{(1981)
1981 December 5
[MacacHTOS, 1]
IN THE MATTER OF ARTICLE 146 OF THE CONSTITUTION

[OANNIS VRYONIDES,
Applicant,

v

I. THE EDUCATIONAL SERVICE COMMITTEE
2. THE GRADING COMMITTEE OF THE
MINISTRY OF EDUCATION,
Respondents.

{Case No. 28/75).

Practice— Recourse for annulment—Amendment of claim for relief

so as to challenge validity of decision taken after the sub judice
decision and after filing of the recourse—Not possible even with
consent of counsel for the respondents.

Public Officers—Qualifications-Evaluation—All relevant facts taken
inte consideration—No misconception of fact—Relevant decision
a duly reasoned one.

The applicant, a secondary education schoolmaster on scale
B6, applied to the respondent Committee for promotion on
scale B10. Amongst the qualifications required by the relevant
scheme of service was “a degreeftitle of another University
in the relevant language and literature or equivalent qualifica-
tion”. His application for promotion was supported by the
following qualifications which in the submission of applicant
satisfied the aforequoted requirement of the scheme of service:

(a) A.C.P. diploma in education;
(b) University of London Institute of Education;

(c) Diploma in the teaching of English as a foreign lan-
guage;

(d) Cambridge certificate of Proficiency in English;
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(¢) Final Diploma of the Institute of Linguis.ts;

(f) Membership of the Institute of Linguists (MIL).

The respondent Committee decided to reject applicant's
claim for promotion on the ground that his qualifications did
not satisfy the above requirement of the scheme of service;
and informed applicant accordingly by letter* dated 28.2.1975
in which it was stated, inter alia, that the Committee having
considered the application and having taken into consideration
all the elements and documents before it as well as the views
of the Evaluation Committee decided that applicant’s qualifica-
tions cannot be considered as equivalent to a University Degree/
title.

As against the above decision applicant filed the above
recourse, After the filing of this recourse the applicant sub-
mitted new facts in support of his allegation that his qualifica-
tions were equivalent to a University degree; the respondent
Committee examined applicant’s claim in the light of those
facts and rejected it on the 17th January, 1976. On March
1876 applicant was granted, with the consent of counsel for
the respondent, an amendment of his claim in this recourse
by virtue of which be could attack, also, the latter decision of
January 17, 1976, by means of this recourse.

Counsel for the applicant contended:

(a) That the respondent Committee confined themselves
to the gxamination of only the “Membership of the
Institute of Linguists (MIL)" title and did not examine
all the qualifications of the applicant collectively;
and that this omission, amounted to misconception
of facts which, by itself, alone, rendered the decision
complained of null and void and of no legal effect
whatsoever;

(b} that, irrespective of the above omission, respondents
wrongly valuated the MIL title as not equivalent to
a university degree;

(c) That the decision of the respondent committee was
not duly reasoned.

The letter is quoted in full at pp. 549-552 post.
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Held, (1) that the application for amendment was wrongly
granted, even with the consent of counsel of the respondent
Committee; that in no case the decision of the respondent
Committee of 17.1.1976 whether being an executory one or
confirmatory of the decision of 28.2,1975 complained of in
the present recourse, could be embodied in the present recourse;
and that, therefore, this Court will not pronounce on the sub-
missions and arguments of counsel made on facts which took
place after the 28th February, 1975 when the decision complained
of in the present recourse was issued.

(2) That it is clear from the relevant minutes of the respondent
Committee and their letter to the applicant dated 28.2.1975, as
well as the relevant correspondence contained in the personal
file of the applicant, that all the qualifications of the applicant,
including the MIL title, were carefully considered by the
respondent Committee before issuing the decision complained
of; that in reaching this decision they took into consideration all
the relevant facts, including the views of the Evaluation
Committee; and that, therefore, it cannot be said that there is
misconception of facts on their part.

