports were considered 
:1 

As far as the Respondents 5 add 7 are concerned, they were placed below 

the Applicant in the previous selections on their assessment of merit. 

Hence going by the merit assessed by the Selection Committee, the 

Applicant was entitled to be placed abe Respondents 5 to 7. The 

i!. 
I 	. 	 . 	. 	. 
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Contidentjai Reports for the period from 1.1.96 to 31.12.2000 were 

considered for preparing theSelect List for the year:2000. For the period 

from 5 12 96 to 3112 96aç 	rn 51 1 97 to 28.2.97, he was given low 

grading against which he 	1inade the Arinexure A5 representation 

Again, against the low gradinen to him for the period from 1 3 97 to 
Ii 

15 7 97 he has made the'$n<ure A6 representation 	Due to the 
I 	I'  

pendency of the disciplinary proceedings low grading as well as adverse 

remarks were recorded in the confidential reports for the period from 

21 797 to 3110 1997 against which also the Applicant had made the 

Annexure.A8 representation; According to the applicant, if the aforesaid 

representations against the: low grading and adverse remarks were 

considered by the governmert in view of the Annexur.eA4 order dropping 

the charges, he would have;been entitled to get better grading and the 

adverse remarks would have been expunged. 

4 	In this OA, the Applicant had also sought the following interim 

reliefs: 

(I) This Honbie Tribunal may be pleased to issue an 
Interim Order directing the 2 respondent to consider and 
pass ordered on Annexures.A5,A6 and A8 representations 
forthwith and till the 1 CppfidentiaI Reports of the applicant on 
the basis of the ordè'tó.;be passed by the Government on 
those representatjors'are considered, not to thalize the 
Select List of DepiitColfectors for promotion to the lAS 
Cadrefortheyear2OO' I 

(ii) Direct th 	iréspondent to produce the select list 
prepared by them 	'ie ipt 	meeting held on 3 10 2002 for 

i-r appointment by prbtion to the Indian Administrative 
Service:' 	 I  

While considering the aforesaid interim relief, vide order dated 15.1,2003 3  

this Tribunal 	directed the respondents to consider the aforesaid 

representations and pass a speaking order and to take necessary follow up 

-U 
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action in relation to the list already sent to the Government of India taking 

into account the development reflected in A-4 order. 	It was also ordered 
II I  t 	1 	III 	II 

that the finalization of'tI 

 
R. 
	rt select list by respondents.1 and,3 will be II 	¶ 

subject to the outcome 	W LIN J.  A.. 	. . 	 . .. I 4 1 0, 

5 	The second resp, 	cêpviz, the State of Kerala submitted that the 

applicant was not 	 of the relief in the 0 A It has further 

submitted that the State Govenment has forwarded the proposal to UPSC 

for consideration of the Applicnt against five vacancies for the year 2001 

and Applicant's name was included in the zone of consideration at 

SI No3 The selection committee met on 3 102002 and considered the list 

of officers included in the zone of consideration In accordance with the 

provisions of Regulation 5(4) of the Indian Administrative Seivice 

(Appointment by Promotion) Regulations 1  1955, the selection committee 

duly classified the eligible State CiVil service officers included in the zone of 

consideration, as 'outstanding', 'very good', 'good' and 'unfit' as the case 

may be on an over all assessment of their service records Thereafter, as 

per, Regulation 5(5) (ibid) the selection committee prepared a list by 

including the required number of names first from the list of officers finally 

classified as 'outstanding's .ep;as 'very good' and then as 'good'.and the 

order of names within each '9ategory is maintained in the order of their 
• 	,. 	' 	

