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R.A.NC.40/94 ‘ .
in 0.A.N0.1012/91. Dt. of decision: % -1- (14

JUDGEMENT

( As per the Hon'hle Sri A.B. Gorthi, Member (A} )

gseeking a reconsideration of our judgement in O.A.
No0.1012/1991, this Review Application has been filed

by Sri Feroze Jinnah, the applicant in the 0.A.

2. Heard counsel for the parties. Sri v, Venkata-
ramanaiah, learned counsel for the Review Applicant
elaborately contended before us that the Select Commnittee
did not carry out the process of selection properly in
accordance with Regulation 3 (2A) of the I.A.S. (Appoint-
ment by Seléction) Requlations, 1956. Regulation 3(2A)
reads as under:=- |

3 (2A). The suitability of a person for

appointment to the service shall be deter-

mined by a scrutiny of confidential rolls
and by interviewing him. -

3. As the Select Committee hardly tock about 15 minutes
{nterviewing the applicant, the applicant's counsel argued
that the Select Committee could not possibiy haves;rulfJ
complied with Regulation 3 (2a). It could not have
serutinised the confidentisl rolls of the applicant énd
also interviewed him adequaﬁely in that shért_spén of time.
we noticed from the record produced-that thé'Select
committee had before it a summafy of ﬁhé CRs of all the
competing candidates. There'was-nothing on :eéord to

show that the Select Committee did not peruse:thé
Cconfidentisl Rolls of the applicant; Iflit was not

done during the interview, it t@?ﬁécausé it was‘nbt 80
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required to be done. Such examination of the CRs
need not be in the presence of the candidate nor it weed

be done during the time allotted for interview,

4, The main grievance of the applicant was and

still is that the Select Committee had not graded all
the 25 candidates in order of their merit and had it

so done, the applicant would have found his name iﬁ

the gelect List or atleast ata,;gp;sfig@_uﬁ:; No.6 in the
Select List, As one of the selécted candidates

was not finz1lly appointed to I1,A.S. he would have in all
probability been appointed to I.A.S. This aspect of

the matter was duly considered by us while héaring

the 0.A,, as can be seen from Para 11 of the Judgement,

il

which is extracted below:

"1l. The next point urged on behalf of the
applicant is that on the basis of his per=-
formdnce, he would have ranked 6th in the
order of merit, As one of the selected
candidates was not finally appointed to IAS,
the applicant should have been appointed in
that remaining wacancy. In this context,
learned counsel for the applicant pleadeé
that the Selection Committeé ought to have
allocated marks for the interview 2nd qraded
all the 25 candidates in order or merit, Such
a procedure would have nbﬂ only ensured
objectivaly in selection but also would have
enabled the authorities to maintain a reserve
or wait-list of candidates to Fill up vacan-
cles remaining unfilled for unforeseen reasons
There is some merit in this plea put forward
by the applicant's counsel., We may, there-
fore, examine it in the light of the relevant
statutory provisions. As already observed,
Regulation 3(2) of the Indian Administrative
Service (Appointment by Selection) Regulation
1955, requires the Selection Committee to
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consider the proposals of the State Govern-
ment and "rvecommend the names of such of

those officers, if any, tut not exceeding the
number of vacancies", Admittedly there were
only & vacancies against which the Selection
Committee recommended 5 names, In other words,
the Selection Committée strictly followed what
has been specified in Regulation 3(2). When
the duties of a Selection Committee are statu=
torily laid down, it is not ordinarily expected
of the Committee to deviate,and, in any case,
when the Committee duly followed the procedure
prescribed and made out a sslect panel of

5 candidates only, it cdnnot be termed as either

arbitrary or unjust.,"

S Once again it was argued on behalf of the
rReview Applicant, that there was nothing on record to
suggest that all the candidctes weré duly graded and
hence the very selection of 5 candidates “in oréer_o£
merit" was entirely arbitrary and there was no éue

consideration of the merit of each of the 25 candidates.

6. - puring the hearing of the 0.A. we perused

the record shown to us by the Respondents' counsel,
There was nothing in it from g?ich we coulcd deduce
that the apnlicant wasé§35§£13£19,placed amdng the top
5 candidates or even at‘place No.6. It was because |
the Select Committee went‘Qéﬁﬁaﬁiizbijtheugﬁélaﬁiﬁg}
strengtﬁ of the CRs but also by the performance of the
wandidates during the interview., Merely because the
record of marks, if any, awarded during the interﬁiew
was notiﬁf&f}éﬁIE;b we cannot come to the conclusion
B

that the Select Committee 2id not perform.its: task
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7. * The scope of judicizl review Of decisiong

of duly constituted Select committee is limited.

More limited ;s the scope of réview of a judgement.

A review of a jndgement is a gefious step and reluctant
resort Eo it is proper only when a glaring omission

or pateﬁt mistake or like grave error has crept in
garlier by‘judicial £allibility. So it was observed

in Sow. Cchandrakanta Vv/s sheikh Habib, A.I.R. 1975
supreme Court 1500. what all has now been argued by
the learned counsel for the applicant had been elabo-
rately put forward by him during the hearing of the 0.A.
Wwe find no error apparent in our judgement nor we find

any justification for a review of it.

8. The Review Application is therefore Adismissed
without any order as to costs
<«
( A.B., coffthi ) ( A.V. Harids
Member (A) ' Member (J) i
| \ =
Dated - - 19y,
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