COURT NO. 1 |
ARMED FORCES TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

OA 2330/2019

Lt Col Sandeep Singh Thakur : Cee Appli'cant
Versus | “

Union of India & Ors. | e ‘Re.spondents
For Applicant : Mr. I.S. Singh, Advocate

For Respondenfs : Gp Capt Karan Singh Bhati, Sr. CGSC

CORAM :

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE RAJENDRA MENON, CHAIRPERSON
HON’BLE REAR ADMIRAL DHIREN VIG, MEMBER (A)

ORDER

Invoking the jurisdiction of this Tribunaliund'er,\Section 14

of the Armed Forces Tribunal Act, 2007 (AFT Act), the

A\,

applicant has filed this application and the reliefs. _claime(i\\-i\r',

Ay

Para 8 read as under:

“(A) Call for the Records based on Lbhich the
Respondents have rejected the Statutory EComplqint
filed by the applicant vide impugned order dated
16.10.2019 and thereafter quash the same}-

(B) Direct the respondents that the entirej' profile of
the Applicant including the CRs of reckc:mable/non

reckonable service be analyzed and incon—.fs'istencies/

0.A. No. 2330/2019- Lt Col Sandeep Singh Thakur - ~ 1of24

\\
\-,

]



aberration if any be set aside including any adverse

|

remark in pen picture. l

(C) Direct the Respondents for expunction of part
criteria CR for the period from 22 Aug 2009 to 31
Dec 2009, 01 Jan 2010 to 31 Dec 2010 anﬁ 01 Jan
2011 to 31 Dec 2011, being technically invalid and
thereafter consider the case of the Applicant as a |

' Special Review Fresh Case by the next No. S3.”

BRIEF FACTS

2. The applicant was commissioned as Lieutenant in the
C.orps_of EME of Indian Army en 15.10.200D. The applicant
‘herein has .ﬁled iﬁstant OA being aggrieved “py the wrongful,
illegal and arbitrary actions of the respondents of nc-)t'
empanelling him for promotion to the next higher rank of
Colonel in his third consideration while dﬁring holding of
No. 3 Selection Board in the month of 'October 2019 and
instead rejecting his Statutory Complaint Vide their impugned
order dated 16.10.2019 paseed by the respondents and
forwarded to him on 23. 10.20 19 finding no merit therein.

3. The applicant vide filing ‘his statutory complaint had
requested the competent authority to expunge his ‘Part

Criteria’ CR-1 for a period from 22.08.2009 to 31. 12.2009, CR-
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2 for a period from 01.01.2010 to 31.12.20150 and CR-3 from
01.01.2011 to 31.12.2011, on a ground thatithe same was an
inadvertent omission on the part of the 10 of ihe applicant v_vhd
had assessed him in his ofﬁcial capacity of ‘t;eing a Workshop
| Oificer in Stn Wksp (Col Comds) by applying the regular EME
Bn standards which are non-criteria apnointrnents owierlooking
the fact that in terms of new policy on criteria appt and |
quantification system dated 28.04.2008 issued by. the
respondents themselizes, the appointment of 'i)V orkshop Officer
of Stn Wksp (Col Comds) was incl_uded as nart criteria appt
and greater weightage was given to criteria reports.
4, Thc applicant .apprehends. that despite  being graded
outstanding in his pen pictures, the proportl_ionate ﬁgurativc
assessment has not figured in the Initiaﬁing Officer (IO)
reports, mainly due to this omission. This leads to ca_scading
cffect of comparatively Stringent iignrative assessments by
HTO, RO and SRO, due to very limited interaction and could
have inﬂuenced. the grading given by iO during his assessmeni
of CRs for the period from Ol.Oi.2010 to 31.12.2010 and

|

-01.01.2011 to 31.12.2011.

)
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5. The grievance of the applicant further arises from the faét
that the respondents, without going into the merits of the case
and considering genuine grievances raised by him in his
statutory complaint, rejected- the same reiterating their
previous stand taken by them while diSposing of the Non-
Statutory Complaint of the applicant without due application
of mind. The applicant is further aggrieved by the fact that the
respondents, without considering his entire performance and
reckonable profile, failed to ofder_for considering him as éL
Special Review Fresh Case by-the next No 3 Sclecﬁon Board.