(3) That as regards the reasoning of their decision this is also
contained in their letter to the applicant dated 28.2.1975 where
it is clearly stated that he did not possess the required quali-
fications specified in the relevant schemes of service for promo-
tion on scale B10; accordingly this recourse should fail.

Application dismissed.

Recourse.

Recourse against the refusal of the respondents to emplace
applicant, a teacher of secondary education, on scale B. 10.

L. Papaphilippou, for the applicant.
A. S. Angelides, for the respondents.
Cur. adv. vult.

MaracHuTos J. read the following judgment. The applicant
in this recourse served as a teacher in the elementary education
as from 1951 to the 6th October, 1969, when he was seconded
to the secondary education. As from 1.1.1970 he was appointed
on probation on scale B3 as a teacher of English in secondary
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education schools. At the time of his appointment on scale
B3 the applicant had the following qualifications:
(a) a diploma of the Morphou Teachers’ Training College;
(b) a University of London Institute of Education;

(c)' a diploma in the teaching of English as a foieign
language.

On the 30th June, 1970, it was decided to abridge his pioba-
tionary period and to confum his appointment on scale B3
as from 1.1,1570.

On the 12th January, 1971, the applicant applied for promo-

- tion to a higher scale on the basis of his years of service, his

qualifications and grading. The respondent by its decision
dated 18th January, 1971, promoted the applicant to scale Bo
as from 1.2.1971 and the applicant accepted this promotion
by letter dated 21.1.1971.

On the 6th March, 1972, the applicant applied for promotion
1o scale B10 on the strength of his 20 years service success in
the examinations for the Cambridge Certificate Proficiency
in English, which examinations took place in Cyprus,

On the 27th March, 1972, the evaluation committee decided
that the Certificate referred to in the application of the applicant.
does not cover either formally or substantially the qualifications
of the schemes of service for promotion from scale B6 to scale
B10 as it does not amount to postgraduate course for 1the period
of one vyear in a special overseas college.

On the 1st May, 1972, the respondents decided that they
could not respond to the applicant’s claim for the above reasons
and communicated their decision to the applicant by their
letter dated 3td May, 1972

By letter dated 25th June, 1972, the applicant returned to
his claim and the respondents by letter dated 8th July, 1972,
replied to him that they could not add anything more to the
above letter of 3rd May, 1972.

By letter dated 20th September, 1972, the applicant gave notice
to the respondent committee that he had started studies for
the associationship of the college of Preceptors (A.C.P.) oi
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London and was asking to be informed whether this could be
considered as an additional qualification in accordance with
the schemes of service.

On 2nd November, 1972, the evaluation committee decided
that by holding the A.C.P. diploma, the applicant could not
be promoted to scale BIO.

On 28th December, 1972, the same Committee considered
the matter again and decided that the A.C.P. diploma does
not satisfy paragraph B(1)(c) of the schemes of service. The
schemes of service for the post of a secondary education school
teacher on scale B10 are the following:-

“KAOHIHTHZ
Emi mioBoroyikils  Khipexos B.10 £912X30-1032X36-1428

(©tois Tpatov Alopiouol
xai TTpoecywyfis)

Kafixovre xai EdBUvan:

I.  MBoxTikd koffikovta & T TAwoiw ToUu dpoloyiou
kol dvaAuTikoU TrpoypauueaTos, ey & réles xal TpiuaTa
hfehey Opicar & Bieubuvris ToU axorelou.

2. ’Evepyds oupuetoyf es dmdoas Tés Epyaoias, ékBnidoes
kel SpaoTneidTnToeg TOU oyohsiou.

