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Govt., of A,P,, Revenus Dept.,
Hyderabad, _ .
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The applicant herein is an employes of the Andhra
Pradesh State Civil Services uorking.as Special Grade
Deputy Collector. He had earlier filed 0. A.N0,362/89
for inclusion in the select list Por 1988, The Pacts
giving rise to this as briefly stated by the applicant

ars as follous:

The applicant states that ;he was initially sought
to be regularised as Deputy Collector in the A.P.Revenue
Service u,e.P.31.8,1978 which uas the date shown in the
Provisional list published in G.0.Ms. No,1129, Revenue
Dept. dt.2,12,1987, Subséquently by G.0,Ms. No. 550
Revenue Dept., dt.1.8,1988 the date of regularisation
vas altered to 7,2,1979. Due to the alteration irre-
parable damage caused to him by loss of seniority. He
lost an opportunity for inclusion in the select list by
the Committee which met in 1987. He sesks to contend
that retrospective reguiarisatiOn gave him a2 right for
being considered for inclusion in the select list for
appointment to the I.A.S., by the Committee which met |
in 1987, He has referred to the decision of the Madras
Bench of ths Tribunal in P.V, Subramanyam Vs, lnion of
India and another (1987) 3 ATC 598: 1987 (3)sSL3 (CAT)97.
The applicant alsc refers to the Selection Committee meeting
which took place on 26.12,1988 for making selecticns to
£ill up vacancies in ths I,A.5., in the year 1989, He
ah;:/cnntands that the selection Committee again met'un
6.1.1990 and that he reliably understands that his name
was not includad in the select list prepared as a con-

sequent thersto for pramgtion to the I.A.S., to vacancises
v
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of tha year 1990. He contends that his junior Shri K,
Ram Reddy who is 10 places junior to the applicant in

the category of Deputy Collectors has been inqluded in
the selsct list by the Committes which meﬁjon 6.1.1990

and that in selecting this officer the Committee had

acted arbitrarilt. He further goes on to contend that
under the regulations viz., I.A.S (Appcintment by Promo-
tion) Regulations selection to the I,A.S5.,, should be

based on merit assessed on overall record and annual
C.Rs., that this procedure was not followed in the instant
case, The applicant éeeks to contend that his record of
service was meritorious and outstanding and that thers is
no reason as to why his name has not been included in the
selact list for the years 1988 and 1990. He further seeks
a direction from the Tribunal to summon the annual C.Rs
and to make its own assessment in regard to whether his

record was meriterious and outstanding.,

2. On behalf of the Staﬁe Govt. a counter has

been filed explaining the circumstances underwhich the

applicant's date of regularisation was provisionally

Pixed as 31.8,1978 and later altered to 7,2.1979 and it

is contendsd that there was no illegality or irrsgularity

in regard to his regularisation in the category of Deputy

Collectors, In so far as Shri Ram Reddy is concerned the
oo B

countsr states that Shri Ram Reddy originally included

in the panel of Deputy Cellectors for the year 1977-78

at S.No.21 of the ’ list approved in G.0. Ms.No.1005 dt,

20.11.1987 wherein the applicant was pleced at S.No.S,

that due to ravisign of seniority in the cadre of Tahsildars,

&
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the seniority of 5ri Rami Reddy was revised in the cadre
of Deputy Collectors by G.0.Ms. No.1062 Revenus Departmsnt
dated 24.10.1969 and his name vas placed at S.No.3/1
instead of at S.Na,21, By virtue of this revision of
seniority Sri K, Ram Reddy, Deputy Collecter became

senior to the applicant in the cadreof Desputy Collectaors.

It is stated that the Seslection Committes which met on

' 6.1.1990 made the selection on the basis of overall

assessment of relatiua records of service and assgigned a
grading to each officaf inciuding the applicant, Howevsr,
the applicant's ﬁame could not be included in the list
because he was junior té.those vho vere included in the
select list, Both Shri K, Ram Reddy and the applicant
vere assigned the same grajding by the Selection Committee

in accordance with the Sub-Requlation 5(5) of Promotion

Ragulations and the Pormer by. Qirtue of his seniority got

included in the select list.