6. .Under these ciréumstances, the applicant was left with
no option but to approach this Tribunal seeking urgenf
direction in the matter as the applicant is being put to grave
disadvantage due to such arbitrary actions on behalf of the
fespondents. Hence, the instant Original Applization. |

CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES

7. The learned counsel for the applicant suSmitted that fhe
;'espondents issued a new policy bearing letter No. 04560/MS

Policy dated 28.04.2008 as per which the pcst of Workshop |

Officer at Stn Wksp, EME was declared a criteria appointment,
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however, since the same was not circulated by the
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respondents, the applicant couid not gain any knowledge
about it. The learned counsel further added that as per the
said policy, the MS Branch had issued a revised list of criteria
app'ointme.nts in the rank of Lt Col/Maj . of all the
Arms/Services for consideraﬁon by No. 3 Sele::ction Board and
as per the abovementioned policy in$tructions, the
appointment of the applicant i.e. Workshop Ofﬁcer Armd/Arty |
Static Wksp / Stn Wksp (Col Comdé) was héld to be a part
criteria appointment.

8. The learned counsel for the applicant further submitted
that vide MS Branch letter No. A/75001/123/Post/MS-16
dated 17.06.2009, the applicant was ordered to be posted to
Station Workshop EME Bangalore to replace Maj Jiju
Varghese ‘for whom the posting orders were sfilﬁ awaited.

9. The learned counsel for the applicant fufther submitted
that on jqining Station Workshop (EME) Bangalore, the
applicant was taken on strength on 22.08.-200‘9 as additional

officer to relieve Maj Jiju Varghese as OIC WSG and was

reflected as Workshop Officer in IAFA—SOOS“I and that the
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Commanding Officer of the applicant did no: hand him over

the responsibility of OIC WSG and continued with Maj Jiju
Varghese in that appoiﬁtment. The learned ccﬁnéel submitted
that the applicant held the appointment as édditional officer
“during the period from 22.08.2009 to 31.1‘0.2009 énd'he
assumed appointment of OIC WSG only on 01.11.2009 after
Maj Jiju Vai'gheSe was SOS and thus, it is the épprehension of
the applicant the period of two months frbm1 01.11.2009 to
31.12.2009 would have been grossly inadequf-i;te to judge his
professional competenée in the appointment',of OIC WSG by
his I1.O.
10. The learned counsel fof the applicant fuzither submitted
that during this period while the applicant stood posted fo
Station Workshop, CR for the period from 22.08.2009 to
31.12.2009 was initiated and the applicant remained under an
impression - that his appointment was & | non-criteria
ai)pointment, as is the case in all ofher EME é»attalions. The
Initiating Ofﬁ.cer, who actually had the reéf;onsibility to
intimate the applicant about him holding a criteria

I
appointment in terms of the policy instructions issued, failed
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to do so and the situation was so pathetic that neither the
: ! .

Applicant nor the Initiating Officer enhorsed “Criteria
“Appointment” in the relévant portions of all the respective CRs
of the applicant i.e. CR-1, CR-2 and CR-3.

11. The learned counsel for the applié‘anti submitted that
during the intervening period from August 2009 to December
2009, though the respondents treated the :appointment of
Workshop Officer, Station Worksho)p as a criteria appointment
however, such a fact was never brought to the knowledge of
the applicaht by his IO due to which the appflicant remained
_ignbrant of it for long and although, the applicant's hard ‘Work
and professional comp-etence in exe.cuting the tasks were duly
highlighted by 10 in the pen-pictures, the applicant
apprehends that proportionate figurative assesément were not
given in his CR because of the ighorance o% the 10 about
applicant's appointment as criteria appointmenﬁ. |

12. The learned counselhfor the applicant further subrhitted
that during the period from 01.01.2010 to 31.12.2010, the CR
of the applicant was initiated by his 10’ wherein the

!

: ) 1
appomtment of the applicant as treated as non criteria
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appointment and added that it was because'1 of the anOmaly
that crept in the CR of the applicant forif a period from
22.08.2009 till 31.12.2009 due to which thé CR for period
from 01.01.2010 to _51.12.2010 also got affeéted jeopardizing
the case of the applicant. The learned counsei submitted thét
during the applicant's assessment, once again the Initiating
Officer failed to place the applicant on criteli"ia appointment
and repeatedly graded him for a non-criteria aﬁ;pointment.