3. OlabfmroTs &AAa kofnxovra fiflshov dvorsii sl avtov
Tpos TO ounetpor TRV pobnTdv, ToU oyoistou xai Tig
Exmrondevoecas dv yéve,

*Amrarrotpeva Tlpeodvra:

A. A& TlpdiTov Alopiopdy

(o7) Ak Td&s Stvas TAmooas

I.  Tlruyiov EAAnvikoU TraverrioTnpiov efs 1fv olkelav yAdooaw
kai pracroyiav

n

(e} ‘Amoduripiov Etaratiov EAAnvikoU oyxoAelov 7 &Ahou
dvrigTolyov ToloUrou péons Exmaideloews il Kimpou
| ToU &wtepikol (PA. Znu. (1) xorwTipw)
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Kol

Truyfov/riThos éTépéu mavemoTniiov els THv olkelav
YAGooov xal @AoAoylar fi looBuvepor Trpooov.

Kerrdprions els ta MonBeryeoykd (PA. Znu. (1) vorwrépm).
B. Ak Tpoaywyty

Els ™y 9ow raimmy mpodyetan Kabnyntis eUpiokopeves
&l T kAiipoxos B.6, &v-

()

2nK.

8

2nu.:

62)

KaTén T& TpocdvTa TG dmaitolpeva Sk mpldTov
Siopioudv els Ty Bfow KafnyntoU &ml Tiis xAfpoxos
B.3.

1 Ol v 1§} Umnpecic xora Ty Inv ’loviiou 1969 Kabn-
yrrai £l 15 kKAlpakos B.3 wpeaydpevos &ls i Stow Ka-
BnynToU &l iis xApokos B.6 Suvavron va mpody vt
Tpovpévwy TGV Aoiméw Spwv, kal el; The Séow Kobn-
ynrouU drri Tiis kAipoxos B.10 EoTow kai Edv Biv karéyouy
T& d&monToUpsva Trpocdvra Bk mpddTov  Bropioudy
glg 1y Séow KofnynToU #nl Tfs kA{poxos B.3.

#xn ouutAnpooet ToUAdyioTov Evds Erous Umnpeoiav
¢l Tou dvwTérov onuelov Tis xhipokes B.6.

Méypr Ths Ins ZemrepPpiov 1972, Tnpovbéveov 14w
howméov Opoov, TpodyeTtal kal O Exwv ouvoAkiv Exmon-
Beurikfiv  Utrmpeciov To&idxxo'-rou 14 tvéw Eorw xai
Eqv oUros B&v 8 £xn ovpmAnpwosa tvds ETous Utrnpeoiow
(mi Tou GuwtdTou onpelou Tiis kAlpoxkos B.6.

*Exn kaTd & TeAevtaia TévTe ETn) eUBdipov Urnpecicw
o kol TpdcfeTa elSik& Tpoadvta &mokTopeva Bik
i &mi #v TolAdyioTov TAfipx dxobnuaikov  ETog
peTekTrenSevoews  Els elBikdy  oxoAfw Tou  Ewrepikou
Eyxpwopdvmy Uwd ToU “Ymoupystou TTaudefas kol PBePon-
oupsva Bi& OYXETIKOU TIOTOTTOMTIKOU omoubdv.”

(“SCHOOLMASTER

On

salary scale BI0 £912X30—1032X3—1428
(First entry and promotion
post)

Duties and responsibilities:

Teaching duties within the scope of the time and analy-
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tical programme, in such classes and sections, as the
director of the school might determine.

2. Active participation in all business, functions and
activities of the school.

3. Any other duties which might be assigned to him in
the interest of the students, the school and education
in general.

Required qualifications:

(b) For Foreign Languages
1. Degree of a Greek University in the relative language
and literature
or
(a) School leaving certificate of a six year school or other

similar secondary school of Cyprus or abroad (see
note (ii) below)

and

{(b) Degreeftitle of any other university in the relative
language and literature or equivalent qualification.

2. Experience in paedagogics. (see note (i) below).
B. For Promotion
1. A schoolmaster on scale B6 is promoted if—

(a) he possesses the qualifications required for first entry
to the post of schoolmaster on scale B3.

Note: Those school masters serving on the Ist July, 1969
on scale B3 and promoted to the post of school-
master on scale B.6 may be promoted, provided
the other conditions are complied with, to the post
of Schoolmaster on Scale B.10 even though they
do not possess the required qualification for first
appointment to the post of Schoolmaster on scale
B.3.

