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ACT:

I ndi an Adm'ni strative Service (Appoi nt nent by
Sel ection) Regul ati ons 1956.

Indian Administrative Service-Sel ection form anongst
Non- St at e Gvil ‘Service O ficers-Sel ection Commi ttee-
Assessnent of nerit and ability-Rating process-Three nenbers
of Selection Conmttee rating a candidate ‘Qutstanding
while other two rating himas ‘very good -Held there was
consensus regarding ability of candidate-Candidate held
eligible for consideration

HEADNOTE:

The appellant was interviewed for selection to the
I ndian Administrative Service for the year 1990 from anongst
the Non-State Civil Service Oficers in the State of Taml
Nadu. Three of the nmenbers of the Selection Conmittee rated
hi mas ‘outstandi ng’ whereas the other two nenbers rated him
as ‘very good'. But his nane was not recomended for
consi deration by the Union Public Service Conmi ssion on the
ground that there was no ‘consensus’ regarding his ability.
The appellant filed an application before the Centra

Admi ni strative Tribunal, Madras for a direction that he
shoul d be consi dered and appointed to t he I ndi an
Adm ni strative Service. H's application was di sm ssed. He

filed an appeal in this Court.

Al owi ng the appeal, this Court,

HELD : The Central Adninistrative Tribunal was in error
in dismssing the application of the appellant. If out of
five conmttee menbers three ranked the appellant as
‘outstanding’ and two as ‘very good', the result would be
that there was definitely consensus that he was at |east
‘very good’ and in fact a little better. Therefore, there
was no reason why his case could not have been put wup for
consideration by the Union Public Service Conmi ssi on.
Accordingly, it is directed that his case be put wup for
consideration by the Union Public Service Comm ssion for
appoi ntnent in the vacancy of 1990. [1073 H, 1074A- B]
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JUDGVENT:
1073

ClVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION : Civil Appeal No. 3145 of
1991.

From the Judgenment and order dated 8.4.1991 of the
Central Admi ni strative Tri bunal, Madras in Oigina
Application No. 810 of 1990.

T.S. Krishnamurthy Iyer, S. Sivasubranmani am R A
Perumal and R Mhan for the Appellants.

V.C. Mahajan, S.N. Sikka and V.K Verma for the
Respondent s.

The Judgrment of Court was delivered by
KANI A, CJ. This appeal arises out of an order of a Bench of
Centrol Administrative Tribunal, Madras, dismssing an
application filed by the appellant herein. The prayer in
the application was to consider and appoint the appellant to
the Indian Administrative Service (hereinafter referred to
as ‘IAS) for the year 1990. It appears that for the vyear
1990 t he appellant was one of the five candidates called for
interview for selectionto the |I.A S fromanong the Non-
State CGivil Service Oficers inthe State of Tam | Nadu. It
seens to be comon - ground that under t he I ndi an
Admi ni strative Service (Appoi nt ment by Sel ection)
Regul ati ons, 1956, read with simlar Regulations, namnely,
I ndian Administrative Service (Appointnent by Pronotion),
Regul ati ons, 1955 persons not belonging to the State Civi
Service, who are of outstanding nmerit and ability and who
have conpl eted not | ess than ei ght years of services, can be
consi dered for appointnent to the 1.A S. by selection. In
the case of the appellant the Sel ect’i on Conmittee
interviewed the appellant along with four other  candi dates
recormending their nanes to the Union Public Service
Commi ssion for approval. In this rating process three of
the nenbers of the Select Conmittee rated the appellant as
"outstanding " whereas the other two nenbers rated him as
"very good". By curious process of logic, which we find a
little difficult to understand, ' the Selection Comrittee
declined to recomend his nane for consideration on the
ground that there was no ‘consensus’ regarding his ability.

In our viewit is clear that if out of five comittee
menbers three ranked the appell ant as "outstandi ng® and two
as ‘very good', the result would be that there was
definitely consensus that he was at |east "very

1074
good" and in fact alittle better. Therefore, in our
opi nion, there was no reason why his case could not have
been put up for consideration by the Union Public service
Conmi ssi on. The Central Administrative Tribunal, with
respect, was in error in dismssing the application of ' the
appellant as it did. W direct the case of the appellant to
be put up for consideration by the Union Public . Service
Commi ssion for appointment in the vacancy of 1990 'on the
footing of the consensus as we have set out earlier

The appeal is allowed as aforestated. There will,
however, be no order as to costs.

T.N A Appeal al | owed.
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