13. The learned counsel for the applicant ‘submitted that
during the period from 01.01.2011 to 12.08.2011, the CR of
the 'applicant was initiated by his 10 ‘wherein the appointment
of the .applicant was once again treated. as 'non criteria
appointment. It is p‘ertinent to. mention that a]l .the'three CR's
of the applicant. i.e. CR- 1, CR-2 and CR-3 hav= been recorded
as qriteria appointment CR in MS Branch whereas the
Initiating Officer had placed the Applicant in' a non-criteria
appointment and thus, rated him accordingly. .The learned
counsel added that it was a fault on the part of the IO of the
applicant which happened due to his ignorancé of éhanges in

policy brought into existence by the respondents.
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14. The learned counsel for the applicant; submitted that
applicant, for the first time, was considered for promotion to
the rank of Colonel during the Selection Boaid No. 3 held in
October, 2017 and despite having meritorioﬁs career profile,
the applicant could not be empanelled for his promotion to the
rank of Colonel in terms of the results declared vide order
bearing no. A/21508/3SB/Result/MS-5 dated 11.10.2017
passed by the respondents. The learned counsel submi’;ted
that being aggrieved by the wrongful actions of the
respondeﬁts of not empanelling ‘him for promotion, the
applicant preferred his Non Statutory Complaint dated
28.11.2017, however, the respondents, vide their order dated
1 11.05.2018, rejected the Nén Statutory Complaint of the
applicant and later in October 2018, the applicant was once
again 'considered by No. 3 Selection Boarci for his next
promotion to the rank of Colonel duririg his 2n¢ consideration.
However, similar to the previous occasion, this time also the
applicant was not empanelled for promotion to the rank of |
Colonel by Selection Board No. 3 vide their order bearing no.

1

A/21508/3SB/Result/MS-5 dated 02.11.2018..
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15. The learned counsel submitted that aggﬁeved by his non-

consideration for promotion by No. 3 Selection Board during
his 2rd consideration, the applicant preferrt;d his Statutory
Complaint. However, vide an order dated ;16.1.0.2019 the
respondents rejected the statufory éomplaint‘iof the applicant
finding no merit iﬁ it .and reiterating the same justiﬁcatioh as
given by them while rejecting his Non-Statutory Complaint.
16. The learned counsel for  the 'applicant: concluded the
~arguments by saying that the applicant for the third time was
considered by the Selection Board No. 3 for ;;romOtion to the
. rank of Colonel. However; once again he Was}not.empan.elled '
for the next promoted rank Vide: order No.
A/‘21508/38B/Resu1t/MS-5 dated 04.10.20109.
17. Per contra, the learned counsel' for the respondents
submitt_edthat aggrieved by his non empanelment to the rank
of Colonel by No. 3 Selection Board (Fresh) held in OACtober
2017, the applicant submitted a Non-Statutory Complaint
~dated 30.11.2017 and the said complaint was duly examined
by the competent authority, upon defailed exa%nil;lation. of the

L
complaint along with his overall profile and [ other relevant
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documents and after consideration of all’ aspects of the

|
1
!
|
I

- complaint, it emerged that all CRs in the recl‘{onable profile of

the applicant, including the impugned CRs T01 /09 - 08/09,
08/09 - 12/09, 01/10 - 12/10 and 01/11 :-08/11 are well
corroborated, performance based, objective "and technically
valid. The learn.ed counsel for the respdndénts édded that
there being no evidence of any bias or siubjectivity, and
therefore none of the CRs merit any. interference. The learned
counsel further submitted that the t_echnical réporting channel

in CR 01/09 - 08/09 is correct as per extant policy uniformly

| applicable to all similarly plaéed officers and also, CRs 08/ 09—

12/09, 01/10-12/10 and 01/11-08/11 havé been correctly
edited by the MS Branch as part criteria reports as per the
extent policy.

18. The learned' counsel for the rcspondénts further
submitted that the applicant has not been ‘empanelled | for
promotion fo the rank of Colonel on 'accoun:t of his overall
profile, relative merit and comparétive evaluation as aséessed
by No. 3 Selection Board held in October 2017 and

accordingly, the competent authority vide a detailed speaking
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order dated 11.11.2018 rejected the Non-Statiutdry Complaint