(b) he has completed at least one year’s service on the
top of salary scale B.6.
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Note: Until the 1st September, 1972, provided the other
provisions are complied with, a schoolmaster haviag
a total educational service of at least 14 years may
he promoted even though he has not completed
one year's service on the top of salary- scale B.6.

.(c) he has for the last five years successful service and
additional special qualifications acquired by at lzast
one academic year post graduate course in a special
school abroad approved by the Ministry of Education
and verified by a relative certificate of studies”).

By letter dated 10th February, 1973, the respondent Committee
communicated their above decision to the applicant to the effect
that the A.C.P. diploma cannot bc considered as an additional
special qualification for the purposes of the schemes of service
for promotion from scale B6 to scale BI0.

By letter dated 5th August, 1973, the applicant notified
the respondent Committee that he was successful in the examina-
tions and as a result he obtained the final diploma of the Institute
of Linguists—London, and he was applying for his promotion
to scale BIO.

By letter dated 30th August, 1973, the applicant makes
reference to his previous letter and gives supplementary informa-
tion as regards the said diploma. '

On 24th September, 1973, a new letter follows by the applicant
addressed to the respondemt Committee by which he was
notifying it that he obtained the title M.ILL. (Member of the
Institute of Linguists).

On 26th October, 1973, the applicant addressed another letter
to the respondent Committee by which he notified it that he had
obtained the A.CP. diploma for which he started studies as
referred to in his previous letter of 20th September, 1972,

By letter dated 3ist October, 1973, the applicant notified
the respondent Committee that over and above of what he had
referred to in his original application of 5th August, 1973,
he would like to add supplementary facts of his out of school
activities. As a result of this letter the respondent Committee
invited the applicant, on the 27th December, 1973, to contact
the Chairman of the Evaluation Committee.
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By letter dated 26th February, 1974, the applicant notified
the respondent Committee that he was awarded the title of
M.IL.

By letter dated 19th September, 1974, in which a photo copy
in connection with the title M.I.L., in which the relevant photo
copy was enclosed, he protests for the delay in receiving a
reply to his application as regards his promotion to scale B10.
In the meantime, the evaluation committee asked for the opinion
of the British Council as regards the recognition of the title
M.IL. in Great Britain.

By letter dated 18th October, 1974, the applicant protested
to the respondents that in view of the fact that he did not receive
any reply to his application, he would file a recourse in the
Constitutional Court.

By letter dated 23rd October, 1974, the respondents informed
the applicant that they had already answered his claim since
10th February, 1973, and that a new claim based on a new
diploma started with his letter of the 5th August, 1973, but in
view of the fact that since then the applicant was continuously
submitting to them new elements and facts in suppoit of his
claim, which the Evaluation Committee had to examine, the
last one being submitted on 19th September, 1974, that is 13
months afier the submission of the original application, the
reply was delayed.  In any case it was his right to file a recoursc
if he so wished.

On the 2nd November, 1974, the applicant filed Recourse
No. 377/74.

By letter dated Ist November, 1974, the applicant applied
for an appointment with the Head of the Department of the
Secondary Education and on 18th November, 1974, after
the said appointment took place, addressed to the respondent
Committee a letter containing the history of the whole cass.

By letter dated 20th February, 1975, the Head of the Depart-
ment of Secondary Education, informed the applicant that his
case was under consideration by the Evaluation Commitiee.

On the 28th February, 1975, the respondent Commitlee
decided that the claim of the applicant for promotion to scale
B10 could not be accepted.
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This decision of the respondent was taken after obtaining
the opinton and advice of the Evaluation Committee, and was
communicated to the applicant by letter dated 28th February,
1975.