3. on bahélﬁ’hf?the Union Public Service Commission
no counter has besen filed but Sri Madan Mohan relies
on the parawise remarks Furnished: Copies of the remarks
have been served updn thelapplicaﬁt and also furnished to
the Court. It is ccntendeé‘tﬁerain that the Selection
Committes which met on 26.12.1988 for preparing the select
list for filling up of vacancies in the ysar 1988 and the
Selsction Committee which met on 6.1.1990 prepared the
select list in accordance with the proceedure laiddown in
Regulation 5(5) Por filling up vacancies for the years _
1989 and 1990, It is also stated that record of the appli-

cant and other officers who were considered for selection

&
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vere duly assessed in accordance with the sub-regulation
5(4) and 5(5) and grading given on the basis of overall
assessment of service record. In so far as the list is

concerned, it is stated that the select list for 19%0was

- determined to bs 7 in accordance with sub-regulation 5(1)

vk R
of the Dramotion,ﬂegulatiungaad the zone of considera-

tion was restricted to 21 officers and on the basis of over-

all assessment the committse assigned the grading to all

" officers including the applicant. The applicant's name

could not be included in the sslect list because the
applicant is junior to thqée wvho wvere included in ths list
and also because of the statutgryiiimit on the size of the
Select list. In'so faras Mr, K, Rami Reddy is concerned
it is stated that though the applicant and Shri Rami Reddy
were assigned the same grading, the latter was included in
the select list as hiwig senior to the applicant, It is
contended thatlheLpgnnct substitute his own judgement for

that of the Selection Committes.

4, We have heard Shri Y, Suryanarayana, learned counssl

for the applicant, Shri E. Madan Mohan Rao, Addl. Standing

Counsel for the Central Govt., and Shri O. Panduramga Reddy,
Standing lounsel Por the Respondent No.3 and 4. Regarding
the pleas of the applicant that he should have been assigned
7?2:1979 as retrospective date of fegularisation instead of
31.8.1978 and that Shri K. Rami Reddy should hot have been
shoun asrsanior to the applicant in the cadre of Deputy

iz P

Collectors, we are of the vieu that %hey are not the matters
, .

which can be agitated before this Tribunal. The guestion

@_/
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of rights in regard to his conditions of service as
Deputy Collector in the A,P, State Civil Service and
whether he is senior to Shri Rami Reddy_ or not arewpg&aqlpumghk

came. ety wrilbuie The PN'P"W# I - ’],y\hh.ﬁ
beyond scope and jurisdiction of thls_Trlbunay\ In

Vv

ragard to the averments of the applicent that he was
entitled to inclusion in the select list prepared by
the Committee which met on 26, 12,1988 the applicant
-y 0.9.302 148
has filed a separate applicatlonL\hlch ve hauafdiqused
of today and so we are limiting ourselves to consi-
deration of the guestion whathef the applicant had a
right to inclusion in the select list preparsd for the
year1990, To determins this claim, we have called
for the record of the Selection Committss, We find
that the proceedure prescribed in regulation ‘S of thg
Promotion Regulations has been FolluQed and the appli-
cant was duly considered and given the grading 'Very
Good! Howsver, because he was lowver down in the
seniority list of Deputy Collecters, he could not Plnd
: (hwngwdAﬁ'ﬂ_
a placa in the select list.end we find no reason ?or
interfering with the selection committes pruceedlngs.
The applicant has alsoc contended that he should have
bsen given grading of ‘'Outstanding' on the basis of his
record 0% service, He has also pleaded that the Tribunal
itsel? should call the A.C.Rs of the applicant and those
aclecied

of the officers ssdettiem and make its own asgessment 1n
. ]
this regard. 'Thése contentionshave previously bsan
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raised in 0.A. No,362/89 uherain we have r e jected the
said cantantiuns applying the.Supreme Court Judgesment

reported in AIR 1988 (SC) 1069,

5. For the reasons given in the precesding
paragraphs we find no merit in the application.
Accordingly the application is dismissed. RNo order

as to costs,

(D. SURYA RAD) (R, BALASUBRANANIRN)
MEMBER (JUDICIAL) MEMBER (ADMINISTRATION)

ot: fa'%ept., 1900 ,
(¢~ Deputy Registrar(Judl)
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