of the Applicant. The learned counsel for 1i:he respondents
submittéd that the applicant thercafter submitted a Stafutory
Complaint dated 18.12.2018, challenging tae CRs for the
~ periods 08/09 - 12/09, 01/10 - 12/10 and 01/11 - 08/11 and
the séid complaint was duly examined by: the competent
authority and after consideration of .;5111 aspects of the
complaint, it emerged that all the three impﬁgned CRs i.e. CR
08/09 - 12/09, 01/10 - 12/10 and 01/11 - 08/11 are well
corroborated, performance based, devoid of any
inconsistencies and techniéally valid. The technicalvr’eport'ing
channel in CR ”01/ 09 - 08/09 is correct as p%er extant policy
uniformly applicable to all similarly placed officers. Also, CRs
08/09 - 12/09, 01/10 - 12/10 and 01/11 - 08/11 have been
correctly edited as part criteria reports és pe"r extant policy.
- There being no evidence of any bias or subjectivify, none of the
CRs merit any interference. Accordingly, the competent
~authority vide a detailed speaking order dated 16.10.2019
rejected the Statutory Complaint of the applicant. |

!
1
|
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19. The learned counsel for the respondents further

submitted that the assessment of ofﬁr.;:ers in Annual
Confidential Report (ACR) was regulated :'by Army Order

45/2001/MS (which has now been replacec;l by Army Order

02/2016/MS) and other relevant policies at any given time.

The iearned counsel for the respondents submitted that the
gradings in the ACR are numerical from 1 to 9 and the
assessment of Outstanding denoted by numt?ral 9 is reserved
for some exceptional special achievements of the officer
reported upon during the reporting period Which is beyond the
performance of an officer with Above Average ioerformance and
no officer has any right to claim an 'Outstanding’ assessment
in the Confidential Reports. The learned coﬁnsel for the
reSpondents submitted that further, .itlis solely the Réporting
Officers who have observed the officer during the period are
competent to objectively assess an officer's };;érformance and
such assessments fall outside the purview cf judicial revie\-x}
unless in a case where the Confidential Report is technically
invalid for contravention of any rule or pr:oc_:edure or the

)

applicant through positive averments with  supporting

; _Bar
‘ |
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facts/evidence establish bias/malafide agair'ilst the Reporting
; \

Officers to the satisfaction of the Court andl:importantly after

f
arraying them as a parties and being heard.
20. The learned counsel for the respondents submitted while

considering an officer for promotion to a selection rank, the

[

Selectioﬁ Board takes into consideration a rumber of factors
such as war/ operatioﬁal reports, Course Reports, Annual
Confidential Report (ACR), performance in command and staff
appointments, honours and awérds, discipliﬁary background
.etc. .and. not just the ACRs .or one/lfew' ACRs and
Empanelment/ Non Empanelment is based upon the overall
profile of an officer and comparative merit within fhe Batch as
évaluated by the Selection Board.

21. -The learned counsel for the respondents submitted that
MS Branch Letter No 04560/MS Policy da{ted 28.04.2008
deaJs with criteria appointments tenable by Lt Col/Maj of all
Arms and Services for consideration by No. 3 Selection Board.
The learned counsel for the respondents f_ui'ther submitted
that the aforesaid policy letter was prom%ulgated to the

. |
environment and the same was disseminated to all units and
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the applicant cannot plead ignorance with regard to the

contents of the said policy letter and also S'lubmitted that all

officers are supposed to have acquainted %themselves with
Regulations and drders which are .pror_llulgated to the
environmént as per Para 324 of Regulatioﬁs for the Army
(Revised Edition, 1987). The learned counsél submitted that
moreover, there is no policy which mahdates separate
intimation to 'any officer of the IA that he/ sihe is placed on
Criteria Appointment. The learned counsel i added that the
concept of Criteria CR is governed by the ap{pointment being
held by an officer and the same is to be endoifsed in Para 4 of
the CR form. Since the impugnéd CRs initiated were in correct
appt, i.e. Workshop Officer at Station Workshop, and same
matches with Posting Order (Annexure A-3 (?f OA) and IAFF
3008 (Annexure A4 of OA) and therefore it was correctly
captured as Criteria Report. |

22, The learned counsel for the respo'nde’nts; submitted that
policy dated 13.01.2009 is not applicable to Officers of the
rank Major and} Lt Col. The said policy is applicable for

’ |
promotion to Brigadier. It was further added by the learned
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counsel that the rationale in the said polic:}l] is explaiﬁed at
[ .