This . letter reads as follows:

“ PEmbupdd vé dvapepB®d els Td aivnud oas Bi& mpoaywyty
els Gfow &wl s khipaxos B.10 koi v& ods mAnpogopricw
én 1) ‘EmTpor 'Exmwabeuridls  “Yonpeoiog Herdooooa
Ty oimow oos kol AaBoloa U’ Sy Twévta Té Bvdmiov
autiis croyeia kal Eyypopa s kal vas dmdyes tiis "Em-
Tpomrfis 'AtioAoyfioews kaf® &g '

.- **H ’Emtpot) "Aliodoyrioews xplver &m & wpoodrTa
ToU XK. Bpuwvidn Siv Blvavrar vk GzwpnbBouv ST loo-
Suvauotv Tpds ThruylovfritAdov Tlavemiornuiou.

1. 'O x. Bpuwvidns Paciler Ty oimoiv tou xupluxs
els v dveryvapiow 1§ dmola TpocgépeTan U TS
Emirporrfis Burnham & CAyyAia els 16 M.IL.
(Membership of the Institute of Linguists) ds
looBuvdpou wpos TTruylov Tovemornpiov.

TTap” GAov &1t # dvayvopiols aitn Umd EmTporriis
17115 xefopiler Ty duoiprv Téy dxmanSeuTikGv v "Ayyiia
Stv elvan Beopeurikn S Td “Ymoupyeiov TlouBeios,
&v ToUtols Tptmel v& Sieukpiodd 6Ti: )

(o) "H dvayvopiois TpoopépeTan Sk oxotols uicto-
Bogioas udvov, mpopavéxs Adyw Tiis omdvews fiTis
TaparnpsiTan & CAyyAia el xednynTds Eévev
yYAwoadv. .

B) ‘H dvayvopiois TpoopépeTan els "AyyAous ofTives
©dmékmnoav e MULL. ds yAdooov &My &
v ‘Ayyridy (Ol xcvoviopoi Tol lveTivolTou
Stv tmirpEmrow Efraow els TV pnTpikty yAdooav).

(y) Elven Aav dribavov vér Tpoopepfi] Siopiouds els
"AyyAik& oxohsa elg tvous kafnynas drokTduTas
T0 M.LL. els ™v "Ayyhikiiv yAdooav s 1) mepi-
TTWol Tou k. Bpuwvidn.

8) Abv  yvwpilopey Teplimrwow &woryvewplocws ToU
P P ocyv
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MIL. &wd T1oU ‘AyyAwou TMovemothplov Bik
OXOTIOUS HETUTTTUYIOKGY oTroudiiv.

() Al &etdoeus ToU Linguists elven slpéax yvworTat

2.

&v ’AyyAia o tests Si& Brayyshuarios petappaoTds.

‘EinTéoapey perd wpocoxfis Té Syllabus Tév Tehixdw
tlerdoswv ToU Institute of Linguists. ThoTelopey
om elvan kaTwTrépou Emmédov ToU Diploma of English
Studies Tou Tlaverriornplov ToU Cambridge xké&royot
Tou &molov korardooovtan Umd s ELEY. els v
B.3 kAipoxa. Tiv &mwopw abmiy Tis EmiTporis
tEmPePorcvar & xafnynths TéY CAyyAwédv k. Nikos
MixenAidns & dwolos fioxoAhln ut dugpoTtipos Tds e
Téoes. [veran oUykpois pt & Diploma of English
Studies 5107 elvon Biebvdds yvwordy mpoady kal 5161t
s katl & M.LL. s v "AyyAikty rpooépeTan povov
gls ufy “Ayylous ormoubooTas

(external students).

Toé M.LL. 8 8uvaron v& Oewopndfi s Trpdoderov
eiBicdy Trpocdv dmokTdpevor Bik Tiis &l v TouAd-
yiotov TAfipes xadnuaixdy Etos  peTektronSeUoecss
els elbnciy oxoAfy Tou fEwTepixou Eykpivoptvny UTrd
Tou “Ymoupyelou TTeaSelors,’

aregéoioey &1 8tv Slvarar va dvtorrokpifi els TO aiud oas
xaBoTL

(o) T& Tpoodvra cas Biv elvon foobuvaua mwpds TTTuyiov/

®

TirAov Tlavemiornulou ToU® Omep &moureiron Bik
kerarabv els Oow Emi s xAMuoxkos B.10.