'::'• respective inter-se seniontih1the State Civil service. The .ACRs of the 

eligible officers were thebscputs on the basis of which eligible officers 

	

are categorized as 'Outstanding' 'Very good' 'good' and,:'Unfit'. 	The 

selection committee was not guided merely by the overall grading that was ¶ 

recorded in the ACRs but in order to ensure justice, equity and fair, play, it 

has made its own assessment on the basis of ;ndepthexamination of 



y: • 	•+' 

service records of eligible officers, deliberating on the quality of the officers 

on the basis of performance as reflected under the .yarious columns 
• 	 •• 

recorded by the Repor.  gicieiing Officer/Accpting authority in ACRs 

for different years and tier hly arrived at the classifications which were 
:1 

assigned to each eligible11 ffcers in accordance with provisions of 
• 	i: 

Promotion Regulations) 	i l  Je,1 making the overall assessment, the 

selection committee al .sol.k . t in view the orders aNarding penalties or any 

auverse remarks communicated to the officer,,:.which even after due 

consideration of his representation have not been completely expunged At 

the time of sending the proposal, the State Government was not in a 

position to certify the integrity of the applicant considering the disciplinary 

case pending against him; Therefore, the name of the applicant was 

included in the list of officers whose integrity has been withheld. However, 

non-issuance of the integrity certificate was not a factor which disqualifies 

a person for inclusion in the zone of consideration for appointment to the 

lAS. Havever, the name, of any officer so included in the list shall be 

.•:'treated as provisional if the State Gaiernment withholds the integrity. 

certificate in respect of such officer as any proceedings are contemplated 

or pending against him o anything adverse against him has come to the 

notice of the State Goverrett The UPSC has approved the select list of 

2001 for Kerala containinthe 1 names of five State Civil Service officers of 

Kerala prepared by th 1 ption Committee in its meeting held on 

3 10 2002 towards filling Lip of the vacancies in the Kerala Cadre for the 

year 2001, vide notificatii dated 28.2.2003 issued by the DOPT. The 

name of the applicant was not included in the above select list prepared by 

the Selection Committee According to the State Government, even 

WNW- 



puramboke land in Arattüa3rama Panchayat. 	The enquiry revealed 

that there was serious lJsEoh 
I 	i 

the part of the applicant, the then RDO 

Draft memo of charges ad ttement of allegation were forwarded to the 
I' 

	
IT  

Commissioner, Land Revenue on 13 12 2002 for service to the applicant 

but no written statemeiit of defence has been received from him 

6 	The State Government have also submitted that they have 

examined the reauest of the apolicant to expunae the adverse entries in 
I I ' 	 . 	 . 	. 	•. -.. 

ACRs based on the aforementioned interim order dated 15 1 2903 of this 
1• 

Tribunal 	The Reporting Officer and the Reviewing Officer reported that 

the adverse remarks were based on the performance of the officer during 
y ........................ 

the period under reference and there was no teason to change 	he grading 

already given. 	Accordingly, the requests of the applicant to expunge the 

adverse remarks in the ACRs have been declined and rejected. 	. . .. 

7 	The third respondent, the UPSC in its reply has submitted that the 

proposal forwarded by the: State Government for promotion of SOS Qfficers., 

to the lAS cadre of the Keala for the year 2001 was considered and the 

name of the applicant 'a1sat SI No3 in the eligibility list 	On an overaii 
I' 	iIr 

assessment of the ot 1 sf service records, the committee graded the : 

• 	.:: 	• 

8 	 .• 

though the disciplinary action initiated against the applicant side memo 

dated 5 9 2002 was dropppd another vigilance enquiry was pending 

1 against him in respect 	thr case i e, facilitating the encroachment of 

I 	 ii 	.1 
applicant as 'good'. pcl basis of this assessment,.the name of the 

applicant could not he included in the select list due to the statutory limit on 

the size ofthe select list. 