Para 2 and 3 i.e. extraordinary situation arising due to release
of additional vacancies in rank of Lt Gen, Majdr Gen, Brigadier
and Cols as per AVSC 'C.ommittee_ repiort. The same
necessitated placing the officers of those ranks immediately in
newly created authorization, where certain appointments were
identified to be upgraded as criteria appointfnent on case to
case basis as Wideni_ng of Command- Funriel. Thus, while
posting such Colonel and above on ‘said upgraded
appointment, it was specifically intimated in the posting
orders that said appointments would be couhted as- criteria
appointment for said officers. |

23. It was further submitted by the leérned; counsel for the
respondents that the pararnount card is essential document
required to be attached with CR. The param‘.;)unt card of an
officer (which is accessible by all officers of IA -on MS-Web
through Army-Intranet), is a document in whiéh the details of
all past CRs, their period and Wﬂether captured as criteria

/non-criteria is reflected. The applicant thei*efor_e had full

opportunity to raise grievance regarding status of CR at
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relevant time period or at least within reasonaI}ble time instead.
of challenging it only after conéideration byi No. 3 Selection
-
Board. It was further added that no atterﬁpt to seek any
clarification regarding any confusion, | if applicant's
appointment was criteria or non‘ criteria wa$ raised by 'him~
during the fhree year tenure. Therefore, the s;lid contention is
'merely an afterthought. The learned counseli submitted that
even otherwise, numerous policies have been zissued time and
again for all officers to raise grievances in respéct of anomalies
in their paramount cards vide Réspondent;s ppliéy letters.
dated 04.10.2012, 22.07.2014, 28.01.2016, 02.12.2016. |
24, In view of the aforesaid submissions, the learned
counsel for the respondehts prayed that the OA lac':ks rﬁerit
and substance and the same may be dismissed.
ANALYSIS
25. The concerned Board proceedings of thé Selection Board;
the CR dossier of the applicant, the statutory complaint file, the
relevant policies and rules governing ACRs and various other
documents as produced by the applicant and the reépondents

were perused by us.
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S Firstly, we have examined the Board Froceedings of the

various No. 3 SB in which the applicant was! considered. The

details are summarised as below :

| Ser No. 3 SB |Considerations| Batch Year of ‘ Result
No. Seniority
A Sep 2017 Fresh EME 2000 Batch | Applicant -~ 91.163
Last Offer
gelected - 91.312
B Oct 2018 " First Review EME 2001 Batch | Applicant - 90.835
Last Offcr
selected ~-91.176
C Sep 2019 Final Review | EME 2002 Batch | Applicant - 91.185
- ’ Last Offcr

sz}lected -91.486

26. With the considerations as listed above, we are of the
view that the applicant has been granted all his cohsiderations
'due to him in the -normal course. ’fhe appglicant has been
correctly compared with the batches as brought out above given
table at Para 25 and has been rejected by allithe SBs due to
him being lower in merit than the last officer;selected iﬁ the

respective batches.

27. The other main issue raised by the applicant is that the
applicant himself -and his Initiating Officer (I0) during his
appointment as Workshop Officer' of station T;vorkshop (EME

1
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Bangalore) were not aware that the said aﬁpointment was a
|

'Criteria' appointment and three successive Cli?s were raised on
the applicant by his IO wherein all these ACRs were raised as
non-criterid CRs by the 10 of the applicant. ’fhe applicant has

‘also made out a case that whilst the professiof;al cofnpetencg in
executing the task by the applicant was duly highli'ghted in the
pen pictures of these three impugned "ACRSV however, the
proportionate assessment were not given by'the‘ I0 in these

ACRs because of the ignorance of the 10 of the applicant that

the said appointment was a Criteria’ appointmént.

28. It is pertinent to mention that as per: para 93 of AO
45/2001 it is the perSoﬁal ‘responsibility o‘f the Ratee' to -
correctly fill up the ACR portion pertaining to lpersonal data, in
accordance_ with records maintained in the ﬁnit, in part I of the
CR from and whether it is ‘criteria/non criteriai" appointment is
at para 4(b) of Part 1 of the ACR from. Hence it was the
responsibility of the applicant to ensure that fhe correct data

was filled up in Para 4(b) of Part 1 of the ACR.