To U¢” Guddhv xrnddy Membership of the Institute
of Linguists 8é&v Bzcopeiran “wpdobetov eldikdv mpoodv
Smowrapevor Six Ths &l v ToUAdpaTov TrAfipes
dxaBnuaikor Eros perekmonBavuoews els elbikfv oyxoiiy
Tou EleTepikou Eyxpwopbrny Umd Tou “Ymoupyelou
Mendefas’ o5 drauTeiron Umd T Zyeblwv “Yrnpeoias
Si1& Tpoaywy v & Tiis xAfuokos B.6 els THyv xAipoxav
B.10 ‘Qoolrrews Siv TrAnpoUte kol Erepov Spov #
Tov  &martoupdvey Umd  Téw Zyeblwv ‘Ywnpeolos
Bkt T v Aoy mpoaywyTy fitor Biv ExeTe oupTrAn-
poxoea kvds Erous Imrnpectov &mri Tou dvwTdrov onusiov
Tiis «Aipoxes B.6”
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(*“I wish to refer to your claim for promotion to the post
on scale B.10 and to inform you that the Educational Service
Committee having examined you application and taking
into consideration all elements and documents befoie
it as well as the views of the Evaluation Committee by

which

‘The Evaluation Committee considers that the quali-
fications of Mr. Vryonides cannot be regarded that
they are equivalent with a university degreeftitle.

I, Mr. Vryonides bases his application mainly on the
recognition which is accorded by the Burnham
Committee in England to the M.LL. (Membership
of the Institute of Linguists) as equivalent to a
University degree.

Even though this recognition by a Committee which
determines the remuneration of educationalists in
England is not binding on the Ministry of Education,
yet it must be clarified that:

(@)

(b)

©

(d)

©

The recognition is offered for salary purposes
only evidently due to the scarsity which is noticed
in England for schoolmasters of foreign languages.

The recognition is offered to Englishmen who
acquired the M.IL. in a language other than
English (The regulations of the Institute do not
permit an examination in the mother language).

It is very improbable that an offer in English
schools will be made to foreign schoolmasters
who acquire the M.I.L. in the English language
as in the case of Mr. Vryonides.

We do not know a case where the M.I.L, was
recognised by any English University for . post
graduate studies.

The examinations of Linguists are broadly known
in England as tests for professional translators;

2. We have examined with care the Syllabus of the
final examinations of the Institute of Linguists,
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We believe that it is of a lower level than the
Diploma of English Studies of the Cambridge
University, holders of which are emplaced by the

Educational Service Committee on Scale B.3.
This view of the Committee is verified by school-
master of English Mr. Nicos Michaelides who has
been engaged with both examinations. Compa-
rison is being made with the Diploma of English
Studies because it is an internationally known
qualification and because the M.LL. in English
is offered only to non-English students (external
students).

The M.L.L. cannot be considered as additional
spacial qualification acquired by a one year post
gradvate academic course in a special school abroad
approved by the Ministry of Education’

decided that it cannot respond to your request as,

(a)

(b)

vour qualifications are not equivalent to a univarsity
Dcegreeftitle which is required for emplacement
to the post on scale B. 10,

the acquiied by you Membership of the Institute
of Linguists is not considered ‘additional special
quatlification acqured by a one ycar post graduvate
academic course in a special school abroad approved
by the Ministry of Education’ as reguired by the
Schemes of Service for promotion from scale B.6
to scale B.10. Likewise you do not fulfil another
of the required provisions of the Schemes of Service
for the said promotion i.e. you have not completed
one year's servicz on the top of salary scale B.6.™)

As a result, ihe applicant filed the present recourse claiming
a declaration of the Court that the decision andfor act of the

respondent

Committee contained in the letter of its Chaitman,

dated 23th February, 1975, by which they decided not to cmplace
the applicanrt, a teacher of secondaiy education, on scale B.10,
i1s null and void and of no legal effect whatsocver.