8 	Out of the private respondents 5 to 8, only respondent No.7 has filed 

a reply statement. The contention of respondent No.7 was that the 
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applicant was 	considered not merely on the basis of solitary charge 

levelled against him, but 

records and other. relevant1 

O.A filed by the applican 

n overall appraisal of his condential 

He has, therefore submitted that the 

)ut any merit and the same has to be 

9 	The applicant has filel d!'! 1 51  iTiNoinder to the reply submitted by the 2nd 

respondent He has contehdd, ht as regards the officers against whom 

enquiries are pending, integhty certificate should not ipso facto be withheld 

The State Government sh6ild examine each case with reference to the 

nature/gravity of the charge, the evidence available on the basis of the 

investigation made up to that time, the known arguments of defence, if any, 

the view of the Head of Department, the general reputation of the officers 

etc., and then decide whether they would like to include him in the list of :, 

officers whose integrity is certified or in the list of officers in respect of 

whom the integrity certificate is withheld, That being the rule governing the 

field, the integrity certificate ofthe applicant ought to have been issued by 

the State Government in the light of A7 4 order. It is the obligatory duty of - 

the 2nd respondent to issue an integrity certificate of the applicant as there 

is no pending enquiry ordisciplinary action as on the date of selection 

committee meeting against happlicant He has also contended that the 

II I 611  respondent, whose narn ,  'ifi re flrst in the select list was not entitled to 

be considered for selectior 	cadre as per the prevailing rules and 

regulations He entered irilpekiic as Deputy Clector and his name was 

at Sl.No. 561 in the revised seniotity list of Deputy Collectors issued on 

21.10.97. After the selection by the PSC, he had undergone 14 months 

training in the capacity as Deputy Collector and this training could not have 

I 
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been counted as officiating service 	While he was officiating as Deputy 

Collector, he was placed under suspension for invoNing in a cnminal case 
1 	I 

and his suspension itI fd more than four years 	Further, for the 

training period of 14 MO' ; n 1 f,, N$ 1 d for the suspension period of 4 years, the 

6 11  respondent have n 

have any coMdentiatré 

his name has been áoi 

included in the select Ii 

No.1.. 

d in service and for that period he did not 

assessing his performance. Even then, 

by the selection committee and he was 

red by the selection committee at serial 

0A16412003 

, There are no materibi differences in the pleadings in this OA from 

that of OA 777/02, After the interim order dated 15.1.2003 in OA 777/2002 

was passed by this Tribunal, the applicant has filed the present OA seeking 

the following reliefs 

I) ,issue a direction to the, respondents to consider the applicant for 
selection to the lAS cadre for the year 2001 under the provisions 
contained in the Indian Administrative Service (appointment by 
Promotion) Regulations, 1955 based on A-4 and issued by the 2n 1 

 

- .. respondent and the orders to be passed on A-5, A-6 wand a-8 
representations 'filed by the applicant in accordance with the. 
directions contained in A-b 0 order issued by this Tribunal. . 

iii) To declare that or t 1 1basis of dropping of disciplinary proceedings 
against the applicaçit 1 ly A-4 and on the basis of the orders to be 

I tate Government on A-5, A-6 and A-8 passed by the  
representations. 1l- 1 	plicant Js entitled to have the Integrity 
Certificate issued 'the State Gavernment and based on that 
assessment has 	made by the Selection Committee for 
selection to the Ms 	dre  for the year 2001 under the Indian 
Adrnnistrative 'sé1d4 (appontment by Promotion) Regulations, 
1 955 i

s  

iv)issue a directiontothe 2 11  respondent to allow the applicant to 
continue in service till hi's claim for selection to the lAS cadre under. 
the Indian Administrative Service (Appointment by Promotion)' 1-
Regulations, 1955 for the year 2001 is considered by the 
respondents in a just and reasonable manner taking into account A- 

41 

ft 	 ' ..............p 

1 
,1 

•••••••••• 



His contention was that the. sole reason for excluding his name in the 
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4 order and in accordance with the directions contained in A-b 
order of this Tribunal and appointments are made. 

