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PETI TI ONER
GURDAYAL SI NGH FI JI

Vs.

RESPONDENT:
THE STATE OF PUNJAB AND ORS

DATE OF JUDGVENT14/10/1981

BENCH:
SEN, AMARENDRA NATH (J)
BENCH:

SEN, AMARENDRA NATH (J)
CHANDRACHUD, Y. V. ((CJ)
VARADARAJAN, A. (J)

Cl TATI ON
1981 AIR 2015 1982 SCR (1) 904
1981 SCC (4) 419 1981 SCALE (1) 1553
Cl TATOR | NFO
D 1987 SC 593  (18)

ACT:

Constitution of “India 1950, Article 32 and Indian
Admi ni strative Service (Appointrment by Pronotion) Regulation
1955- Menber of State Civil Service Cadre Adverse remarks in
confidential roll-Certificate of ~integrity not granted-
I.A'S. Select List-Claimfor inclusion-Wether maintainable.

HEADNOTE

The petitioner, a menber of the State Provincial Cvi
Service, in his wit petition to this Court contended that
he was one of the senior nobst persons in the service, with a
consi stently good record, but because of two adverse renarks
by two officers, certificate of integrity had not been given
to him and that the adverse remarks made agai nst hi m were
mala fide and unjustified and the refusal to grant hima
certificate of integrity and to include his nane in-the
I.A S Select List was wongful and ill egal

Dismssing the wit petition
N

HELD :1. The |I.A S. Selection Comittee which prepares
the Select List is an independent body, The ~petitioner
cannot claim to be included in the Select List as a matter
of right. The Select List is prepared by the Selection
Committee on consideration of the nerits on the basis of the
suitability of the officer concerned and the recommendati ons
made by the Selection Conmittee have to be approved by the
Uni on Public Service Conm ssion. [906 C D

In the instant case the Selection Conmttee has not
considered the petitioner to be suitable to be included in
the Select List and the Union Public Service Comn ssion has
agr eed with t he recomendati on of t he Sel ection
Conmittee. The claim of the petitioner for inclusion in the
Sel ect List nust, therefore, fail. [906 E]

2. The petitioner is now SS years of age and the age
bar in the matter of inclusion in the Select List deprives
the petitioner frombeing included in the Select List. [906
Fl
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JUDGVENT:

ORIG NAL JURI SDICTION: Wit Petition No. 4533 of 1980.

(Under article 32 of the Constitution of |ndia)

Petitioner in person

Har dayal Hardy and MS. Dhillon, for Respondent No. 1.
905

P.A. Francis, N Netlar and R N. Poddar for Respondent
A No. 15.

Jitendra Sharma and P. Caur for Respondents Nos. 25-31
33-38, 41-43, 46-48 and 51-55.

Respondent No. 58 in person

The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by

AMARENDRA NATH SEN, J. Qurdayal Singh Fiji, a nmenber of
the Punjab Provincial Cvil Service, has presented this wit
petition in person and he has argued his own case in person

The main grievance of the Petitioner in this wit
petition appears to be against the non-inclusion of his nane
inthe |l.A S Select List.

It i's “the case of the petitioner that he is one of the
seni or-nost _persons in the service with a consistently good
record of service on the whole, but because of two adverse
remarks by two officers, certificate of integrity has not
been given to him ~ The Petitioner submits that the adverse
remarks made against himwere nala fide and unjustified and
the refusal to grant hima certificate of integrity and not
to include his name inthe |1.A S Select List is wongful
and illegal.

As this wit petition may be disposed of. on a short
point, it does not become necessary for us to set out at
| ength the various facts and circunstances of this case. The
Petitioner has taken us through the records and the various
docunents filed in support of his case nade in the wit
petition.

In view of the grievance made by the Petitioner as to
non-inclusion of his nane in the Select List, this Court by
an order(l) passed on 9.3.1979 directed the I. A S
Selection Conmittee to hold a special neeting to consider
the question of inclusion of the nane of the Petitioner in
the Select List. Pursuant to the order passed by this Court,
I|.A.S. Selection Committee held a special neeting on the
21.7.1979 and the Selection Commttee found the Petitioner
to be unsuitable for inclusion in the Select List. It may be
noted that the I. A S. Selection Conmittee which prepares the
Select List is an independent body and reconmendations of
t he
906
I.A' S. Selection Conmittee further require to be approved by
the Union Public Service Conm ssion. The decision taken by
the | A'S Selection Conmittee at the neeting held on
21.7.1979 pursuant to the order of this Court refusing to
include the Petitioner in the Select List was approved by
the Union Public Service Conm ssion which agreed with the
recomendation. An affidavit has also been filed by Shri
D.C. Mshra, Director, Departnent of Per sonnel and
Admi nistrative Refornms, Mnistry of Hone Affairs, New Del hi.
The avernments nmde in this affidavit go to establish that
the case of the Petitioner for inclusion in the Sel ect List
was properly considered by the Selection Comrittee on merits
As we have earlier noticed, the Selection Comrittee is an
i ndependent body and there is nothing on record to pursuade
us to hold that the decision of the Selection Conmittee was
not properly arrived at on consideration of the nmerits of
the case and was, in any way, otherwise notivated. The
Petitioner cannot claimto be included in the Select List as
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a matter of right. The Select List is prepared by
Sel ection Conmittee on consideration of the nerits o
basis of suitability of the officer concer ned
recomendati ons made by the Selection Committee have
approved by the Union Public service Comm ssion.

As the Selection Conmittee has not considered
Petitioner to be suitable to be included in Select Lis
the Union Public Service Conmssion has agreed with
recomendati on of the Selection Cormittee, the claimo
Petitioner for inclusion in the select List nust fail

There is another aspect of the mtter which go
establish that the case of the Petitioner for inclus
the Select List cannot now be considered. The Petition
now SS years of age and the age bar in the matte
inclusion in the Select List debars the Petitioner
being included in the Select List. In the result
petition fails and is, ~therefore, disnissed. There
however, be no order as to costs.

N. V. K Petition dism ssed.
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