Even cafier the filing of the present recourse the applicant
continued his correspondence on the subject with the respondant
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Committee, By letters dated 23,5.1975, 5.6.1975, 8:7.1975
and 22.8,1975, the applicant submitted new facts to support
his allegations that his qualifications were equal to a university
degree and expressed certain remarks on the decision of
28.2.1975, the subject matter of the present recourse.

On 17.1.1976 the respondent Committee examined' the claim
of the applicant once again in the light of the new facts submitted
by him and rejected it. This decision was communicated io
the applicant on the same day. :

On 22.3.1976, the datc fixed for hearing of this recourse,
the applicant filed an application for amendment of his claim
which was, with the consent of counsel for the 1espondent Com-
mittee, granted on the same day. The amendment was that
after the words “dated 28th February, 19757, the woids “and
by 17th January, 1976” should be added. This in effect
amounted to the applicant attacking in the present recourse
both the decision of the respondent Committee contained in
the letter of 28.2.1975 and 17.1.1976.

I must say straight away that the application for amendment
was wrongly granted, even with the consent of counsel of the
respondent Committee. In no case the decision of the respondent
Committee of 17.1.1976, whether being an executory one or
confirmatory of the decision of 28.2.1975 complained of in
the present recourse, could be embodied in the present recourse.

For this reason I do not intend to pronounce on the submis-
sions and arguments of counsel made on facts which took place
after the 28th February, 1975, when the decision complained
of in the present recourse was issued.

Counsel for applicant, in support of his case, submitted that
the matter under consideralion in the present recourse depends
on whether the qualifications of the applicant are equivalent

to a university degree or title in accordance with paragraph

B(1)(c) of the Schemes of Service, having in mind that it is an
admitted fact that the applicant is a graduate of a secondary
school and of the Teachers’ Training College of Morphou.
The application of the applicant for promotion on scale B.10
was supported, as it appears from the whole correspondence,
on the following qualifications:

(a) A.C.P. diploma in education;
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(b) University of London Institute of Education;

(¢) Diploma in the teaching of English as a foreign lan-
guage;

(d) Cambridge certificate of Proficiency in English;

(¢) Final Diploma of the Institute of Linguists;

(f) Membership of the Institute of Linguists (MIL).

Counsel for applicant further submitted that the respondent
Committee confined themselves to the examination of only
the MIL title and did not examine all the qualifications of
the applicant collectively. This omission, as he alleged, amounts
to misconception of facts which, by itself, alone, 1enders the
decision complained of null and void and of no legal effect
whatsoever. He further argued that irrespective of the above
omission, the respondents wrongly evaluated the MIL title
as not equivalent to a universily degree. Finally, he submitted,
that the decision of the respondent Committee was not duly
reasoned.

I must say that I find no merit in the above submissions of
counsel for applicant. It is clear from the relevant minutes
of the respondent Committee, and their letter to the applicant
dated 28.2.1975, as well as the relevant correspondence contained
in the personal file of the applicant, that all the qualifications
of the applicant, including the MIL title, were carefully consi-
dered by the respondent Committee before issuing the decision
complained of. In reaching this decision they took into consi-
deration all the relevant facts, including the views of the Evalua-
tion Committee. Therefore, it cannot be said that there is
a misconception of facts on their part.

As regards the reasoning of their decision, this is aiso
contained in their letter to the applicant dated 28.2.1975, where
it is clearly stated that he did not possess the required qualifi-
cations specified in the relevant Schemes of Service for promotion
on scale B.10.

For the above reasons, this recourse fails and is, consequently,
dismissed.
On the question of cosis I make no Order.

Application dismissed. No order
as to costs.
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