10 	The State Govern.thé - t has reiterated its pOsition inOA 777/02 that 
• 	1 

nOn-issuance of integrtj'eicate did not disqualify the Applicant for 

inclusion in the zone or conderation for appointment to the lAS If the 

State Government witbh:olds Ithe integrity certificate in respect of any 

officer, the only conseqdehe Lthat the names ofsuch officers so included 

in the Select List will be treated as pravisionat. The Selection Committee 

classied the eligible offiei-s included in the one of consideration on the 

overall relative assessmert of their service records. 	The Union Public 

Service Commission has approved the Select List of 2001 for Kerala 

containing the names of 5 State Civil Ser4ce Officers prepared by the 

Selection Committee in its meeting held on 3.10.2002. The Applicant was 

not included in the Select List after due consideration of his name which 

was in the eligibility list at serial No3 The State Government has also 

submitted that the request of the Applicant to expunge the adverse entries 

in his confidential report based On the interim order dated 15.1.2003 by this 

Tribunal in OA 777/02 was considered but found no reasons to change the 

grading already given and accordingly his request bas been rejected: 

11 	The submissions of the aDplicant in his rejoinder were on similar 

lines as those in OA 777/O2ii He has submitted that as on 3.10.2002,  ie, 

the date of meeting of the 	lebtir,a Committee, there was no disciplinary 

proceedings pending agaflt the applicant arid hence the State 

Government's action vvithhIdina the integrity certificate was absolutely 

illegal and is against the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in 

Smt.S.R.\/enkataraman Vs. Union of India and another. AIR 1979 SC 49. 

: 
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Select List for promotion to the AS for the year 2001 was due to 

.a. 

qetificate and reasons stated by the State . 

Hable as no disciplinary case was pending 

6. 2002 The Memo of Charges in another 

itated against the Applicant relating to 
I 	 : 

irattupuzha Grama Panchayatwas issued 

to him only on I 3 . 1 2.2O11has stated that the adverse entries in the 

Confidential Reports weebbsdJutely illegal and arbitrary and he is taking 

steps to challenge the rejtion bf his requests against low grading and for 

expunction of the advers:rernarks made vide Annexures.A5,A6 and A8 

representations separately 

12 	We have heard Shri C.P.Sudharaka Prasad, the learned Senior 

Counsel for the Applicants and Shri 1PM lbrahim Khan, SCGSC for 

Respondents 1,3& 4, Shri A Renjit for R 2 Shii C K Karunakaran for R. 7 

Shri OV Radhakrishnan (Sernior) in OA 777/02, P S Biju for Respondents 

	

1,3 and .4 and Shri A.Renjit, State Government Pleader for Respondent 	: 

No2 in OA 164/03 We have also considered the pleacngs including the 

reply filed by the 71 
Respdndent The Respondent 5,6, and 8 have not 

i 	, 	I 
filed any reply or appeared Ithe matter The entire issue is non-inclusion • 	. 	 . 	

1 	L 	 . 	 . 	. 
of the Applicant in the Sel 	!istPrepared by the Selection Committee met 

I 	 . on 3.10,2002 against th'6 	a , pIcies determined  by.the Government 	
. 

 

India (DOP&T) for promotIc4fIscs Officers to the AS cadre of Kerala 

01 	
II 	. 	 . 	. 	 ,... 	. 	. 	.. 

during the year. 2001. Accoduig to the Respondents 2 & 3, the name of the 

applicant was at SI No 3 in the eligibility list and hiscase was duly 

considered by the Selection.Comrnittee On an overall assessment of the 

Applicant's service records, the Committee graded him as "good" and 

I I  

/ 	
t 

withholding of the inte 

Government in doing sc 

against the Applicant as 

vigilance inquiry has 

encroachment in Pu 
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• 	 •. 