- 0.A.'No. 2330/2019- Lt Col Sandeep Singh Thakur

— |
| i
| |



|
29. From the perusal of records it is 'clear that the

appointment of the applicant is duly mentioned as “Workshop

Officer” in Pen Pictures in CRs for the period 01.01.2010 to

31.12.2010 and 01.01.2011 to 12.08.2011 and in Appx 'B'

enclosed with all three impugned ACRs. The; CRs have been

initiated in the appointment to which the ofﬁcetﬁ was posted and
the same matc_hes with the JIAFF 3008 (Strength Return) and
satisfies the requirement of AO 45 / 2001. Ité is pertinent te
mention that criteria or non criteria status of,’a. CR alongwith
number of months is reflected with letter ‘C’ and ‘N’ in
Paremount Card of each officer of Indian Army while Part
Criteria status is reflected as letter 'P'. Scrutiny .of the CR
Dossier reveals that the Paramotmt Card submitted by the
applicant under his own signature alongwith his ACR for the -

period 27.05.2013 to 25.04.2014 reflects the Part Criteria

status of the impugned three ACRs. Slmllarlv the Part Crit

" Status of the 1mpugned three ACRs is reﬂected in Paramount

Cards submitted by the applicant duly signed Wh11e 1n1t1at1ng-
his ACRs for the period 05/14-05/15, 6/15-05/16, 01/17-

06/17, 06/17-12/17 and 12/17-05/18. The submission of the

i
!
1
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applicant that he was not aware of the status of CRs whether

criteria or otherwise is therefore not born‘e out from the

scrutiny of CR Dossier of the applicant. Furtheir, the CR Dossier
also reflect that subsequent to the years 200'9:% 2010 and 2011,
the applicant approached the concerned dep{artment, ie. MS
Branch vide his Letters dated 40901/Est dated 20.04.2014
from 875°Fd workshop Coy EME regarding gap in Ck from
13.08.2011 to 12.02.2012 alongwith a signed copy of his
Paramount Card as well another | Letter No.
. 40902/Gen/GS/WE-6 dated 26.05.2015 regarding corrections
to be carried out in his Paramount Card. The CR status of
impugned ACRs is also found duly reflected in timse Paramount
Cards. It is however, observed that no obserVafiohs br'request
to apparently correct the purpérted criteria/ noﬁ criteria status
was raised by the applicant. It is; only after beiﬁg non,
empanelled in the No. 3 Selection Board in Sféptember 2017,

that he made the first request regarding the criteria status for

his impugned CRs.
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30. In view of the posting order, ‘appointmen’; tena_ntgd by the
applicant which is corroborated by IAFF 300%), it is observed
that the impugned CRs have been initiated in L‘the appointment
held by the applicant during the period of thl% impugned CRs
and captured as Part Criteria CR as per prevailing policies on
the subject by editing them as criteria appoiﬁtment after due
scrutiny at the MS branch of the Army. The CRs have also
been examined and found to be well corrobo‘rai_ed with positive
pen pictures and positive recommer_ldationsv r»equiring‘ no

interference from this Tribunal. -

31. The issue brought out by the applicant that in all the
three impugned ACRs whilst the applicant's professional
competence was duly highlighted in the pen pictures of these
ACRs, however, the proportionate assessment were not given by
the IO because of the ignorance 6f the IO of the appliéant ébout-
the appointment of the applicant being criteria%appointment'is
completely untenable. The I0/RO/SRO is reqilired to assess

the Ratee’ strictly as per the performance of th= ‘Ratee’ during

—
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the period under review and is not guided‘bly whether the CR |
| |

‘ |
being written is a criteria or non-criteria report.

|
| ' I |
32. In view of the above, no relief can be granted to the

applicant and the OA 2330/2019 being devoid of merit is thus

dismissed.

33. It ié however observed that the respondénts have failed to
intimate the IO of the applicant in the instant case wherein in
three successive CRs, the same mistake was Ecommitted by thé
‘Ratee’/10 of the applicant about the type of af:ppointment.being
tenanted by the applicant (the correct appointment of the
applicant was a criteria appointment whereas all the three CRs
reflected appointment as Non-criteria appointment). The
‘respondents should have apprised the ‘Ratee’/IO of the
applicant about the mistakes made in the ACRS but faiied to do |
so on three successive occasions which is surprising. The
respondents are therefore directed to put in :’placé a Standard
Opérating Procedures (SOP) in their internal mechanism at the

MS branch to inform the ‘Ratee’/IO if such mistakes are
|
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|

committed whilst rendering-ACRs so that in future such lapses
_ | _

are not repeated. | | | {
|

IR

Pronounced in the open Court on this day of

July, 2024.

G
[JUSTICE RAJENDRA MENON]
. CHAIRPERSON

w,;

[REAR ADMIRAL BEIREN VIG]
~ MEMBER (A)
/ng/nmk/ '
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