therefore, the name of the.Applicant could not be included in the Select 

List The pendency of the kriplinary proceedings against the Applicant 
: 

was not a factor which was,C v r6d by the Selection Committee which 
I 	• 	i 

graded him as "good" Th$ ' committee wa not guided merely by 

the overall grading that wa 	ord1 din the ACRs but in prder to ensure 
S 

justice, equity and fair play, tI 	'iade its own assessment on the basis 

of in depth examination of sice records of eligible officers, deliberating 

on the quality of the officers oth basis of performance as reflected under 

the various cdumns rco:ded by the Reporting/Reviewing 

Officer/Accepting authority in V\CRs for different years and then finally 

arnved at the classifications w1ich were assigned to each eligible officers 

in accordance with provisions 'of Promotion Regulations While making the 

overall assessment, the selection committee also kept in view the orders 
- 

awarding Denalties or any adverse remarks communicated tothe officer, 

which even after due consideration of his representation have not been 

completely expunged His name could not be included in the Select List 

due to the statutory limit of the select list and due to availability of officers 

with better grading in accordarilce with clause 5(4) and 5(5) of the lAS 
: III1ji  

(Appointment by Promotion) R,guiations, 1955, which reads as under: 

"5(4) The Selection Coriittè shall classify the eligible officers 
as 'outstanding' 'very god'ood and 'unfit '  as the case may be 
on an overall relative abbet of their service records. 

I 	 I 

5(5) The list shall be prIedby including the required number 
of names first from arhng the officers finally classified as 
'outstandina; then from 4monast those s imilarly classified as 'very 
good' and thereafter from amongst those similarly classied as 
'good' and the order of nrnes inter-se within each category shall 
be in the order of their sépiority in the State Ci4l Service, 

Provided that the t)ame of an officer so included mt eh list 
shall be treated as provisional if the State Government withholds 
the integrity certificate in respect of such an offlcer or any 

departmentar.or criminal are pendina against him or 

/ 

I 
' S  

F 

• 	iI:: t_ 1 
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anything adverse against him which renders him unsuitable for 
• appointment to the service has come to the notice of the State 

• 	Government.". 

The contention of the Api 	tat he is senior to the party respondents 

• 	Nos. 5 to 7 and therefo 	i k ititied to be included in the Select List is 
• 	 •• 	 F 

also devoid of anymerit 	IY IlSelection was made on the basis of the 
A 'IHl'I 

merit of the individual c 	1i'hjCh had been duly assessed by the 
gI 	 . 

Selection Committee. Ag 	ti t 	non-Issuance of the Integrity Certificate 

by the State Government 	not a reason for not including the name of 

the applicant in the Select1Lit a alleged by him The non-Issuance of the 

Integrity Certiflcate does not disqualify a person for inclusion in the zone of 

consideration for appointment and its consequence only is limited to the 

extend that in such cases the selection will be treated as provisional. The 

contention of the Applicant that. the Selection Committee considered the 

Confldential Reports of the AppUcant as if the disciplinary proceedings are 

still pending against him is also not valid. On the directions of this Tribunal 

dated 15.1.2003 in OA 777/2002 to the State Government to consider 

Annexure.A5,A6 and A8 representations and to pass a speaking order and 

to take necessary follow up action in relation to the list already sent to the •  

Government of India (1st .ebFdnt) 3  the State Government has already 

considered his representatio 1616f rejected the request of expunction of the 
()i 	iI 	• 	 • 

adverse remarks. The Ab I ñti himself has stated that he is taking• 

necessary steps seDaratel i tI!) 
al.Ienae the rejection of his request against i! 	 •: 	• 

.1 low gradina and for expuncto :nrof the adverse remarks. It is seen that the 

Applicant was assessed by tie Selection Committees on the basis of his 

existing service records and graded him only as 'Good' and consequently 
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he was not included in the .piect List as officers with higher grading as 
H 

• 	"Outstanding" were 	 • 
I 

13.. •  In the above facts and , th{kMtances in thiè case, we do not find any 

I 

merit in both the O.As andacodin
!
aJv they are dismissed.: There are no 

H 

ordeias to costs 

fi 
of January. 2005 
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